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ABSTRACT

This work is concerned with the nature and scope of
ideology. It begins with an examination of the relationship
between theory and practice in the relatively uncontentious area
of education. An analysis of different kinds of educational
theory reveals the nature of the most comprehensive form of such
theorising to be problematic. It is argued that a solution to
this problem depends upon the solution to the wider problem of
the nature of political ideology, to which the discussion
therefore shifts. Existing theories of political ideclogy being
deemed inadequate, a fresh start is made by showing how this form
of theory combines the descriptive and the evaluative in a
particular way and with particular logical consequences. These
consequences characterise ideology as a peculiar form of ethical
understanding, involving a distinctive way of thinking and having
a logical structure of its own. However, these characteristics
which maké ideology distinctive are not inherently political, and
the possibility of there being several different forms of
ideology is discussed. With these conclusions it becomes
possible to return to the problem of comprehensive educational
theory and show that it is composed of a number of forms of
ideclogy, some related to political ideonlogy and some not. The
work concludes with some reflections upon the extent to which

ideology is an inevitable component of all thinking about human

affairs,
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INTRODUCTION

This work is concerned with the nature and scope of
ideology. The intense controversy surrounding the subject makes
it a difficult one to deal with, but is egually a measure of its
importance. While the origins of the concept may lie in political
theory, 1ts significance is much wider, embracing any form of
activity where belief and theory might be involved, and therefore
virtually our whole practical life within society. The problem
of ideclogy goes to the root of the relationship between thought
and action, theory and practice. In this sense, the nature of
ideclogy touches all of us. We may ignore or be entirely
ignorant of intellectual pursuits, but we cannot avoid the need
to act, or to judge the consequences of our actions for others;
and we canncot, unless our circumstances are peculiarly desperate,
avoid making choices about how we ought to live. Such actions
and judgements and decisiong involve beliefs, and it is in this
sphere of social belief that the nature of ideology lies. But
for all its importance and all the attentions of theorists of
various stripe, its nature has not been clarified. It remains, as
Raymond Plant points out, a ®much invoked but little analysed
concept” [11. Blame falls particularly heavily upon philosophers
whose professional concern is conceptual analysis. Bhiku Parekh
has correctly observed:

.« w2 have not sp far devoted enough thought
to the analuysis of the logical structure of
political doctrines and inquired where
precisely to locate their identity. Political
doctrines are highly complex and fluid
conceptual structures, with one foot in the
world of abstract ideas and the otner in the
humdrum world of human practice. Unless we
know where to look for their identity, we are
bound to end up misunderstanding them. [23




If the concept of idenlogy really is as important in human
affairs as has just been suggested then the failure to analuyse it
implies that much of our thinking on a variety of important
matters may be in a state of chronic confusion.

There may be any number of reaseons for this failure, but
one or two can be explored which might point to a more adequate
analysis. First, and most important, is the relationship betueen
nolitical and moral philosophy. There is a great philosophical
tradition, going back at least to Socrates, of substantive
ethics, of seeking to determine the fundamental principles by
which men ought to live. Indeed, it is widely believed that this
is philosophy’s central concern, an assumption summed up in the
common phrase ‘philosophy of life’. But there is a gulf between
the popular conception of philosophy and its systematic pursuit
as ‘academic philosophy’. This has arisen because the
traditional pursuit of ethical certainty through philosophy has,
in the ZO0th Century, faltered and almost come to a stop.

Although the logic goes back to David Hume, modern philosophers
have increasingly doubted that any moral system can be given a
foundation in objective reality; and if this is taken away it is
difficult to see upon what secure theoretical foundation of
whatever sort morality can be based. And if there is no such
basis, then it is guestiocnable whether it is possible to have an
objective decision procedure of any kind that could determine
whether one set of moral beliefs is any better than any other.
Certainly none has been found that enjoys any degree of

consensus among philosophers.
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Not all philosaphers accept that ethics can not be given
such a foundation, but it has bzen the dominant philosophical
view for several generations, and embraced bu a rangs of
philosophers whose approach to ethics is in other respects
radically different, including Charles L. Stevenson, R.M. Hare
and D.Z. Phillips. [3] ZPernard Williams has written:

There cannot be any very interesting, tidy or
self-contained theory of what morality is, nor,
despite the vigorous activities of some present
practitioners, can there be an ethical theory,
in the sense of a philosophical sitructure
which, together with some degree of empirical
fact, will yield a decision procedure for moral
reasoning. his latter undertaking has never
succeeded, and could not succeed, in answering
the question, by what right does it legislate
to the moral sentiments? [4]

This implies that it is not the business of philosophy to
determine by which moral principles men ought to live, and that
philosophers have nothing that qualifies them better than anyone
else to pronounce upon substantive ethical questions. The point
is elegantly made by Peter Winch:

-« philosophy can no more show a man what he

should attach importance to than geometry can

show him where he .should stand. [31
But if this is correct then much that passes for philoszophy, and
much that has long been accepted as philosophy, is not philosophy
in the strict sense and must be something else.

This puts political philosophy, and for that matter
educational philosophy, in an odd light. For within the broad
sphere of philosophy these two might be said to be the last
bastions of the traditional belief in the responsibility of
philosophy for determining the correct ethical principles which
men should follow. Any number of general books on political

philosophy [6] explicitly or implicitly are recommending the
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author’s own political valuesy that is, his views on democracy,
freedom, justice and the like. PBut this is precisely the sphere
of political doctrine or ideclogy. It is this failure of ethical
detachment that is the root of the failure to analyse ideology.
And only the rigorous observance of ethical neutrality is likely
to make progress.

The traditional belief that it was the function of
political philosophy to provide the rational and moral principles
of political action was so ingrained that when it was challenged
by logical positivism those who were convinced of its ethical
implications promptly pronounced political philosophy to be
dead.[7] Theorising about politics, they thought, was now the
proper province of empirical social science, and sociclogy in
particular. BPBut this was not a noticeably successful move. The
gquagmire condition of social scientific theory tends to spread
confusion to everything it touches. And nowhere is this more
true than in the socieclogy of ideas. This is the second reason
why the nature of ideology has remained opagque to us. The
introduction of socicological conceptions has compounded the
confusion.

It will be argued in the following chapters that the
beginnings of wisdom in this matter lay in the recognition that
determining the nature of ideology is a problem of political
philosophy, understood here as an esthically neutral exercise in
conceptual analysis that is sharply differentiated from normative
political theory. Failure to make the distinction (and it is a
common failure) involves a fatal confusion of the method of
analysis with what it is supposed to be analysing. It will also

be arqued, on the other hand, that ideologuy is too closely
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identified with normative political thepry. Ideology has
commonly been thought to pervade all kinds of thinking, perhaps
every kind, but its influence is always presumed to, so to speak,
radiate from the political. However, this assumption can be
challenged.

The term ‘political theory’® is something of a misnomer,
though a understandablie one. Political theory is concerned with
how men should live together, and not just with the narrow
practice of politics. The business of politics is the
organisation of society, the provision of a frameworlk for social
life. Political theory, on the other hand, particularly that
aspect of it that might be identified as ideological, is
concerned with the substance of that lifej it is concerned with
the good life, politics merely being the means of achieving 1t.
We concentrate on politics and talk in terms of political theory
or ideology because politics is pre-eminently the means of
securing and maintaining the way of life we seek. And so we tend
to conceptualise the problem in political terms, with education,
art, economy and whatever else we deem pertinent, subsumed within
it. The first concern of ideclogy, therefore, is how we live and
we turn to politics in search of the means. But it is not the
only means. Ideclogies can, and have, built upon other practices
which are structurally central to our lives, including art and
economy and education. So another way of exploring ideology is

to examine it with one of these other central practices at the

focus.
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In selecting one of these practices for further
examination, education is the cobvious choice. For that too is a
practice that must be informed by some notion of the society we
desire, in a way that economic and artistic thinking do not, at
least not directly. Indeed, politics and education suggest a
continuum, for no political theory can fail to have implications
for education; and, not surprisingly, many of the major
political thinkers - Plato, Rousseau and others - have been major
educational thinkers. The ideal society that ideologically
inspired politics strives for (or strives to preserve) cannot
survive unless its citizens are educated into it, so that the
principles that inform such educational practice must be the same
as inform political practice. In this sense educational theory
is a necessary adjunct to political theory. On the other hand,
this is too narrow a conception to embrace the whole sphere of
education. Educational theory is no more an extension of
political theory than educational practice is an extension of
political practice. There are many differences. Education is,
or can be, a largely autonomous practice generating a largely
autonomous body of thought. There are alsoc many practical
differences. There are, for example, no handbooks of political
practice, nor political training colleges. It may be, therefore,
that ideologu has a different role to play, and involves
different values for educational practice than it does for
politics. ©On the broader front, it is possible for the problenms
of identifying and achieving the good life to be conceived in
educational terms separately from, and even in despite of,
politics. We can put education at the centre of our ideological

concern. Thus, there is more than one way of conceiving ideology
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in relation to education. Indeed; it might well be that
considering the nature of ideclogy in a non-political context
necessitates the development of a more complex notion of ideology
than is sufficient for dealing with politics. This alone would
Justify extending the discussion to educational matters.

Put there are other good reasons for examining
educational theory beyond exploring the range of ideology. There
are advantages in making an initial approach to ideoleogy by way
of a less contentious and, so to speak, less populated route.
Educational theory is not guite the crowded battlefield that
political theory is. The issues are clearer and the ground
firmer. For one thing, education is a more limited and more
readily definable activity than is politics. This is
particularly important for the essential preliminary task of
sorting out the relationship between theory and practice, with a
view to locating ideology with more precision. For this reason

it is with sducational theory that we will begin.

93

The opening section, therefore, deals with the nature of
theory and its relationship to practice within the realm of
education. This helps to isoclate a form of theoru that might be
classified as ideplogical. However, testing this possibility
necessitates leaving education for political theory where the
main theoretical work has been done. Here the initial task of
surveying the ground suggests that, despite many contenders, no
adequate theory of idenlogy exists, and that philosophical

analysis is the only likely means of reaching one. After
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sketching a background of identifiable forms of understanding,
the analysis proceeds by way of attempting to establish a
ideological type of thinking that might take its distinctive
place within this array of forms. Various dimensions and
possibilities are explored culminating in a conception of
idenlogy as a form of moral understanding built upon conceptions
of human nature. An attempt to deal with objections and possible
counter—examples leads to a widening of the concept, increasing
its applicability beyond the world of politics. With this more
developed concept it is possible to return to education and
complete the analysis of theory, examining the various possible
roles for ideology within this sphere. The concluding chapter
attempts to draw the threads together and speculate on why it is
that a demonstrably unsatisfactory form of thinking like ideology
may nevertheless play such a large and seemingly necessary part

in our thinking.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE NATURE OF EDUCATIONAL THEORY

1. Three Views of Theory

There is a long standing dispute within the philosophy of
education concerning the nature and scope of educational theory.
The chief protagonists have been D.J. 0'Connor, holding fast to
the scientific paradigm, and Paul Hirst, standing by the more
traditional comprehensive view of educational theory. They have
been locked together motionless for some time now so that their
dispute has come to seem somewhat arid. A resolution is overdue.

Q0 Connor might be fairly described as an unreconstructed
logical positivist. For him the only genuine theories are
scientific theories, the only genuine knowledge scientific
knowledge, the only proper explanations scientific ones. (There
is logic of course, and mathematics, but these, though useful,
are only composed of tautologies, they tell us nothing about the
world.) What passes for educational theory is little more than
"muddle, twaddle and quacksalving”, a "pretentious and
contemptable waste of time". (p. 47) {11 What is wrong with
educational theory is, of course, that it is not scientificy; it
is infested with values (not to say metaphysics) for which there
is no agreed logic and which vitiates its status as theory. It
is not falsefiable, not value free, not explanatory; it is a
mess. The “theory’ in ‘educational theory’ is just a "courtesy
title*. (p. 48) Education should be like medicine or

engineering, soundly based on science and operating within the
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framework of "the currently accepted concept of human welfare®.
{p. 4B} Unfortunately, education {unlike, say, economics) comes
nowhere near this ideal. This is perhaps an odd circumstance
since the sciences envisaged as providing the bedrock of a
adequate educational theory - socioclogy, psychology and possibly
a little economics - generally produce, according to O°Connor,
conclusions which we all knew already, because as humans uwe
already know a great deal about each other and our society before
we begin to study them scientifically. This is the gist of

0’ Connors case, although he does add some gratuitous remarks
about teachers having got on perfectly well for centuries without
benefit of educational theory which only became necessary with
the demand for mass education (with some dark hints about sows
ears and silk purses - a reference, apparently, to teachers as
well as pupils, pp. 60-2).

Hirst agrees with 0’Connor on a number of points: that the
purpose of educational theory is to produce "rational principles
for educational practice” (p. 66); such theory must be both
explanatory and refutable; that it also must be concerned with
improving and guiding practice; and must be concerned to promote
human welfare. Despite this, Hirst firmly rejects 07 Connors’
brute positivism with a number of arguments, some of which are
telling. He argues, quite correctly, that there are more kinds
of explanation and knowledge than just the scientific, and that
it is false to judge everything by the standards of science. In
particular, the explanation of human action in terms of reasons
instead of causes lies outside the realm of scientific reasoning.
Hence, "explanations in terms of beliefs and values, of reasons

as well as causes seem to be logically necessary" (p. 67). (What
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the relationship between reasons and causes of the same human
events might be Hirst nowhere explains, and this is perhaps a
weakness of his whole position for it is at least arguable that
the two are incompatible.) Hirst also rejects, again quite
rightly, O0°’Connor’s view that the conclusions of social science
can only be platitudinousy rightly if only because the claims of
soclal science go far beyond the platitudinous. Indeed, Hirst
goes on to insist on "the necessity for a background of
scientific knowledge for rational educational, practice" (p. 74).
However, science is not all that is needed for such a practice to
be "fully rational’.

Hirst’s major departure from O’ Connor is in seeing those
aspects of the social sciences that bear upon education as only
elements of a much wider educational theory which integrates them
along with "other elements, including philosophical beliefs and
value judgments® {(p. 72), into a coherent whole. Hirst accepts
as:

..«legitimate in educational theory all the
glements that must occur if it is to fulfil its
function for educational practice, including
the rigorous critical discussion of values,

even when this calls in question prevailing
ideas of human welfare. (p. 71)

There are a number of oddities about these statements which it
might be useful to point out before a more substantial discussion
of Hirst’'s case. To take the final clause first, O Connors view
of ’prevailing notions of human welfare’® as unproblematic and all
that is needed to give direction to practice and theory proper,
iz clearly vulnerable to extensive criticism. But Hirst does not
so mich reject it as place a pedantic question mark against it

{perhaps because he believes in the establishment of an absclute
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ethics by philosophy and that these will not differ greatly from
notions of human welfare prevailing in our own society). In fact
Hirst seems much more exercised by O'Connor’s assumption that
education may be quided by aims which are separate from
educational theory instead of internal to it; Hirst strongly
objects to this, although without putting up much in the way of
arguments. Another oddity, though perhaps a trivial one, is that
Hirst expresses himself in such a way as to suggest that
‘rigorous critical discussion of values’ is part of the theory
which is his ideal, rather than as part of the business of
theorising by which such a theory is achieved. A similar slip is
the inclusion of *philosophical beliefs’, by which he seems to
mean such beliefs as Communism, Liberalism, Christianity and the
iike. Surely Hirst just wants to include these in the ambit of
discussion and presumably, as he would see it, come to some
conclusion as to which is the most “rational’, not have a
representative sample of each in the final theory? But oddest of
all is Hirst’s acceptance as legitimate whatever is needed for
educational theory to fulfil it’s role for educational practice.
This seems to be both tautological (education needs whatever
education needs) and begging the question in that need does not
guarantee possibility (men have always felt the need to foretell
the future, but ...), and Hirst appears to be indulging in
wishful thinking. And Hirst’s further point, that 0’ Connor’s
version of educational theory does not square with the way people
actually discuss education, is equally question-begging. Yet it
is on the basis of such question-begging assumptions that Hirst
ultimately rejects O’Connor’s view; because "it does not seem to

me able to provide what educational practice needs." {(p. 71)
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What Hirst needs is not simplistic assumptions like these
but arguments to show that a logically coherent theory that
satisfies O'Connor’s criteria of being explanatory and refutable
and yet at the same time contain all Hirst’s ‘necessary
elements’, is a possibility. Put we are not given arguments but
hopej not reason but optimism. Critical to Hirst’s case is the
logic of values. For his view of theory to make sense he needs
the means to show that some sets of values are more rational than
others and that they can be systemtically related to facts about
man and the world. He rejects 0’ Connor’s positivism on the
grounds that it "assumes an ultimate dissociation of fact and
value that seems to me contrary to their relationship in the
actual conduct of educational debate." {(p. 71) PBut this is no
argument when O’ Connor has cheerfully dismissed the kind of
debate Hirst has in mind as just so much hot air. Hirst admits
that "we cannof at the moment give an adeguate philosophical
account of moral discourse in general and of the fact
value-relationship in particular" (p. 70} but is nevertheless
undeterred. He seems to think that ‘finding an adequate logic’
means discovering the relationships that will confound the
positivists and relativists, which is perhaps another example of
the wishful thinking noted earlier; for it is in the face of
widespread scepticism among moral philosophers that such
relationships are there to be discovered. However, Hirst is
sufficiently ‘encouraged’ by work in moral philosophy {though
what work he does not say, p. 69 to promote the continuance of
the kind of theory-building he feels education needs. But this
is as far as it goes. Neither in his direct reply to O’ Connor

nor in his other writings does Hirst explain how his
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comprehensive theory might be articulated, how the parts might
fit together. On exactly how our ‘lore-ridden educational
practice’ might be made "fully rational’ Hirst is systematically
elusive.

However, T.W. Moore in focational Theory: an
Introguction [2] does journey where Hirst fears to tread, though
with results which perhaps suggest that there iz some wisdom in
Hirst’s vagueness. Moore makes it quite clear from the outset
whose side he is on. He rejects the positivist’s insistence on
confining the term ‘theory’ to scientific theory. There are
other kinds of theory, different but equally valid, of which
practical theqrg iz one kind. Practical theory - including
political theory, educational theory, etc. — is not descriptive
and explanatory but prescriptive, and it is pointless to condemn
it for what it is not. Theories sfouf education may be of a
scientific nature and thus subject to scientific criteria of
truth and adequacy, but theories &F education, educational
theory proper, though not subject to these criteria, is
nevertheless subject to criteria of its own. It is not the case,
as some (such as Brenda Cohen [31] have argued), that in this kind
of theorising anything goes. HMoore writes:

It will be maintained that educational theory

75 theory and that an educational theory, taken

as a whole, may be open to criticism of a

sufficiently stringent kind as to warrent its

status as a candidate for confirmation or

reasoned rejection. (p.2)

Educational theory is thus defined as:
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... a higher order enterprise, a practical

theory which aims at guiding those engaged in

educational activities, in schools and

elsewhere. (p. 8)
It is a higher order activity relative to practice, though not as
high as educational philosophy which, so to speak, occupies the
attic.

Moving on to the actual nature of educational theory
proper, Moore makes an initial distinction between limited theory
and general theory. Limited theory concerns particular teaching
subjects or situations, the best way to teach this or handle
that. Moore offers such examples as proceeding from the concrete
to the abstract, or the "injunction’ to always start from what
the pupil already knows. This does sound more like helpful hints
for initiates of the prune-roses-in-March sort,; rather than
anything that might reasonably be called "theory’; the result of
reflecting on experience rather than of "theorising’. It is the
generality of such recommendations that Moore considers
sufficient justification for the 'theory’ label. However, ue
will return to this matter later. Moore is much more concerned
with general theory. What Moore offers, which Hirst does not, is
an analusis of the structure of such theories.

It is claimed that the structure of a practical theory is
as follows:
{1) p is desirable as an end.

(2) In the circumstances, q is the most effective way of

achieving p.
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(3) Therefore, do whatever q involves. (p. 148)

Now this none-too-informative formula would seem to refer to
‘limited theories’, but Moore insists that it reveals the
structure of general theories as well. This will be examined in
greater detail later, though a few points may be made now. Moore
writes:

A general theory of education will have the

structure of a practical theory as set out

above; that is, granted that some educational

end is desirable, then certain procedures are

recommended to bring that end about. {(p.17)
To begin with, Moore seems to take the “desirable end’ as a
given, something independent of the theory itself (in the manner
of G°’Connor), when it is clearly a central part of the theory.
Indeed, such ends are the most important part of general
theories, not the practical recommendations. There could only be
a contingent relationship between the two, and if the recommended
practice did not produce the desired end it can be replaced with
something else leaving the ends and the structure of the theory
intact. More importantly, the formula hardly does justice to the
complexity of general theory which Moore proceeds to describe.

A general theory of education, Moore contends, has a
composite structure and contains different kinds of assumptions
embracing the possible and the desirable; assumptions about aims
and values, about the nature of man and the characteristics of
children, about what constitutes knowledge and sound method, and
s0 on. These assumptions may be scientific in character, or
philosophical or moral, etc., and are consequently subject to the
standards of truth and adequacy appropriate to their different
fields. Thus,.all elements are open to critical scruting and any

assumption can be rejected on the grounds that it is either
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demonstrably false or untestable. Untestable assumptions, Moore
insists, are no more acceptable than false onesy Froebel’s
assumption that children develop according to some divine
pattern, for example, is dismissed because there is no way such
an assumption could be tested. (p. Z3). PBut criticism need not
be confined to particular elements. The whole structure must
have internal coherence, the lack of which may be grounds for
rejection. Finally, since we are dealing with practical (i.e.
prescriptive) theory, there is the very basic matter of whether
the aims set out in the theory are in fact achieved by the
methods which the theory recommends.

All this seems reasonable enough. However, rather more
is being claimed here than Moore can in fact substantiate.
Moore’s principal claim is that traditional educational theory is
criticisable, testable and refutable and so has a status as
theoretical knowledge comparable with, though different from,
that of science. The positivists who reject educational theory
{(traditionally conceived) as theory proper and say that “anything
goes’ have simply failed to note the possibilities of testing and
reasoned rejection that such theories are open to. Now it may
well be that certain elements of general theory are indeed open
to test and refutation but this hardly applies to values; it is
not even clear what could constitute testing and refuting a set
of values. A system of values may have internal incoherences that
may be pointed out (though this may cut little ice with those of
firmer faith, particularly if they claim access to some deeper
mystery or higher logic than is available to the questioner), but
the notion that there is one and only one system of values that

is fully rational and hence demonstrably superior to all others
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is arquably an illusion, though one still pursued by some. On
the contrary, there would seem to be many such systems, perhaps
an indefinite number, with no way of deciding whether one is
ultimately any better than any other. Now if this is so, it rules
out the possibility of educational values, and therefore general
theory, coming within the sphere of truth and knowledge.
Different individuals and groups have their different moral
heliefs and that is that. This undermines Moore’s position
completely.

What is surprising is that Moore appears to accept all
this. What Moore says is that "we do not have nowadays the clear
certainty about values some of our predecessors enjoued", and
that general theories that can be widely accepted are perhaps
impossible: but since every teacher needs a general theory then
"the teacher must be his own general theorist of education® (p.
49) This is not possible for those professionally engaged in the
study of education because, apparently, their work has become
much too specialised; it is therefore up to each teacher to
construct his own general theory out of, presumably, his ouwn
beliefs and values together with whatever bits and bobs of social
science he deems appropriate. Now there is much that might be
said about the strangeness of this conclusion, but it is
sufficient for present purposes to say that if it is correct then
it would suggest that general educational theory really is the

flabby, incoherent mess that the positivists say it is,
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Needless to say, Moore’s retreat into subjectivism is a
departure from Hirst’s position. But Hirst’s more disciplined
view is only sustained by a rather optimistic belief in an
immanent revolution in logic with will inject some certainty into
moral reasoning. However, philosophy is about demonstration
rather than hope, and the relativism that Moore seems unwittingly
to arrive at is arguably the logical conclusion of the
traditional view of theory which Hirst accepts, given the absence
of that revolution the intimations of which are so eagerly
canvassed and without which educational theory seems doomed to
relativism and the scorn of positivists.

It might be argued that no fate so horrible must
necessarily befall anything of such complexity as educational
theory when the problematic area is only one of several aspects.
BPut this would be wrong. Values are not just one element among
others; they are the essence without which the rest has no
relevance. A general educational theory promotes a set of
values; the educational aims set out in the theory express those
values; the methods recommended are the means of achieving those
ends embodying those values; while the supporting scientific and
other factual components are there to show the possibility of,
and the efficacy of the methods for arriving at, those desired
ends which the values determine. The values are quintessential
and they are also fixed, whilst the factual and methodological
elements can be changed; experience may show that one method of
achieving a given end happens to be more effective than the one
suggested in the theory, while the "fact’ - sociological,
psychological or whatever - must always be open to revision.

Consequently, facts and methods can only bear a contingent and
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not a necessary relationship to those values and aims which the
theory seeks to further - unless, that is, those values are in
some way smuggled into and embeded in the factual and
methodological elements, in which case a different notion of
*fact’ and different logical relations obtain (but more of this
later}). Thus, unless means be found of definitively settling the
relative status and priority of different values then the
traditionalist case, insofar as it has claims to truth and
knowledge, must fall.

But does this mean that the positivist case therefore
stands? Well, not exactly. The positivist case has a number of
quite fatal flaws. In the first place, the assertion that
science provides the only proper knowledge of the world cannot be
substantiated. Hirst is quite correct in insisting that there
are other forms of knowledge, different though equally valid,
such as philosophy and history, although as we shall see in a
later chapter, there are not as many of them as Hirst imagines.
What Hirst lacks is an adeguate understanding of what constitutes
an academic discipline, for it is this which is the crucial test;
that is, whether general educational theory conforms to the
standards of truth and adequacy provided by the academic
disciplines, which, as we have seen, it does not.

Secondly, 0'Connor’s conception of the straightforward
application of scientific method to education is hugely
simplistic; his simple positivism is positively Victorian. There
are two points to be made here. First {(already mentioned) is the
assertion that the conclusions of sociology and psuychology can
only be platitudinous, merely confirming what we already know.

This is simply not true. Within social science there is a whole
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variety of what are rather misleadingly called ‘perspectives?’,
such that for any given human phenomenon there are a host of
explanations which are rarely consistent with each other and are
often far from commonsensical. And since there is no recognised
means of deciding between these competing explanaticns, the
notion of ‘established conclusions in social science’ is
something of an illusion. PBut secondly and more importantly, the
absence of a decision-procedure for dealing with the competing
interpretations of different ‘perspectives’ calls intoc question
the status of these studies as academic disciplines, and in so
doing calls into question the status of their conclusions as
knowledge in the full academic sense. A&nd not only this. There
are arguments to suggest that the coherent and agreed conceptual
framework, which alone would provide such a decision—procedure is
an illusion. Thus, the supposedly solid scientific foundations
of 0’Connor’s conception of educational theory are just not
there.

Finally, O’Connor’s belief that educational theory can be
confined to technical matters, like engineering, operating within
the framework of prevailing ‘concepts of human uwelfare’® is
equally simplistic and naive. What constitutes human welfare in
education as in many other things is a matter of great and
persistent controversy, and cannot be taken for granted in this
way. The need is for the nature and role of values to be

properly understood, not to have them ignored.
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Thus, neither the traditionalist case not the positivist
case offers a satisfactory analysis of educational theory. A
more adequate account depends on two things: a proper
understanding of the autonomy of practice, and a proper analusis
of the possible relationships that different kinds of theory -
academic and practical - can have to practice. The first of
these is provided by a third view of educational theory, which
can conveniently be called the "sceptical case’; it will be the
purpose of the second part of this chapter to provide the second.

The sceptical case is the most recent approach to
educational theory and is perhaps best represented by D.I.
Lloyd’s ‘Theoru and Practice’, and supplemented by ancther
article of the same name by Howard Mounce. [4]1 Lloyd is
particularly critical of Hirst’s assumption that any adequate
practice must be firmly based on theory and that practice based
on what is dismissively called ‘folklore’ must be progressively
eliminated, as if practice without theory were mindless and
theoryless teachers were brutishly inferior. Lloyd points out
that there are a multitude of practices which are carried on
perfectly well without any thought of theory, while even O’ Connor
admits that there have been centuries of adequate educational
practice innocent of theory. Instead of theory Lloyd puts his
faith in what has stood the test of experience and the wisdom
and insight of the experienced practitioner. Lloyd writes:

My purpose so far has been no more than to

encourage a little scepticism towards the vieuw

that we need a theory of education, in the way
theory iz used by O’Connor and Hirst. (p. 105)



This is not to deny that some theoretical conclusions may be of
some use to the teacher. What it does dery is that a "fully
rational’® (to use Hirst’s persistent phrase) educational practice
is one that is necessarily subordinate to theory, that it is
merely putting theory into practice. Nor is it to advocate blind
habit or adherence to tradition as a substitute for theory.
Thinking seriously about what we are doing is not necessarily to
theorise. ‘Reflecting upon experience’, as Lloyd calls it, is
not the accumulation of data upon which to base a generalisation
which is then mechanically applied, in the manner of science. It
is rather the examination of particular cases with a view to the
cultivation of sensitivity and insight and good judgement. As
Lloyd says:

My case is that understanding is more likely

to be acquired by examining particular cases.

{p. 107
The best teacher is not the one with the most theories.

0Of the three views of educational theory which have been
discussed the sceptical case seems to be by far the most
coherent. However, it is not a position that has as yet been
fully worked out. Obviously not everything could have been
covered in two articles, and so there are many gaps and many
unanswered questions. A clearer account of ‘reflecting on
experience’ is needed, together with some analysis of the role of
values in this kind of reasoning. Further, some appreciation is
necessary of the different educational circumstances in which
theories of different kinds may or may not be appropriate -
classroom teaching, curriculum development, government planning,
etc. Finally, an analysis of the different types of theory, both

practical and academic, and their pgossibdl/e relationships to
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practice is essential. It is to this latter task that the second

part of this chapter is addressed.

2. Theory, Quasi-Theory and Pseudo-Theory

In the first part of this chapter three views of
educational theory were discussed and it was concluded that the
most coherent view was one which insisted on the autonomy of
practice and cast serious doubts upon the need for theory.
Nevertheless, the question as to whether there might be some role
theory could play in guiding practice was left open. In
considering this question we might begin by pointing out that
neither theory nor practice are simple entities allowing of only
a single relation between them. Practice has different aspects
and theories are of different kinds so that a number of
relationships might be possible. BPut first we need to look
briefly at the nature of practice.

A practice of whatever kind is necessarily made up of
particular actions ~ what to do next is always a pressing concern
- aﬁd it is in the choice of alternative actions, or courses of
action, that theory is said to give guidance. Now we always act
within a context, in the light of our circumstances; and
knowledge, preferably objective knowledge, of the facts of the
case, of the things or persons with which we are dealing, is an
essential first step in deciding to act. But facts in themselves
never tell us what to do. We need aims or purposes, no matter
how trivial, in the light of which we may consider the
alternatives. These aims or purposes give rise to two
considerations applicable to all proposals for action: efficacy

and rightness. These are separate; the most efficient means may
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be rejected on moral grounds, while the mofallg laudable may just
not work. Of course, in large areas of our activity our actions
have no moral significance - making a sandwich, buying a car -
although in the right circumstances any action may be morally
significant, and in certain practices where we deal with other
people, such/politics or education, values are especially
important. rThus, practice has several aspects - facts, purposes,
efficiency and justification - and different kinds of theory may
relate to these aspects in different ways.

Three broad types of theory may have a bearing on
practice. The first is academic or ‘pure’ theory. We may regard
this as theory proper or theory g+ s# since it conforms to the
most central, unambiguous and undisputed use of the term
‘theory’: that is those theories which are explanatory, refutable
and value-free. It is nearest to O’Connors meaning of the term,
although O’Connor is mistaken in confining it to science. But
academic theory is not the only kind of theory. Despite purists
like 0’Connor, there is a good case to be made for regarding
practical theory as a legitimate form of theory. Practical
theory is of two distinct kinds: technical and ethical.

Technical theory, the second broad type of theory that will be
examined, is concerned with the most efficient means of achieving
specific ends and not with considerations of value. Thirdly,
there is ethical theory which is precisely concerned with moral
considerations, with values and aims and ideals. Traditional
theory, of the kind advocated by Hirst, Moore and others, falls
into this category. Such general theories do have many elements,
but their central function is not explanation or efficacy but

justification. However, although technical and ethical theory
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are distinct from academic theory they are nonetheless related to
it. Indeed, taking academic theory as the paradigm, it might be
said that each is, in its own way, parasitic upon academic
theory. Technical theory is particularly closely related, in that
it shares some of the basic features of scientific theory,
(indeed, a whole philosophy is ﬁgjzted to reducing academic to
technical theory, namely Pragmatism). With this in mind,
technical theory might reasonably, be termed ‘quasi-theory’.
Ethical theory, on the other hand, does not so much partake of
academic theory as impersonate it, so that much of the
persuasiviness of gthical theory comes from its appearing to be,
and claiming to be, academic theory. Put such claims are
spurious and hence it is 'pseudo-theory’ rather than
‘quasi-theory’ that best sums up their character. However, in
order to substantiate these claims we need to examine these
various forms of theory in detail.

A, Academic Theory. The concept of theory is bound up with

the concept of knowledge and so with other such concepts as
truth, objectivity, evidence and explanation. Thus, a true
theory 75 knouwledge, an untested theory is putative knowledge,
and so on. However, knowledge is of different kinds, is sought
in a multitude of ways for a multitude of purposes, and varying
standards of evidence and argument are appropriate for our
differing needs and interests. But what we properly regard as
knowledge in the fullest sense of the term is that which has been
achieved by the systemtic and disinterested use of methods as
rigorous as we can devise. In other words, the paradigm of
knowledge is academic knowledge and the paradigm of theory is

arademic theory, both being the product of academic disciplines.
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What academic disciplines there are and what exactly
constitutes such a discipline are matters of dispute. GSome take
a broad view and are prepared to countenance almost any area of
sustained study; but others are more restrictive. The most
restrictive view of all is that of the positivists for whom
scientific method is the only genuine source of knowledge and
scientific theory the only authentic form. This is an austere
doctrine but one which has its attractions. It is refreshingly
rigorous and has acted as an effective antidote to much
sentiment, rhetoric and pretention in intellectual matters. It
does, however, have its weaknesses. For one thing, positivism is
itself a theory, though not a scientific one; yet it is one that
can be tested, not for it relationship to empirical fact but for
itz logical coherence. It is a philosophical theory and
therefore stands or falls by tests of logical adequacy. Another
body of knowledge which has its own distinctive criteria for
determining the adequacy of its claims to knowledge is history,
where documentary evidence can confirm or refute a theory or
explanation of a set of past events. These examples make it
quite clear that not oniy are there different kinds of
substantial knowledge (even allowing for the positivist view that
such as mathematics and formal logic are tautological in nature
and essentially tell us nothing about the world), but that
empirical testing is not the exclusive determinant of the status
of academic discipline. These realms of knowledge, where there
exists a rigorous apparatus of test and evidence with common
rules of procedure, has such status and provides a standard for
others. Each discipline must have, so to speak, its

constitution, its body of rules laying down what is to count as a
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claim to knowledge, as evidence, as an adequate argument and,
above all, how disputes over knowledge can in principle be
settled, for without this there is no way of eliminating falsity.
It is this which determines what is and is not a discipline.

With clear criteria for identifuing disciplines we can
establish what disciplines there are and consequently the limits
of academic theory. There are a good many candidates; a case can
be made for subjects as diverse as economics and theology. But
as we saw earlier (and will be discussed more fully in a later
chapter) there are areas of intellectual endeavour whose claims
to the status of academic, often vigorously asserted when they
are not being taken as self-evident, are nevertheless
questionable. These are the social sciences, with their
confusion of incommensurable ‘perspectives?, and moral reasoning,
with its fatal lack of dispute-settling procedures. We have also
seen how these weaknesses must undermine both positivist and
traditionalist assumptions about academic theory providing a
close guide for educational practice. Academic theory can indeed
relate to practice in important ways, but not as closely as many
theorists would have us believe.

What relationships can there be7?7 Academic theories are
concernad with how things are and how they came to bé so. They
are, therefore, theories which, as such, cannot tell us what to
do or how to do it; they are not pieces of advice. This is an
old point which the positivists make much of, and very properly
50, Nor can the relationship be one of putting theory into
practice. One can no more put a theory of this kind into
practice than one can put a fact or euplanation or description

into practice. When the RAF were bombing Nazi Germany they were
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not putting the theory of gravity into practice; they were making
use of a feature of the world which theories may describe and
explain. An academic theory merely widens our available
knowledge in the light of which we can act. It might be said to
be like a map which facilitates our travelling but does not tell
us where to go, still less why we should go there. A route
marked out on a map is, however, a different matter. This would
be explicitly designed to guide us - by the quickest route, the
scenic route, or whatever — and could be said to correspond to
technical theory; while the question as to why we should go there
at all is a different matter again, and is the province of
ethical theory.

B. Practical Theory: (a) Technical Theory. When the apprentice

plumber goes to his local tech. to master plumbing theory, what
he learns is the principles of goocd plumbing: how different
systems work, mhich'are the best techniques, why they are the
best, and so on. He may be told a few very elementary scientific
laws, but he would do nothing that could properly be called
*learning science’; and he would learn nothing he could not be a
good plumber without. His kind of theory is not a deduction from
pure science but is derived from experience; it is a summary of
good practice, the results of the practitioner’s reflections on
his best work. It is ‘knowing how’ verbalised and formalised; it
is a description of the skilled man’s technique, his "mystery’,
and cannot be a substitute for it. The skilled man {plumber,

teacher or whatever) has no need of theories.
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On the other hand, there iz clearly a relationship (not
to say a family resemblance) between theories of this kind which
tell us what to do next and the theories of the physical
sciences. At its simplest, a physical theory asserts a causal
regularity of such a kind that if you do A then B will happen and
this confirms the existence of the regularity, thereby making it
testable and predictive. Technical theories recommend A as an
effective means of achieving B, and this can be confirmed by
experience which can indicate future usefulness. Thus, there is
a certain logical overlapping. Put here the differences emerge,
for while theoretical soundness is no guarantee that something
will work in practice {("That’s all very well in theory, but ..."
as many an engineering graduate has been told), something may
work excellently well despite being theoretically wonky. No
doubt at the most sophisticated levels the traffic betweeH
science and technology is heavy and constant. Yet they remain
separate. They do not become the same thing, nor can one be
deduced from the other. ‘Is it true?’ and ‘Does it work?’ are
different kinds of questions with different criteria for
evaluating answers. The point of a scientific theory is to state
a truth whose usefulness is neither here nor there; the point of
a technical theory is utility over which guestions of truth and
falgity do not arise because their function is not to explain

anything but to guide our actions. Though related, technical

theory and scientific theory are different in kind.
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But when we move away from the material world, the world
of engineers and doctors and jobbing builders, and into the human
world, then the nature and the role of technical theory becomes
controversial and confused. In all forms of human activity where
the practitioner deals with other people, in politics or
salesmanship or entertainment as well as in education, some
techniques work better than others, and this suggests some role
for technical theory. What is in question is what kind of
technical theory: where on the technical continuum (from, let us
say, the nuclear engineer to the plumber) would this kind of
theory fit; or does it vary according to the kind of practice or
the needs of practitioners? Certainly positivists like O’Connor
would want to see educational theory at the high technology end
of the continuum, with social science playing the same role in
relation to educational practice as physics plays in relation to
engineering practice. BPBut as we saw in the first part of this
chapter, there are severe difficulties with this position: first
because the social sciences are internally chaotic, and secondly
because human action is not an appropriate object of scientific
enquiry anyway. This, however, is not to say that social
scientific study of education, or any other aspect of social
life, is necessarily useless. It may produce insights rather
than systematic knowledge. But while this may well increase the
teacher’s general awareness of his situation (in the way that,
for example, a study of history would), it could not possibly be

the foundation for his practice.
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It is, therefore, at the craft or non-scientific end,
rather than the high technology end of the technical continuum,
that educational theory is properly located. That is, at that
end of the continuum where science has become wholly dispensible
and experience wholly adequate. As we have observed, the best
teachers are not necessarily the ones with the best theories, or
indeed any theories; they are rather those with experience who
have made intelligent use of that experience. The primary result
of this "intelligent use’ is more effective practice for the
individual concerned, which is not manifest in a set of
propositions but in refined intuitions as to what will be
effective in different situations. The two furtHer possible
results are very much secondary and more problematic: these are
the passing on of the benefits of this experience to others, and
secondly, the further development of the practice.

Passing on the fruits of experience can vary in its
degree of formality. Having reflected upon his experience the
good teacher may come to a set of conclusions which are
systematised as ‘the principles of good teaching®. This is the
equivalent of the ‘summary-of-best-practice’ that the apprentice
plumber learns. PBut more often than not, the outcome of
reflection is a loose collection of generalisations or maxims
about what tends to work best in particular circumstances. As
mentioned in the first part of this Chapter, W.7. Moore in
Ediicational Thecry: an Introduction offers examples of what are
termed ‘limited theory® such as "begin from what the pupil
already knows® and ‘always proceed from the concrete to the
abstract’. .But these are not theories but maxims (though none

the worse for that) which have been derived from experience.
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Hints, tips, maxims and rules of thumb may not be theoretically
impressive, uet in practice may be much more useful than more
abstract theories. Indeed, the more abstract and distant from
practice a theory becomes the more useless it is, especially to
the novice. In some fields, including education and politics,
there have been attempts to turn practical knowledge into a
‘science’ but without success (though there are some who claim
there is a "science of management’; they are a diminishing
number).

Put even where this kind of theory is kept close to solid
experience and is thick with practical examples, the problem of
making good use of the theory is by no means a straightforuward as
is usually supposed. The point is perhaps best illustrated with
an example from politics. Machiavelli’s 7he Prince [51 is a
handbook on how to be an effective ruler in the vicious world of
Renaiesance ltalian politiecs. It is full of advice about what to
do in a variety of likely situations and amply illustrated with
examples from classical and contemporary history. However, for
the inexperienced ruler, for whom the book is intended, following
its advice must always be problematic. The situation he faces
will never be exactly the same as the examples given in the book,
s0 he can never be sure that any particular piece of advice is
the right one for his immediate problem. What every prince
needs, Machiavelle tells us, is an experienced and knowledgeable
adviser {(someone like himself). But then if he has such an
adviser he does not need the book. Machiavelli goes on to say
that the prince must not only be able to choose good counsellors,
he must know when to take advice and when to ignore it. But

surely if the prince has this amount of political shrewdness he
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hardly needs the adviser, let alone the book. If he has got it
then he does not need the book, if he haz not then the book will
not give it to him. The point is that dealing with people, in
politics, or education or any similar activity, involves
Judgement, and good judgement cannot be reduced to a formula.
This is not to say that technical theoruy is useless in
human affairs, merely that there is a danger of overrating its
usefulness, especially if it is abstract and not closely related
to good practice. The danger is particularly acute in respect of
the other potential product of reflection upon experience, namely
the development of the practice. Wherever there is any kind of
theorizing about the way things are or what will work, there is
always the possibility of some kind of speculative theorizing.
Not only do we have the imaginative scientist with his
hypotheses, we may also have the enterprising plumber with ideas
for new techniques which his experience suggests will work more
effectively. BSuch developments may be occasioned by external
pressures to find techniques which are quicker and cheaper, but
they may simply arise from the craftsman’s desire to do his job
in a better way. The same applies to human activities like
education, although this is a more complex activity where the
pressures for change are often of a different kind. Such
speculative technical theories may range from a better way to
teach fractions to a total transformation of educational sustems
throughout the world (as advocated by the Deschonlers), and
include reading methods, streaming, open plan schools, curriculum
development, comprehensive education, and many other matters -
though it should be said that when people speak of ‘theory’ in

relation to such proposals they often mean no more than a set of
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reasons rather than "a theory’. ‘Nore importéntlg, the extent to
which such speculative technical theories are grounded in
practical experience varies a good deal. Some are a genuine
extension of good practice, while others are more like leaps in
the dark. It is this kind of theorizing that tends to give
theory a bad name, ‘that might be all very well in theory,
but...’.

Nevertheless, speculative theorizing in education occupies
a good many people. This is partly because there is widespread
demand for improvement in education for all kinds of individual
and social reasons, and partly because of a common overestimation
of the power of theorizing (some, including Paul Hirst, think we
can and should have a theory to cover all that we do). A further
pressure to develop theories comes from peoples ethical beliefs.
Some technical theories are developed and maintained because they
are thought to promote equality or freedom, or democracy or
social justice or some other such ideal, sometimes in the face of
evidence to the contrary. For this and other reasons the
introduction of ethical considerations into technical theory
tends to distort it, just as it tends to distort and change
academic theory. Theories with an ethical dimension are a
separate categorys; one to which we must now turn.

€C. Practical Theory (b) Ethical Theory The third type of theory

is educational theory in its broadest sense. This is sometimes
called ‘general theory’ and is a comprehensive form of theory
which sets out the proper aims of education as such together with
the right means of achieving them, thus subsuming academic and

technical theory within itself. It is the kind of theory we

associate with ‘great educational thinkers®, and so may be termed
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‘traditional theory’. But despite its pedigree the nature and
legitimacy of this kind of theory is a matter of dispute. As uwe
saw in the first part of this Chapter, it is dismissed by
positivists such as O’Connor as wholly bogus, while Hirst places
it firmly within academic theory. However, it is upon W.T.
Moore’s fuller analysis and more elaborate, though ambiguous,
defence that we shall concentrate. Moore’s case is that general
educational theory is a composite of values and aims, factual
accounts {academic theory) and methodological prescriptions
{technical theory), each of which can be separated and subjected
to their own standards of truth and adequacy and thereby testable
and refutable in their own right. It was concluded in Part I
that the logic of values is such that they, and the theories that
embody them, cannot be a matter of academic knowledge. This was
to go part of the way with O°Connor, but not to the extent of
dismissing this kind of theory as so much hot air. There is
still a need to answer Moore’s case more fully in a way that
deals with general theory as a whole and assesses its possible
relation to practice.

The weakness of traditional theory is the absence of any
decision—-procedure for judging between claims of ultimate value,
rendering objective knowledge impossible. Hirst sees this as a
temporary problem, O’Connor as a fatal and permanent flaw.

Moore, however, is ambiguous, not to say confused. He insists on
the rationality of values, such that value claims are subject to
rational scrutiny and reasoned rejection. At the same time he
qibs at the consequences of this view, that there is an ultimate
zet of values more rational than any other. Indeed, he admits

that:
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...all assumptions of ultimate

value...(are),..in a sense, unsupported. (p.

53)

There is no doubt a case for saying that sets of values may be
open to rational criticism if they lack internal coherence, but
this is not the notion of rational values that Hirst and O’ Connor
are arguing about. Nor is it all that Moore has in mind, for he
argues that the values and ideals a thinker promotes may be open
toe moral criticism, but then seems half aware that he is missing
the point by remarking that the criticism itself may be open to
such criticism.

What is true of values is equally true of the aims which
embody them. Educational aims are ethical in form, setting out
those ideals of the good man, good life and good society towards
which we have an obligation to strive in our educational
practice. But there is still no higher standard in terms of
which one set of aims can be shown to be superior to any other in
any absolute sense. 5o the first part of Moore’s case, reguiring
the rationality, testability and refutability of aims, must fall.

However, much of Moore’s case would seem to remain
intact. 4&ll general theories contain a factual element with
which the aims must be compatible if they are to be achievable,
and a methodological element setting out methods which are
demonstrably capable of achieving these aims. One might expect
such further elements to be open to test and refutation. But if
it can be shown that the factual and technical elements are not
in fact independent of the aims, that they are equally
value—laden and therefore not wholly susceptable to the normal

standards of test and refutability, then Moore’s whole case must

fall.
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The most important factual element Moore is concerned
with is factual theories of human nature, which he insists is an
essential element of all general theories. He writes:

All see education as a means to an end,

although the ends are differently formulated.

All make assumptions about human nature,

although the assumptions they make are not the

zsame. All make the assumption that the

pedagogy they prescribe is appropriate to the

end they wish to realise. In each case there

is a prescriptive means—ends model, of the

form: Since men are like this, then, if you

want to achieve a given end, a *just’ man, a

*pnatural’® man, a ‘modern’ man, you must

organise your educational arrangements in

such-and-such a way. {(p. 47}

It is clear from this that Moore sees the function of theories of
human nature as no more than guaranteeing the efficacy of the
methods & theory prescribes. Put this misses the point entirelu.
The essential point is that aims of good man, good life and good
society are not just an attractive assemblage of possibilities
selected from the wide circle of possibility set by human nature;
rather, they are the expression of the essence of human nature,
in the sense that ideal man and ideal life represent the human
essence fully realised, and the ideal society and ideal education
are those social and educational arrangements which facilitate
this human flourishing. It is this reasoning that gives these
general theories their moral force. But this could not be
achieved if the theories of human nature were strictly factual.
It is only because the theorist builds his values into his
account of essential human nature that from it he can infer his
ideals of man and society by way of the sort of argument
characteristic of this form of theorizing: this is the nature of

man, therefore this is the kind of society and the kind of

education appropriate to his nature. That such accounts of human
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nature function in this way, rather than merely underpinning
method as Moore assumes, is clear from the examples of general
theories of the past that Moore cites the theories of Plato,
Rousseau, James Mill and Dewey. The essence of Platonic man, his
rational moral soul, can only be fully developed through Platonic
education in a Platonic state. And much the same can be said of
Rousseau’s ‘natural man’®, James Mill’s utilitarian man and
Dewey’s democratic citizen. They all represent an actualisation
of human potential. But not all potentiality, good and bad: only
those gualities the theorist regards as gquintessential and
definitive of man, and which are, in effect, a reflection of his
values.

Moore does in fact criticise these accounts of human
nature on the grounds that they are “metaphysical’ and therefore
not testable or refutable, which is indeed the case. But he
fails to realise that they are necegsarily so. He believes that
modern general theory can dispense with such metaphysics
replacing it with social scientific conclusions, a view that only
has plausibility if accounts of human nature do no more than
underpin method. Put social scientific conclusions could not
perform the same function as morally charged accounts of the
human essence, for no educational aims, no ideals for which we
should strive, could be inferred from them. Resides, in this
kind of theorising mere facts can easily be sidestepped or
interpreted into insignificance. If certain observed facts of
human behaviour are suggestive of inconvenient limitation then,
for example, a follower of Rousseau can invoke his theory of
human perfectability, while a Marxist would insist that such

limitations are historically specific and would no longer hold at



- 41 -
another historical stage. Finally, human nature, as manifested
in human behaviour, is multi-faceted, and general theories, if
they are to have any coherence, must be selective in that they
must concentrate only on aspects of human nature picked out as
peculiarly significant; be it man’s rationality, inherent freedom
and/or equality, moral sense, competitiveness, co-operativeness,
or whatever. The manner and results of this selection is a
function of each theorist’s values, for selection /5 evaluation.
The morally-charged and metaphysical character of these accounts
of essential man, and their necessary connection with aims within
a general theory, is therefore inescapable. Their truth is not a
matter of evidence or demonstration but of faith, something we
either believe in or not. As such they may help us to ethically
evaluate the human world, but cannot add to our knowledge of it.
Consequently, claims that any of these accounts of man are
objective, factual or explanatory are bogus. The second part of
Moore’s case thus falls.

The final element in Moore’s case is the methodological
or technically prescriptive. Technical theory, as we have seen,
has its own criteria of adequacy concerned with efficacy rather
than truth, and so is not part of academic knowledge anyuway.
However, what matters here is the relationship with aims. This
is complicated because sducational writings such as Plato’s
FRepublic, Rousseau’s Emile or Dewey’s Eocation and Democracy are
full of practical educational ideas of various kinds and with
various relationships with the rest of the theory; and many of
them can indeed be detached and tested independently (many,
indeed, pop up in different theories). But that a practical

proposal can be independently tested in relation to some limited
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aim is not the issue. All that is significant in respect of
Moore’s case is whether practical proposals can be independently
tested as effective in relation to the overall aims of the good
man or the good society. Thus, Plato may suggest a method of
teaching geometry which happens to be effective, but this would
not mean that a teacher using it was putting Plato’s general
theory into practice; the fact that for a Platonist geometry is
the royal road to the Forms is neither here nor there. This is
true of most practical proposals, even where, as with Dewey’s
problem solving methods, they appear closely related to the aims
af the theory. HMoore’s problem is to demonstrate how the aims
can be achieved by the methods, given that aims are not factual,
as they may appear to be, but value-laden and metaphysical. Such
aims cannot be set out in factual terms that could be acceptable
to a neutral observer, nor in any way that would enable that
observer to judge whether the methods were capable of achieving
those aims. To put it crudely, how would we know Rousseau’s
‘natural man’ if we met him in the street, and so how could we
tell whether or not Rousseau’s method was effective in producing
him. The need to satisfy the neutral observer is important here,
since the convinced Rousseauist may insist that certain methods
do constitute ‘education according to nature’ and any individual
thus educated who happens to have the appropriate characteristics
must therefore be a ‘natural man’® {(and if he does not it is
because the methods were not properly applied or the corrupting
influence of society was too strong in this case). This can be
done, but only at the price of removing the possibility of any
aeffective test, for then the theory must hold whatever the

evidence. The whole thing becomes a matter of faith and nothing
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to do with knowledge. Thus, either the methodological element in
general theory cannot in principle be shown to achieve the aims,
or their connection is a matter of necessary truth beyond all
test. Either way Moore’s case collapses.

Thus, none of the criteria for objective academic
knowledge are appropriate or operative in the case of general
theory. They are simply not the kind of theories Moore and Hirst
thiink they are. But if that is so then there is an obvious
question as to what kind of theories they can be. The most
obvious parallel is with political theory with which educational
theory is often associated, indeed as Moore points out:

An educational theord...may often be best

understood in terms of a social or political

theory, directly or indirectly connected with

it. {p. 26)

As this implies, general educational theory is often an
extension of political theory, part of a wider system of
political belief; though perhaps not necessarily so. The main
difference is that the practical proposals are educational rather
than political. What is much more important is that they appear
to share a common form, in the sense of similar elements in
similar relationships with each other. Traditional political
theory is also characterised by fact and value, explanation and
prescription, so arranged and so connected as to show us the
means of achieving the good man and the good society. Certainly
some, and sometimes all such theories are regularly described as
ideological, and this suggests that some or all general
educational theories might be similarly classified. Indeed, if
the above arguments are correct and general educational theories,

despite their claims, cannot be objective theories, then a very
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good case can be made for classifying all of them as ideclogical.
But before examining this matter more fully, it is necessary to
complete the immediate task of relating different kinds of theory
to educational practice.

Ethical theories do not, as most claim to do, provide us
with the factual knowledge that practice needs to take account
of, for that is the business of academic theory. Nor, strictly
speaking, do they provide technical advice, which is properly the
province of technical theory. What they do provide is an ethical
framework for evaluating and justifying institutions, practices
and policies. They provide a bridge between the values we
believe in and what we do in the world, and by so doing give

substance and direction to our desire to do what is right.

¥EEEERE

Academic theory is ‘theory’ in the fullest sense; that
is, factual, descriptive, objective, explanatory and refutable.
Technical theorg-embodies objective knowledge of a different
sort, but which shares, in varying degrees, some of the logic of
scientific theory. BPBut it is nevertheless an attenuated sense of
*theory’, concerned as it is with effectiveness rather than
truth; and so ‘quasi-theory’ seems an appropriate way of summing
it up. What is curious about ethical theory is its seeming to
appear all things to all men. It has a characteristic and quite
spurious claim to comprehensiveness and objective knowledge and
hence it is ‘pseudo-theory’. But it is so only in a limited
sense. It is not so to the sxtent of justifying 07 Connor’s jibe,

quoted at the beginning of Part I, of it being no more than
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*muddle, twaddle and guacksalving’. Properly understood ethical
theory does serve a useful purpose as a means of evaluating and
Justifying our actions. O'Connor may still dismiss it as
pretentious and contemptible’, but his own alternative of
relying on ‘currently accepted notions of human welfare’ hardly
bears examination. The interesting question this raises is how
essential is the function that this kind of theory performs; can
we indeed do without ethical theory? This is a question we will

return to later.

3. Educational Theory and Political Theory

The analysis of educational theory in the last two
sections answers some questions but provokes others, particularly
in respect of general educational theory (henceforth simply
‘educational theory’). A starting point is provided by T.W.
Moore’s remark that certain educational theories may best be
understood in terms of the political theories to which they are
related. This would certainly seem to be true of the theories he
discusses - those of Plato, Rousseau, James Mill and Dewey - each
of which is closely connected with the political ideas of their
authors. But even educational theories which are not formally
integrated into wider political theories would nevertheless
appear to have some relationship with political theory in terms
of both form and content. Both kinds of theory are centrally
concerned with ideals and the practical means of achieving them,
while the kinds of ideals they pursue are ultimately the same:
the good man, the good life, the good society. But what, then,
is the relationship between these two types of theory? Is

educational theory an appendage or extension of political theory,
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or are other relationships possible? Again, even if it is
generally true that some relationship exists, is this al;ags the
case? HMust every political theory imply an educational one, and
vice versa? And if not, what kind of educational theory would
not imply a political one? However these questions may be
answered, it would seem that to understand educational theory
fully does require a wider understanding of political theory.

Put this is no straightfoward matter, since the nature of
theory is even more controversial in politics than in education.
However, in 7ae Nafure of Political Theory [71, David Miller and
Larry Siedentop present what is perhaps the standard view:

Political theory is, therefore, an essentially

mixed mode of thought. It not only embraces

deductive argument and empirical theory, but

combines these with normative concerns..., so

acquiring a practical, action-guiding

character. (p. 1)

This combination of elements can, on their account, constitute
abjective knowledge because it is subject to the truth criteria
appropriate as its separate parts (pp. 11-12); hence Siedentop
calls it "academic political theory’ (p. 33). The contrast they
draw is with ideology, which is concerned with "defending or
propagating the interests of particular social groups or classes®
{p. 1). The distinction here appears to be not a matter of
structure or content but, in somewhat Aristotelian manner, a
difference between proper and degenerate forms of the same thing
- one objective and the other biased. Put this raises some
awkward questions for the present analysis. If such a dichotomy
exists in political theory, why not in educational theory? Why

can there not be ‘academic educational theory’? In other words,

is the suggestion of the last section, that educational theory
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might be properly characterised as ideological, false, or
misleading, or at least applicable to only some theories.

Indeed, was the application of the term appropriate at all,
particularly when group or class interests was not mentioned as a
factor in the analysis?

There are, therefore, a host of questions surrounding the
nature of political and educational theory and the relationship
between them, and the two types of theory are sufficiently
related and similar for the examination of sither to throw light
upon the other. The key question in this is the nature of
ideology. If that contentious matter can be settled then there
iz reason to hope that the rest will fall into place. We could
then see if the account of educational theory in the last section
is accurate and comprehensive; we could see if fhe distinction
between academic theory and ideclogy can hold in respect of
either education or politicsy we might then map out the general
relationship between political and educational theory, and see
whether this is comprehensive or whether a wider, non-political
notion of ideology is required that will have implications for
educational theory. Finally, we may be able to offer some
general reflections upon the role of ideology in our thinking:
whether we can eradicate it and whether we ought to try. BPut the
first task is to examine the nature of political idenlogy with a
view to arriving at a neutral and objective concept, one not
dependent on prior beliefs and values that would render it
academically useless. This will take up the next seven chapters,
and we will begin by looking at some existing theories of

ideology to see what, if anything, they have to recommend them.
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CHAPTER TWO

IDEOLOGY AND CONFUSION

Among political concepts none is more muddled or more
fraught than ideoclogy. This is not the want of theories to
define and explain it. On the contrary, there is a perplexing
array of definitions and usages which are all in strident
competition. Escape from this confusion lies in determining what
kind of theory can settle the matter, and the first step must be
to assess the weaknesses and potentialities of existing types.
There are broadly three of these, associated with the fields of
normative political theory, social science and philosophy, each

of which must be examined in turn.

1. Ideology and Political Theory

It was in the field of normative political theory that the modern
debate about the nature of ideoclogy originated and where it still
centres. More precisely, it was Marx’s theory of ideclogy that

began the debate and which still tends to dominate it.

Marx’s theory of ideology is a very large and complex
topic. This is partly because Marx conceived of ideology as an
all-pervasive feature of human life and thought; but also, in
part, because despite the concept’s critical role in his overall

system of ideas Mary never defined it, never gave a systematic
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account of it, never indicated which of the different ways he
used the term were the significant ones. As Professor Allen Woad
points out: "Marx is conspicuously unclear as to what he means by
‘ideology’". [11 MNevertheless, it is possible to outline broadly
what Marx seems to have had in mind.

For Marx, ideology is thought that appears to be
objectively true but which in fact is systematically biased in
favour of a particular social class; it is the disguised
expression of class interests. What at first sight may appear to
be pure philosophy or theology or science, may in reality be
ideclogical in that it obliquely but effectively promotes the
particular interests and values of a class. This indirect
promotion is achieved through the justification of the class’s
social dominance or aspiration to dominance. Thus, the mediaeval
conception of the human world as a microcosm reflecting God’s
ordering of the universe effectively justified the dominance and
power of the feudal aristocracy, while seemingly scientific
classical economics effectively justified the power and position
of the bourgecisie. If the whole of society believes the
ideology to be objectively true and the values of the class are
upheld, then the position of the class is legitimated and secured
or, in the case of an emerging class, its cause deemed just.

The Marxist concepts of ideology and class are intimately
related. A}l ideology is class ideologuy. Only with the
acquisition of an ideology is a class fully formed; only then is
it a class for itself as well as in itself, is it fully
self-consciocus. The ideology expresses the class’s view of the
world, its a&lfarnschauung; though it is a distorted view from a

narrow, self-interested position. All classes may have
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idepologies, but in any given society it is the ideologu of the
ruling class that predominates:

The ideas of the ruling class are in every

epoch the ruling ideas, ie. the class which is

the ruling material force of society is at the

same time its ruling intellectual force. The

class which has the material means of

production at its disposal, has control at the

same time over the means of mental production,

so that thereby, generally speaking, the ideas

of those who lack the means of mental

production are subject to it.

{(*The German Ideology’® p.64) [21]

Within the ruling class there are those who are its "conceptive
ideologists, who make the perfecting of the illusion of the class
about itself their chief source of livelihood" (ibid). Their
function, albeit unconscious, is to keep subordinate classes in
thrall, so that they see their own exploitation and oppression as
part of a just aordering of society. Ideolegy, therefore is as
much an instrument of class domination as the state and its laws:
indeed, it is a more insidious and effective one. Ideclogy is,
for Marw, a vital piece of social mechanism, being a principle
means by which the ruling class maintains its position and social
stability is preserved.

Class domination and the ideology that sustains it, along
with the alienation and oppression of those subject to it, are
all features of every class society. BPBut capitalist society is a
special case. While the proletariat is destined to suffer more
cruelly than any previous oppressed class, it is also destined to
be the class that by the very harshness of its lot will, as a
matter of brute survival, cease to be taken in by ideology and
see its condition as it truly is. This will involve the

recognition that capitalist society must be overthrown and

replaced by a classless society where exploitation will no longer



be possible and in consequence ideology will cease to exist.
This truth about the world is of course Marxism, which, despite
being the Aifanschauung of a particular class, is nevertheless
not ideology but true science. [31]

Marx’s theory has much plausibility, but it cannot in the
end be adequate. A great many cbjections can and have been
levelled against it. But two kinds of objection are especially
important in the present context since one or other tends to
afflict most theories of ideclogy and generally bedevil and
obscure the whole topic. These two sorts of objection relate
respectively to the two dimensions of Marxism, as normative
political theory and as socioclogy. Problems relating to Marxism
as social science will be dealt with a little later. The problenm
in relation to political theory is the problem of objectivity.

Marx’s theory of ideology is of doubtful adequacy
precisely because it is part of 2 normative political theory. An
adequate theory of ideology must be an objectively true one. ZBut
no theory can be objectively true if it embodies political
values, or if it depends for its sense and coherence upon a wider
theory which is loaded with values and dependent on faith. Put
another way, a political commitment to particular values and
untestable beliefs cannot be a condition of the theory’s
acceptance. PBut this is just the case with the Maruist
conception. The whole of Marxist theory presumes a vision of
human nature which is necessarily distorted and degraded by the
experience of class society, and will only flourish and fulfil
its potential if a certain political programme is successfully
pursued and society is organised in a particular way. None of

this is open to scientific investigation or is demonstrable by
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any objective means. But it is just this kind of value-laden,

non-testable network of ideas that the Marxist concept of

ideology is
necessarily
which class

which human

firmly locked into. In consequence, ideology is
an evil: it is a necessary part of the process by
society dehumanises people; part of the process by

beings are prevented from enjoying their true

relationship with nature. It is a function of inequality and

oppression,

in that it can only arise in unequal and unfree

societies and can only be eliminated in a fully free and full

equal society. His concept of ideclogy is part of what Marx means

by inequality and oppression, and these in turn are build into

his concept

of ideology. Consequently, to accept fully the

Maruist concept of ideology involves accepting that capitalist

society is an evil and that communist society embodies what is

ultimately goad for man.

David Mclellan’s recent book ‘ideology® [43 illustrates

some of these points,

and fair-minded account of the development of different

conceptions

of ideologu, both Marxist and non-Marxist. He

acknowledges that the situation is confused and comes to no firm

conclusion of his own.

Put he does make clear in the very last

paragraph, and on the basis of no previous argumentation, that a

satisfactory account must:

..« preserve the concept’s critical potential
by linking it with analuses of control and
domination... [Becausel ideology is... an

In it McLellan gives a brief but scholarly

aspect of every system of signs and symbols in
50 far as they are implicated in an asymetrical
distribution of power and rescurces. [5oc thatl
although in principle there could be an end to
ideology, it is certainly nowhere in sight -
not even on the horizon. [51]
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In other words, we live in a world characterised by class
domination which generates ideclogical illusions. This must be
analysed and criticised, but ideology’s disappearance and
replacement by a genuinely scientific understanding can only
follow a social transformation in which class domination is
eliminated. Thus, Mclellan’s essentially Marxist vision of
social realitg iz contained in his concept of ideclogy, even
though that concept is incomplete. In laying down limits to what
is acceptable in an account of ideology he effectively affirms
his Marxist faith.

Finally, it could be argued that the Marxist concept can
be assessed independently of the rest of Marxism; that we can
have a concept of ideology which simply saus that it is a
disguised expression of class interest. We can strip away the
connections with untestable beliefs and excise the Marxist
values. This is true. But the point is that while we might have

a similar conception of ideoclogy, it would not be a Marxist one.

11

If the Marxist conception of ideclogy is unacceptable on
the grounds that it is bound up with a wider normative theory,
then Liberal and Conservative conceptions must be similarly

rejected if they are inseparable from Liberal or Conservative

heliefs and values.
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A clear example of the Liberal conception of ideology is

provided by Louwis J. Halle’s ‘The ldeological Imagination’. [4]
Of the meaning of ‘ideology’® Halle writes:

...1 confine it to bodies of doctrine that
present themselves as affording systems of
beliefs so complete that the whole population
may live by them alone, that are made known and
interpreted by leaders ostensibly possessed of
special genius or by organised elites not
unlike priesthoods, that claim exclusive
authority as representing something like
revealed truth, and that consequently require
the suppression of whatever does not conform.
Perhaps I should put it that I am concerned
here only with systems of belief that are
implicitly totalitarian.

It will be seen that "ideoclogy", so
defined, not only excludes liberal democracy
but is its opposite. For liberal democracy is
hased on the assumption that none of us us
mortals have a privileged knowledge of truth,
that equally honest and intelligent men will
disagree in their identification of it.
Therefore, instead of undertaking to abolish
diversity i1t seeks to accommodate it, providing
an open marketplace in which men of varying
beliefs may compete in offering their
intellectual wares to the public. Such a
marketplace, in order to accommodate diversity,
requires freedom of speech and mutual
tolerance. {pp.5/6)

Thus, ideclogy is inseparable from totalitarianism, which is the
antithesis of all the Liberal holds dear, embodying the very
opposite of liberty, tolerance and rationality, of enlightenment
and progress. An ideology is a ‘closed’ system of ideas which
inevitably leads to a ‘closed society’ in which freedom has not
place. Hence, Bernard Crick, in the course of a very similar
account of ideology, insists that "the idea of an ideology of
freedom is a contradiction in terms". (71 Like the Marnrist,
therefore, the Liberal defines ideology in terms of his ouwn
values, and in such a way as to embrace rival political beliefs

but not his own. However, the Liberal does have to make an
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exception for Conservativism which does not fit his definition
and which must be attacked on other grounds. F.A. Haysk, for
example, dismisses Conservatism for its distrust of theory,
obscurantism and imperviousness to fact and argument; the
Conservative, he says, is "essentially opportunistic and lacks
principles.” {81

Traditional Conservatives [?] do express their distrust
in what they call fabstract theory’ in politics, and indeed this
is precisely what the Conservative means by ‘ideclogy’. Sir Ian
Gilmour writes:

No British Conservative has produced a system

of abstract political ideas or an ideology ...

The reason for the absence of British

Conservative systems is the Tory dislike of

abstract theorizing ... It is thus part of the

essence of british Conservatism to be free from

systems. [10]
This strand of Conservative thinking goes back to Edmund Burke’s
condemnation of the French Revolutionaries, and of anyone else
who based their politics on such abstractions as "the rights of
man’. Government is seen as a wholly pragmatic business,
attending to the real needs and interests of real people. The
metaphusical theories of "speculists" and "visionary politicians®
[111 can only lead to "wild and dangerous politics". [123]
Similar views can be found in the writings of modern
Conservatives, as with Michael Oakeshott’s warnings against the
dangers of "rationalism in politics". [131 However, it is
important to notice that what is involved here is more than just
the notion that the application of abstract theories to politics
is generally unwise, since this is a practical judgement that

anyone might hold. What the Conservative thinks is that it is

necessarriy produces evil consequences. This necessity in turn
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implies theory, so that despite what is claimed, Conservatism is
far from theoryless. Gilmour, for example, claims that
Conservatism is "based on fact and human nature”, {141 but the
selection of appropriate facts [15] and the determination of what
iz essential human nature both require some kind of abstract
theory to guide them; while Purke’s view that politics derived
from abstract theory is "at war with nature" [161 must involve a
sophisticated theory that explains what "npature’ in human affairs
amounts to. [17]1 Thus, there is plenty of Conservative theory
which expresses Conservative beliefs and values, and which
defines rival beliefs and values as ideological.

Each of the three accounts of ideology so far discussed is
partisan. They are each designed to defend a set of values and
beliefs by characterising rival values and beliefs as false and
dangerous thinking. To hold any one of them as the true account
of ideology involves holding the values and beliefs that go with
it. Since it is an objective account of ideclogy that we are

looking for, it is therefore necessary to look elsewhere.

2. Ideology and Social Science

The second major source of theories of ideology is social
science, and particularly sociclogy. In considering such
theories Marxism is again the obvious place to start, not only
because of the theory’s intrinsic importance but because other

social scientific theories are frequently derivatives of it.
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Putting questions of values to one side, the adequacy of
Marx’s theory of ideology, as a sociological theory, revolves
around two related issues. The first is the problem of
determinism and social mechanism, while the second guestion
concerns the appropriateness of using sociological criteria to
determine the nature of a form of thought.

Marx did not believe that human thought was autonomous
but saw it as the automatic by-product of socio-economic
processes:

We set out from the real, active men, and on
the basis of their real life-process we
demonstrate the development of the ideological
reflexes and echoes of this life-process. The
phantoms formed in the human brain are also,
necessarily, sublimates of their material
life-process, which is empirically verifiable
and bound to material premises. Morality,
religion, metaphysics, all the rest of ideoclogy
and their corresponding forms of consciousness,
thus no longer retain the semblance of
independence. They have no history, no
development; but men, developing their material
production and their material intercourse,
alter, along with this their real existence,
their thinking and the products of their
thinking. [181

Independent thought and intellectual progress are, therefore,
illusory. Men’s ideas and beliefs about the world are simply
‘reflexes’ of their class experience:

It is not the consciousness of men that
determines their existence, but, on the
contrary, their social existence determines
their consciousness. [191]
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Consequently:
«=.Mman’s consciousness changes with every

change in the condition of his material

existence... intellectual production changes

its character in proportion as material

production is changed..[201]
so that to every kind of socio-economic structure there
"correspond definite forms of social consciousnesses. (ibid).
Furthermore, if ideas and beliefs are strictly determined in this
way then it must be possible to explain ideas and beliefs in
terms of the material conditions that gave rise to them.
Peginning with the "real processes of production', it is possible
to:

...explain all the different theoretical

products and forms of consciousness, religion,

philosophy, ethics, etc., etc., and trace their

origins and growth from that basis...not

explain practice from the idea but explain the

formation of ideas from material practice. [21]

" Thus, Marx freguently insists that to understand the nature of
most ideas one must ask whose interests are served by them. This
will reveal their ideoclogical nature. Ideclogies, therefore,
need to be “unmasked’, by showing that whatever their surface
form may be, they are expressions of class interests. There can
be no alternative explanations since men’s ideas and beliefs are
merely “the direct efflux of their material behaviour®. [22]

On the basis of these passages, and many more that might
be added, Marx would appear to be a thoroughgoing determinist.
But if this is so then the Marxist account of consciousness is
open to some very serious objections. If "social existence’ does

determine consciousness - that is, if class position does

determine the way we think - then it simply does not make sense
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to say that the "ruling ideas of each age have ever been the
ideas of its ruling class", [Z23] for that would mean that the
vast majority of people throughout history did not have their
thinking determined by their class position but in fact possessed
the ideas and beliefs of a minority whose social existence they
did not share. Gtill less does it make sense to claim (as Maru
and Engels do of themselves) that people of one class can
discover the ideas and beliefs appropriate to another class.
Again, 1f social background determines consciousness then the
same background must produce the same consciousness; but it is a
matter of common observation that members of the same family do
not always share the same beliefs, let alone whole social strata.
Another point is that there is clearly something wrong with the
notion that our social existence is the cause and our ideas and
beliefs are the effects; this is because our social existence is
largely constituted by our ideas and beliefs, leaving no room for
the causal relation. It also makes little sense to recommend
that people adopt Marxism because it is scientific and therefore
rationally superior to other ideas and beliefs about scciety. 1If
what people helieve is causally determined then they are not open
to persuasion, and rationality does not come into it at all. We
Jjudge rational belief and action on the basis of whether they
have been chosen for the best reasons; but since caused thought
entails the absence of choice then it must entail the absence of
rationality. If people are socially programmed to produce and
respond to ideas by causal necessity then reason, meaning and
understanding have no part to play, any more than they have to
play within the computer. And if ideas have no meanings but only

effects then no theoruy has any claim to be superior to any other.
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Indeed, any theory asserting the causal determinism of thought
undermines itself in this way. 1t follows from this that if Mary
is as deterministic as the above passages suggest then his
account of consciousness, and therefore of ideology, is
self-destructive and incoherent.

Put although strict determinism is the official doctrine
of Marxist-Leninists (for whom the keys were passed to Lenin via
Engels), not all Maruists accept this. They point to passages
where Marx insists that "men make their own history” [241 and are
"bpth the authors and the actors of their own drama” [251; that
is, passages implying that men have free will. Such passages are
a tiny minority of those that are relevant to the issue, uet are
nevertheless sufficient to introduce a note of doubt. Wood
points out that Mary never seriously addressed the question, and
might be correct in suggesting that Marx was in fact a
‘compatibilist’, simply assuming that there was no conflict
between free will and determinism. [2631 Marx may have been a
compatibilist first of all in the broad sense of being a
determinist in respect of the workings of society and the
movement of history, while believing in free will in the ordinary
sense of our everyday thought and action which might conceivably
advance or retard wider developments but not alter them. He may
also have been a compatibilist in the narrower sense of believing

that the communist revolution will release men from historical

determinism. In the words of Engels:
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Man’s own social organisation, hitherto

confronting him as a necessity imposed by

nature and history, now becomes the result of

his own free action...It is the ascent of man

from the kingdom of necessity to the kingdom of

freedom. [271]

Either version of compatibilism would make Marx and partial
determinist. Put it is determinism or non-determinism which is
the main issue, and one which must be settled.

It is not numbers of passages leaning one way or the
other that is the important criterion in this context, or even
what Marws might have said had he been more forthcoming on the
matter. Whether or not Mary was a determinist has to be judged
according to what place free will or determinism has in Marx’s
system as a whole. The first and obvious point is that Mary was
philosgphically a materialist and ruled out the autonomy of mind
or spirit, which consequently have no determining role in
history. Furthermore, his stages of history are necessary
stages; his sociology is founded on the principle that base
determines superstructure; while the collapse of capitalism and
the subsequent triumph of communism are guaranteed by the
"natural laws of capitalist production...working with iron
necessity towards inevitable results"., [281 Put none of this
would be possible if the activities of free-thinking men could
cut across the pre-ordained historical sequence, or even
interfere with such secondary features as "no social order ever
dicappears before all the productive forces...have been
developed" [29]1 and thereby set history off in a different
direction. This argument works against full determinism and also

against partial determinism. It is simply absurd to suggest that

large scale events are governed by ‘iron necessity’ if the
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individual human actions of which such events are composed could
all have been different. Marx, therefore, has to be a
determinist because otherwise his system of ideas will not hang
together. To this extent Allen Wood is wrong in suggesting that
because Marx never directly addressed himself to the question it
is impossible to decide whether he was a determinist or not. [3@1
Wood is also wrong in maintaining that nothing turns on the
issuey, [31] since if the earlier arguments showing the
incoherence of determinism are correct then it is not too
dramatic to say that everything hangs on the issue. Even if
compatibilism does express Marx’s view this cannot alter the fact
that there is no room for free will in his system and that

without determinism the Maruist account of reality does not make

SENSe.

¥ %

Determinism is, therefore, essential to Marx’s system of
ideas as a whole. Put more particularly, it is essential to the
coherence of Marx’s concept of ideology as the disguisad
expression of class interests. Without it the very notion of
class interests is unintelligible, while determinism is further
needed to link together the otherwise disparate elements that go
to make up the concept: class interests; various kinds of ideas

that are not logically connected with class interests; and false

and distortiaonary thinking.
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Class interest is not the simple notion it may at first
appear. Une may speak in very broad terms about the interests of
this or that class, but any attempt to be precise in these
matters invariably runs into an array of difficulties. To take a
very simple example, we may wish to say that it is in the present
interests of the working class that it achieves a higher standard
of living. But it is not self-evident whether a socialist, a
social democratic or an unrestrained capitalistic society will
best achieve this. Again, some would argue that the welfare
state and the managed economy of the post-war world were
manifestly in the interests of the working class; but some have
argued that such policies have in the end only led to inflation
and mass unemployment, while others still have insisted that
prosperity and welfare services have only served to stifle
working class demands for a just society and have therefore
worked against their true interests. Among the working class
themselves, and among those seen as their representatives, there
is profound disagreement on such matters; and this is always true
of any class. There is disagreement about values and aims, about
short-term and long-term interests, and about what policies will
succeed and how events will turn out. And since the past is
ambiguous, the present confusingly complex and the future a
blank, who can say with certainty where anyone’s real interests
lay? The Marxist, houwever, makes just such a claim to certainty
because he has a theory which purports to lay down the course of
events past, present and future, and from which the “objective’
interests of any class can simply be read off. But the theory
can only do this if it is a deterministic one. That is, in

judging the interests of a class in the past the theory must rule
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out the possibility that history might have been substantially
different if the class had behaved in a different wauy, and, more
importantly, the theory must rule out the possibility of
alternative futures, otherwise anything is possible and no-one
can be certain what the best course is. Thus, it is only because
he has recourse to a deterministic historical framework that the
Maruist can claim to know what the objective interests of any
class are, irrespective of what the members of that class
themselves think.

The same deterministic theory that is necessary for
establishing what the objective interests of any class are, is
also essential for picking out which ideas and persons, among the
variety that may be available, best eupress those objective
interests at a given time. But having identified these ideas the
deterministic theory is essential yet again for demonstrating the
necessary link between the ideas and the objective class
interests they are supposed to represent. This is necessary
because the kinds of ideas Marx and Engels deem to be ideclogical
are not the explicit expressions of class interest but the
disguised expressions of such interests. This has to be so,
otherwise it would not make sense to talk of Tillusions’ or
‘unmasking’ or even of "false consciousness’. As Engels points
out, not even the ideologist is aware of the true nature of the
ideas he develops, {321 or their true origins:

... the jurist imagines he is operating with a

priori propositions, whereas they are really

only economic reflexes...[33]1...Ideology is a

process accomplished by the so-called thinker

consciously, it is true, but with a false

consciousness. The real motive forces

impelling him remain unknown to him; otherwise

it simply would not be an idenlogical process.
[341]
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The kinds ideas that Mary and Engels characterise as ideological
are those expressed in universal terms, such a metaphysics,
Jurisprudence, ethics and economic theory; and precisely because
of this universality they display no necessary connection with
any class and contain no element that can be logically identified
as necessarily ideological. Consequently, no logical analysis
can reveal what is and is not ideological. The only kind of
analysis that can identify is sociological analusis. What this
kind of analysis consists in is the establishment of a congruence
between the presumed social effects of a set of ideas (for
example, to induce an acceptance of the status quo among the
lower orders) and the supposed intereste of a particular class.
This would seem to be a very dubious methodology since the social
effects of any ideas being widely accepted is quite contingent
and wholly unpredictable. What makes it possible to establish
any congruence by this means is that the sociological analysis is
based upon a theory which sets out what the objective interests
of classes are, what ideas are significant and what the social
effects of these ideas must bej and the theory could do none of
these things unless it were a deterministic one. The theory must
show that there is a necessary relationship between a given set
of ideas, irrespective of logical content, and the interests of a
given class, irrespective of the views of its members; and it
must also show that a certain class inevitably generates certain
ideas in a given historical period. Without this deterministic
framework the Marxian conception of ideclogy falls apart: what a
class’s interests are, what ideas are significant and what social

effects these ideas will have, all become impossible to
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establish, and any relations between them simply dissolve.

However, the necessary relationship with a class’s
interests, which the deterministic theory establishes, is not in
itself a sufficient condition for labelling a set of ideas
‘ideological’ on the Maru-Engels view, otherwise their own theory
would fall intoc the category. Ideclogy must also be "false
consciousness’. [353]1 Maruxists do tend to assume automatically
that ideas presumed to favour, or are favoured by, any
non-proletarian class must be ideological, and therefore false
and distortionary. [361 BPBut there is no necessary relationship
between false and distortionary ideas and class interests; one
cannot entail the other. HWhat is in a class’s interest must be a
matter of circumstance and be subject to change, and it would
clearly be absurd if ideas could be trus and accurate at one time
and false and distortionary at ancther. It is therefore
perfectly possible in principle that some true and accurate ideas
be in the interests of the bourgeoisie or the aristocracy. It is
only within a rigid framework that allocates world-views to
specific classes that the history of ideaz can be so interpreted
that only the proletarian world-view is scientific, objective,
true and undistorted.

Thug, it is causal determinism that holds the
Marx-Engels conception of ideology together. Marx may not have
regarded himself as a determinist, and he may well have rejected
any such description, but the nature of his system forces it upon
him, and its logical consequences cannot be escaped. Since
determinism in this context is incoherent, then Marx’s system in
general and his conception of ideology in particular must be

incoherent. There is no way that either can be saved without
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causal necessity. If determinism is replaced by contingency then
nothing will connect with anything else. Objective class
interests cannot be demonstrated, and even if they could their
relationship with universalistic ideas cannot be sustained, while
the notion of false and distortionary thinking cannot be firmly
tied to either. If the human world is governed by contingent
relationships then ideas cannot be explained by their social
causes or identified by their social effects. We could still say
that certain circumstances were conducive to the development of
certain ideas; but we could not say that those circumstances
necessarily produced those ideas, or determined what kind of
ideas they were, Similarly, we can still say that the spread of
certain ideas appears (we can say no more than ‘appears’) to suit
the interests of a certain social group at a certain time; but we
cannot say that #4755 set of ideas is therefore #4# ideology of
this social groupy nor, again, that this relationship determines
the nature of the ideas concerned.

Marxism has to have determinism if it is to make any
sense at all, but the mechanical determination of human thought
and action is demonstrably false and contradictory. It is only
logical characteristics that can determine the nature of any
ideas and distinguish one kind of thinking from another. Marxism
provides no such logical criteria by which we can decide what is
ideological and what is not, and this is true of all sociological
theories, It is for this reason that no sociological theory that
defines ideology in terms of social causality or social function
(the promotion of group interests or group sclidarity, for
example) can succeed in identifying ideology as a distinctive

form of thought. Sociology cannot produce a coherent theory of
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the ideological.

Il

Non—-Marxist social scientists with a view of ideology
fall into two main types: those influenced by Marx and those not.
Much the most influential among the former and much larger group
is Karl Mannheim.

Karl Mannheim’s Joeology and Utcprz [371 is an attempt to
rescue Marx’s conception of ideology from its non-scientific
trappings and to use what were taken to be its genuine insights
as the foundation of a ‘sociology of knowledge’. This new branch
of social science would investigate "the social or existential
determination of actual thinking" (p.232); that is, the "causal
determinants” {(p.54) of our knowledge, beliefe and categories.
The most important, though not the only, causal factor is social
class, which shapes "our whole mode of conceiving things" (p.Z239)
and is responsible for the "inherently ideological character of
all thought® (p.48). Mary is criticised for not recognising the
ideclogical character of his own thought, and for not realising
that ideology, in the broad sense of thought distorted by class
interests, [381 is inescapable. This, of course, raises
questions about the objectivity of Mannheim’s own theory. He did
not possess a theory of history, and, unlike Marx and Hegel,
could not present himself as the ‘owl of Minerva® able to
comprehend the whole process of virtue of being close to the end
of it. Instead his views imply a relativism that makes
objectivity impossible. His answer to this problem is his

conceptions of the socioclogy and the sociologist of knowledge.
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Absolute objectivity may be impossible, but through the sociology
of knowledge we can at least become more self-aware and
self-critical and appreciative of the views of others.
Furthermore, since every ideological viewpoints, every class’s
i tanschauung, has ite insights, its fragment of truth, then the
sociology of knowledge can be "a constantly renewed attempt at
synthesis of all existent perspectives aiming at a dynamic
reconciliation” {(p.152)., But the achievement of these things is
dependent upon the independence of mind of the sociologists
engaged upon the enterprise. This independence is possible,
Mannheim thinks, because his sociplogists will be classless
intellectuals who will not be unduly influenced by the narrow
interests of class.

This very brief outline is sufficient to show that
Mannheim’s account of ideology possesses features earlier
criticised in Mary, as well as features peculiar to itself that
may be open to separate criticism. The obvious starting point is
Mannheim’s determinism about which he is more explicit than Marx,
as well as more revealing about the method of uncovering ideology
that determinism implies:

.. proceeding to an understanding of what is

said by the indirect method of analysing the

social condition of the individual or his

group. The ideas eupressed by the subject are

thus regarded as functions of his existence.

This means that opinions, statements,

propositions, and sustems of ideas are not

taken at their face value but are interpreted

in the light of the life-situation of the one
who expresses them. (p.30)
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This characteristically socioclogical approach to ideas, which
ignores content and assumes social causality, is also capable of
brushing aside mere observation. ZPehind the commonly observed
variety of people’s ideas the sociologist perceives an inner
structure:
If we confine our observations to the mental

processes that take place in the individual and

regard him as the only possible bearer of

ideologies, we shall never grasp in its

totality the structure of the intellectual

world belonging to a social group in a given

historical situation ... its inner structure is

not to be found in a mere integration of these

individual experiences. As a totality the

thought-system is integrated systematically,

and is no mere causal jumble of fraagmentary

experiences of discrete members of the group.

{p.32)
Thus, whatever the variety or nature of ideas held among a social
group may be, that group will have a definite ideology causally
determined by its social circumstances. 5Sociology of knowledge
would not make sense without deterministic assumptions of this
kind. On the other hand sociology of knowledge cannot be coherent
with such assumptions, since, as we saw earlier, any causal
theory of human action reduces all thinking to the same
meaningless level and thereby denies its own rationality.

Mannheim is also vulnerable to criticism for his
relativism. It is well known that assertions of the relativity
of all thought are logically self-defeating, since in effect they
assert the universal truth that universal truths are an
impossibility. But if objective truth is not possible it is
difficult to see how sociclogy of knowledge can achieve it, and

if it is possible there seems no good reason why it should be

confined to sociolegy of knowledge. As Bhikhu Parekh puts it:
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.»s his sociology of knowledge is impossible

if his theory of knowledge is correct. In

other words, paradoxically, his cure is only

effective if his diagnosis is wrong. {391
And much the same may be said of Mannheim’s class of classless
intellectuals who have no class interests but are dedicated to
achieving the truth. Furthermore, it is far from clear that
synthesising elements from different ideoleogies will provide a

better guide to political action than any of the ideclogies

discarded.

I11

Most sociologists subscribe to a conception of ideolegy
which comes more or less directly from Mar: or Mannheim; [401 but
this is not true of the majority of behavioural political
scientists. They have, for the most part, adopted what was
earlier described as the ‘Liberal’ conception which equates
ideology with extremism, and have attempted to distinguish by
various empirical means between ‘ideological politics® and
‘pragmatic® or ‘civil politics’. [411 It was a distinction of
this kind that underlay the ‘end of ideology’ debate of the
1950%'s, when it was widely argued by political scientists that
extremist politics were in terminal decline and the pragmatic
politics of interest-bargaining would triumph in most of the
advanced world. But although those of the 'behavioural
persuasion’ [42] are positivists to a man and aspire to
*value-freadom’, it is nevertheless clear that their usual
conception of ideplogy is in fact based upon Liberal values. One

of the most distinguished behaviouralists, Beymour Martin Lipset,
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writes in his Falritical Mam:
This change in Western political life reflects

the fact that the fundamental political

problems of the industrial revolution have been

solved ... This very triumph of the democratic

social revolution in the West ends domestic

politics for those intellectuals who must have

ideologies or utopias to motivate them to

political action. [431
Ideological politics, the argument goes, is being replaced by the
pragmatic politics of interests on the American model, a model
Lipset call "the good society itself in operation" (ibid. p.430).
More recently, in his Joeclogy and Folitics [441, Martin Seliger
admits that if values did distort judgement then "even modern
behavioural science would be hard put to it to claim any unbiased
insight" {(p.156). Put as we have seen, and will see again, it is
value content that makes it impossible for any account of
idenlogy to be chjective and therefore satisfactory.

Seliger, however, is not one of those behavioural
political scientists who equate ideology with extremism; and much
of his book is devoted to revealing, with relentless
thoroughness, the contradictions, conceptual imprecision and
unacknowledged shifts of meaning charactersitic of the standard
behavioural view, which he calls the ‘restrictive’ conception of
ideclogy, {though he does not criticise its value content and
thereby misses the main point). Instead he offers his own
“inclusive’ account of ideology. Seliger defines ideology in
terms of both function and content. He explains that “the
function of ideology is to guide concerted action of a distinct
social group or groups® {p. l46) in their political batties.
There can be no such thing as a non-political ideclogy.

Ideologies are political belief-systems, all of which have a
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common structure comprising six essential elements: moral
prescription, technical prescription, “implements’ (i.e. ways and
means of implementation), description, analysis and ‘rejection’
(i.e. of rival beliefs) (p.104). Ideology also has two
‘dimensions’: what Seligner calls the ffundamental dimension’,
which is basic doctrine where moral prescription is the central
element; and the ‘operative dimension’, which is ideclogy in
action and where technical presciption holds centre stage
{p.100). However, it is moral values that is the essential
element:
«.. the reference to ‘higher’ values is

ineradicable from any system of political

beliefs, however low our opinion of some such

values and their tangible contents in general

may be. Their presence in political belief

systems, together with the other elements of

the formal structure of content, reqguires us to

classify all political belief systems as

political ideologies in so far as the belief

system can be said to guide identifiable group

action. (p.l4b)
But Seliger goes on to insist that not all political belief
systems are ideologies. Political philosophies are not
ideological, despite having the same structure and elements, and
having both fundamental and operative dimensions (p.112). The
difference is that philosophy deals with "ultimate’ questions
while ideology concentrates on what is "immediately relevant for
social and political action" (p.113). Thus, while Plato,
Aristotle, Locke, Mill and Marx are political philosophers, the

ideas of the likes of Paine, Lenin and the authors of 742

Federalist Fapsrs are merely ideological (p.l1135).
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Unlike that of most behavioural political scientists,
Seliger’s account of ideology cannot be rejected for being a
manifestation of Liberal values. There are, however, other
grounds for rejecting it. For Seliger’s account to be plausible
he must have clear and unambiguous criteria for distinguishing
ideology from other kinds of theory. He says that "any
politically relevant belief sustem” will have the same essential
elements and structure (p.102). But *politically relevant belief
system’ could mean practically anything, including Cromuell’s
Christianity or Wallenstein’s astrology or Machiavelli’s
‘historical method’, none of which conforms to Seliger’s
structure. Then there is his baffling distinction betueen
ideology and political philosophy, where the only difference is
that one’s concerns are more ‘ultimate’ than the other’s. Eut
how degrees of ultimacy are measured in this context is hard to
imagine. Besides, it is far from obvious that the concerns of
Tom Paine or the authors of 7he Ffederailist FPagers were any less
ultimate than those of Locke or Mill in their political writings.
Furthermore, Seliger rather confusingly adds that as well as
political philosophy the works of Plato, Aristotle and the rest
also contain ideology (pp. 115-6), so that presumably a work such
as Plato’s * Aepublic is composed of fundamental political
philosophy, operative political philosophy, fundamental ideology
and operative ideology. Some very subtle criteria would be
needed to sort out these different elements; but Seliger does not

provide them, and it is difficult to believe that he could.
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What is really behind Seliger’s distinction between his
version of political philosophy {(which is a travesty of what
philosophy is, but that is a different matter) and his account of
ideology is not degrees of ultimacy but the function of ideology
in the political process. As a behaviouralist, Seliger’s aim is
"above all" to establish:

...a definition which, in accord with the

objectives of scientific endeavour, is suitable

for the ordering of data and the formulation of

confirmable hypotheses. (p.87)
That is, to characterise ideology as a phenomenon that can be
observed and measured [45] as a causal factor in the political
process conceived in mechanical terms. To this end Seliger
imposes a functional definition designed to screen out what does
not fit into this pre-ordained scheme; and since some political
philosophy {(even as Seliger defines it) will not conform to the
pattern, it is defined out. But as in this caze there is no
clear qualitative difference between what is included and what is
excluded the functional definition is an entirely arbitrary one.
One of the reasons why defining the nature of ideas in terms of
social function never works is that the same functions can be
performed by different kinds of ideas. In the present case we
have seen that non-political beliefs {(Cromwell’s Christianity,
etc.) can guide political action, while political philosophy,
since it apparantly has an ‘operative dimension’, can also do the
job of ideplogy. GSeliger’s definition of ideology, therefore,
collapses. This in turn invalidates his determination of the
content and structure of ideclogy by abstracting common features,
for this only makes sense if there is an adequate definition that

guarantees that the examples are examples of the same thing.
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This is a bad procedure in any case since common features are not
necessarily essential ones, and it does not show how the features
relate to each other in a structure, [446]1 it is perhaps
significant that 'ideological composite’ is used as an
alternative to "ideology’. Despite what Seliger claims, his list
of features is no more than & list, while the assertion that one
feature is central does not constitute an analysis of structural
relationships. His whole account of ideology must, consequently,
be counted a failure. The nature of ideas is not governed by
social function, nor is it laid bare by measurement, testing
hypotheses or looking for '"causal concatenations’{p.138). It can
only be done by logical means. In other words, establishing the

nature of ideology is essentially a philosophical exercise.

3. Ideology and Philosophy

The nature of ideology is a philosophical problem. Yet
little enlightenment on the matter can be gained from examining
works of political philosophy. Most general works do not so much
as mention it, [473] while those that do have tended to be
dismissive [481 (at least until very recently, as we shall see).
The few philosophers who have seriously attempted to analyse the
concept have tended to fail for basically the same reasons as
those discussed in the previous two sections. This is true of
perhaps the most widely known philosophical accounts of ideology,

those of John Plamenatz and Patrick Corbett, but it is also true

of most later attempts.
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In his Joeology T4793 Plamenatz’s way of dealing with the
concept is a rather curious one for a philosopher. In his
Preface he writes:

The first chapter is introductionary; but the
five that follow become progressively less
philosophical and more sociological and
political. (p.12)
He begins with a minimal definition as ideology as:
...a set of closely related beliefs or ideas,
or even attitudes, characteristic of a group or
community. (p.15)
So from the outset the socioclogical aspect is built in. Later
this definition is refined. ‘ldeology’ it 1is argued, covers a
*family of concepts’, of which two are particularly important.
There is ‘total ideology’; this is:
Ideology in the broadest sense, since it
includes all the ideas and beliefs of a peaple
.=+ (i) cannot be distinguished from thought
that is not ideological. (p.28)
However, there is the more usual sense;
Ideology in the narrower sense can, of course
be distingquished from thought that is not
ideclogical. (p.29)
The notion of total ideclogy has its own problems which need not
concern us here, except we might note that Plamenatz 1s clearly
willing to regard absolutely anuthing as ideological. ZEut it is
the narrower view we will concentrate on because since the

weakness of Plamenatz’s case is bound up with whether he can show

that it is possible to distinguish between ideology and non-
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idenlogy. One of the things he says is not ideological is
science. Indeed, he seems to think that, at least in principle,
in social science and in any other discipline where theres are
"definite, consistent and usable criteria for testing the truth
of falsity of beliefs" (p.30) this is sufficient to make them
non-ideclogical. Yet he appears to contradict this when he comes

to characterise ideclogy more fully:

.e» for beliefs to be ideoclogical, in this
narrower sense, they must be shared by a group
of people, they must concern matters important
to the group, and must be in some way
functional in relation to it: they must serve
to hold it together or to justify activities
and attitudes characteristic of its members.
Nor does it entail that no true beliefs are
ideological, for true beliefs can also be
functional in these way. What makes beliefs
ideological, in the sense we are now
discussing, is their constituting a system of
beliefs which is functional in these ways, and
is accepted regardless of whether or not its
constituent beliefs satisfy the criteria of
truth. Ideologies, in this sense, often
contain many beliefs that are false or
unverifiable, but they nearly always contain
some true beliefe as well., (p.31)

Thus, not only untrue but true beliefs, presumably including
scientific ones, can be ideological. More importantly, their
truth or falsity is guite irrelevant since it is not logical
features that define ideclogy but its social function. He goes

aon:

An ideology is not fideological® in respect
anly af the false or unverifiable beliefs
contained in it, for it is "ideclogical’ as a
whole set of beliefs that serves to hold a
group together or to justify its activities and
attitudes or to promote its interests. (p.31)



- 80 -

Now since anything can serve one or other of these functions then
literally any thought can be ideological, and there is clearly a
conflict between this and Plamenatz’s claim that science, among
other things, can be distinguished from ideology. But perhaps
Plamenatz can be saved from contradiction here by taking his
meaning to be that while true beliefs may be embedded in an
ideological system (as Spencer, Kropotkin and others made use of
the theory of evolution) without changing their nature as true
beliefs, just as a block of wood may be built into a wall and
serve the office of a brick without thereby becoming a brick.
But then Plamenatz would be wrong to say, as he does say, that
such true beliefs are ideclogicals he can only say at best that
they are being used ideclogically.

On the other hand, there is not really much point in
saving Plamenatz’s position here since the question of what is
and is npt ideglogical has nothing to do with the logic of ideas,
but with their social and, apparently, psuchological function.
He writes:

«:» to be ideological has nothing to do with

the intentions of the theorist...j it has only

to do with the motives and feelings of the

persons who accept the beliefs and with houw

they behave as a result of accepting them.

{p.73)

But if this is so he cannot then make general statements about
the nature of ideological thought, such as that it is not
science, or that it is always largely descriptive (p.79) or that
it is not fantasy or fiction (p.B0). He cannot talk as though

ideclogical thinking is something that can be identified and

analysed, when he has defined ideology in such a way as to allow
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any thinking to be ideoclogical. In fact Plamenatz nouhere
analyses any ideological position or even identifies a piece of
ideoclogical writing; (he discusses Marx at some length, but only
as a sociologist). But he is hardly in a position to do so for
he has not given himself a concept capable of picking one out.
The consequence of Plamenatz’s position is that the
philosopher has not the competence to judge what is or is not
ideology, or to say anything about it; that must be left to the
social scientists. Thus Plamenatz, fails to come to terms with
ideologuy, fails to identify the concept, simply because he fails

to be sufficiently philosophical.
11

Turning to Patrick Corbett, his Joeologies, [501 though
in some ways an intelligent and elegant book, is also
philosophically weak. It has a kind of dialectical structure.
The first part consists of a statement of three ideological
positions - Marxist, American Democrat and Roman Catholic. The
second part sets out the response of a thoroughgoing sceptic to
these positions. Finally, the philosopher speaks, laying doun a
middle path between irrational faith and corrosive doubt, a path
along which the sensible and rational are invited to follow.
Corbett does not provide us with a systematic analysis of
ideology, but rather an impressionistic portrait which we have to
piece together from scattered remarks throughout the book. He

does, however, have a working definition:
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Py ‘ideology’ is meant here any intellectual

structure consisting of: a set of beliefs about
the conduct of life and the organisation of
society; a set of beliefs about man’s nature
and the world in which he lives; a claim that
the two sets are interdependent; and a demand
that those beliefs should be professed, and
that claim conceded, by anyone who is to be
considered a full member of a certain social
group. (p.12)
On this usage Gandhism, Catholicism, Leninism,
Nazism, American Democracy, and the Divine
Right of Kings are, or were, idecologies, and
50, on a smaller scale, are the myths of
English Public Schools or Amazonian tribes.

(p.12)

Corbett thinks there are hundreds if not thousands of such
ideclogies active today —~ moral, political, religious and many
pther kinds. Then Corbett tells us that:
It will escape none but the simplest devotee

that idenlogies serve the interests of certain

institutions, and therefors of those who hold

office in those institutions ... the social

function of ideologies is to condition man

intellectually to obedience. {(p.37)
But this is not as obvious as Corbett seems to think. And still
less is his next point, which is that all ideologies are
fundamentally about freedom: “each ideology purports to tell us
how - by prayer, production, self-control, self-assertion or
whatever else - we can be free." {(p.193) But it would take some
fairly sophisticated reasoning to show that, for example, the
theory of Divine Right of Kings is fundamentally teo do with
liberation, still less the myths of public schools or Amazonian
tribes. But though these two points do not seem to fit together

too well (though they do not actually exclude each other) both

are essential to Corbett’s wider vision of human reality and the

role of ideology in it.
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Corbett see human history as an endless striving for
freedom, of which ideology is & by-product. There is overall
progress towards human liberation, but it has been a zig-zagging,
back-tracking, snakes—-and-ladders sort of progress, and along the
way men have expressed the miseries and frustrations of
particular unfreedoms in terms of ideological absolutes. Thus
Maryx and Engels translated the particular need for freedom from
economic oppression into the claim that such freedom constituted
the ultimate freedom of mankind, a claim which, for all its
erroneous metaphysics, bad logic and evil consequences, was
nevertheless understandable and humane. Human freedoms are
multifarious and often contradictory; the theory which purports
to point men towards a total freedom can only lead to dogma and,
Corbett hints (p.20&), totalitarianism. PBut although reasons can
show the irrationality of these gradiose dogmas of freedom,
Corbett feels that, shorn of their metaphysics:

<« we may yet perhaps be able to accept them

as explorations, perhaps essential

explorations, of the power of man. {(p.170)
Py interpreting ideologies as "temporary distortions of a
rational core" (p.154), each making its contribution to a greater
whole, we can see them, not az irreconcilably hostile, but as
*complementary probings of the potentialities of man® (p.193).
There is a distinctly Hegelian gquality about this view since
Hegel saw all past philosophical systems as having the core of
truth, contributing its part to an ultimate comprehensive truth.
Somewhat Hegelian also is Corbett’s notion of a dialectic of
faith and doubt which characterises all spheres of intellectual
achievement. In the sphere we are concerned with these are

represented by ideology and scepticism.
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Corbett’s sceptic has a primarily destructive role. He is
a positivist sceptic who ‘shows’ the irrationality of belief in
God and historical inevitability; the lack of foundation for
ethical systems and the impossibility of choosing between them;
and concludes by insisting that all moral assertions are
disguised expressions of personal interest and ideologies the
instruments of the powerful,

In true Hegelian fashion, Corbett’s own position is a
synthesis of what he takes to be the best of both positions. He
accepts the sceptic’s scepticism but not his cynicism about
values. He accepts that ideologies have beesn the "consequences,
vehicles and instruments of power" (p.154) but he feels that this
may not necessarily be the case in the future. Indeed Corbett
sees mankind as entering upon a new epoch in which growing
prosperity, technological change and the growing interrelatedness
aof all human societies will compel men, willy-nilly to cooperate
more and more and move increasingly towards ever greater
economic, political and ideological unity. Differences of belief
will remain, but men will hold them less dogmatically and
increasingly see them as contributions to a wider vision, which
men will need to "create and re-create the grand strategy of
man’s development” (p.191)

Thus, Corbett has a grand vision of human progress
remarkably similar to that developed in the 18th Century by men
of the Englightenment, best represented in Condorcet’s Sketfch For
an Historical Ficture of the Progress of the Human Hingd [511]
(1799) which characterises history as mankind’s struggle for
rationality and freedom against the traditional enemies of priest

and tyrant who keep men enslaved in ignorance and false belief.
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But for Corbett there is one great disaster that could prevent
this otherwise inevitable progress, namely a nuclear war. And
this is only made possible by the hostility of seemingly
irreconcilable dogmas. Hence the occasion for the book. Corbett
believes philosophers cannot remain detached but must enter the
debate and do what they can. His ancwer is that men need to
cultivate wisdom, which he cannot define but which appears to
consist in understanding history and ideclogy as he does and in
opening a dialogue with the holders of clashing dogmas, so that
with patience, humour, tolerance and showing respect for others,
we can bring them to see the intellectual weakness of their
position. He writes:

In each of these doctrines there are thus soft points
through which liberal society, persistently working with
its solvents of toleration and analysis, can insinuate
itself into their structure and complete in theory the
liquefaction of ideology that scientific and industrial
dynamism has begun in practice. (p.193]
ld=eologies is very much a book of the 1960°s when

unending growth of prosperity seemed inevitable and the "end of
ideclogy thesis® was fashionable. But even allowing for this it
is a very naive book. He does not really bother to analyse
ideology, seemingly because he takes a veru simple view of the
relationship between men’s social conditions and their beliefs,
beliefs that will all melt in the warmth of growing prosperity
and cooperation. And his notion of what good natured (and

perhaps rather patronising) tolerance can achieve with the

ideologically entrenched seems positively simple-minded.
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But a more fundamental criticism is that his own vieuws
do not seem any more rational, free of metaphysics, or
independent of values and faith than any of those he criticises.
He too has a theory of history as man’s quest for liberation, he
too has a theory of man, he too is promoting a vision of the
future and persuading men to strive for it, he too has values
that have no more foundation than anyone elses. Joeo/ogriss is an
expression of Corbett’s political faith., He does not analyse
ideology philosophically but interprets all others in terms of
his own. This is why Corbett emphasises ideology’s social
functions of solidarity and social control. Others are the
vigtims of the powerful and the dogmatic, represented by church,
party or state, in contrast to his own views which are
characterised as the political beliefs of a free thinking
individual. To put it at its crudest, Corbett fails to come to
terms with ideology because he is less concerned to philosophise
than to preach. And what he preaches is Liberalism: that is,
human progress through the pursuit of Liberal values. His
account of ideology fails because, whatever its other faults may
be, it 1s partisan.

Poth these leading philosophical accounts of ideology
fail because they are not sufficiently philosophical: one is too
sociological, while the other is too much an expression of
political belief. It is just these faults that a genuine
philosophical account should overcome. However, the same faults
recur again and again, though philosophers are usually less
liable to wander into sociology than fail to be rigorously
pbjective. The expression of personal political values is,

therefore, the more common weakness. It can be seen, for
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example, in the work of Kenneth Minogue.

I1I

Kenneth Minogue’s 4/ien FPowers: the purs theory of
Tdeclogy 1521 is a more recent attempt to "explore the logical
and rhetorical character" (p.1) of ideclogy. This ‘pure theory’
asserts that the:

...formal centre of ideological understanding

... consists in the view that the evils of life

are not ... part of an immemorial human

condition which it is beyond human power to

change, or a set of problems to each of which a

specific solution may be hazarded, as

politicians often suggest, but that they are

part of a single system of dehumanization which

determines everything that happens, and which

cannot be changed except by a complete

transformation. (p.32)

The nature of the domination, the ‘alien power’ of the title,
varies from ideology to ideoleoguy: for the Maruist it is the
capitalist system; for the feminist it is ‘patriarchy’; while for
the nationalist it is imperialism. But whatever the alien power
is conceived to be, its effect is to dehumanise man and prevent
him realising his full potential. It must therefore be
overthrown by means of a revolution which will transform
fwmanity. To merely reform the system is to compromise with
evil, and will in any case fail given the system’s great powers
of self-defence through mystification and deceit. The cutcome of
the revolution, what Minogue calls the "ideological terminus®,
will be a world free of all oppression and conflict and where all
will be of one mind. This insistence on revolution and rejection

of compromise amounts, on Minogue’s view, to a wholesale

rejection of politics as such, which, like Crick, he defines in
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terms of Liberal democratic politics. Ideologists, therefore,
are hostile to the political process and to democracy, and are
even "categorically hostile to the state” (p. Z15). There is a
clear contrast with what Minogue calls ‘ordinary political
doctrines’, such as Liberalism, Conservatism and Social
Democracy, which are dedicated to pursuing their political aims
through persuasion, election and reform, and which consequently
are not ideological.

Minogue believes that ideologuy, as "an independent mode
of thought and practice" (p. 31) began with Marx, and indeed all
subsequent ideology is but a "footnote to Marx® {(p. 31). He
therefore confines his detailed discussion of ideclogy to Marxist
arguments, and only illustrates certain points with examples from
feminism and nationalism: and even here he has in mind only
Maruist inspired versions of these doctrines. #6s a result he
talks of features that are characteristic of Marxism as though
they characterised ideology as such. Dialectical reasoning, we
are told, is a feature of all ideclogy {(p. 43), while 111
ideologists believe that the outcome of history will be the
"practical unity of mankind" (p. 147) in an "egalitarian society”
(p. 151) "which will have transcended the alienations from which
we now suffer®” (p. 147). Despite this it is insisted that
"ideclogies are many and various" {(p. 101), with such as
dnarchism and National Socialism referred to as ideologies and
Comte, Mazzini and others as ideologists. But, to take just one
example, Hitler did not think dialectically, was not preoccupied
with alienation, still less with equality or the unity of

mankind, and was not noted for his categorical hostility to the

state.
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Minogue’s failure to embrace all that he himself deems to
be ideological must entail the failure of his whole analysis. It
is also indicative of a general lack of logical rigour. For
example, ideology is portraued as striving for a perfect world of
freedom and justice and of interpreting the world in moral terms
(e.g. p. 110}, yet elsewhere Minogue insists that the
ideclogist’s perfect world "should not be confused with a
realized ideal” (p. 1462) and that ideology "is in fact quite
beyond good and evil", being merely parasitic on notions of moral
and political reform (pp. 151/2). Thus Minogue’s account of
ideology is arbitrary, it does not even cover all he takes to be
ideological and is logically vague.

However, to insist upon too much academic precision is
perhaps to mistake the real nature of Minogue’s work. Despite
much talk of logic and rationality, A/7er Fowsrs is not a serious
attempt to establish a "philosophy of ideology" analogous to the
philosophy of science, as it claims to be (p. 68); its purpose is
essentially polemical and partisan. It is a defence of
Liberalism against what Minogue considers to be its greatest
enemy, namely Marxism and its derivatives. He therefore wishes
to portray the enemy as a manifestation of evil, and the first
step is to equate Liberalism with modernity, progress and

civilisation:

... ideclogists can be specified in terms of a
shared hostility to modernity: to liberalism in
politics, individualism in moral practice, and
the market in economics. (p. 4. cf. p. 173)
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The ‘modern state’ is represented as the true line of human
progress, while the ‘ideological state’ (which appears to be a
contradiction of Minogue’s own terms) is, by implication, a
degenerate version of the same thing. (p. 218) Ideology looks to
a mythic past, and by rejecting "the very suystem of modernity
itself" {(p. 173) rejects all that is civilised and humane. It is
against democracy, freedom, morality, individualism and

ultimately it is against humanity itself:

...ideology is a dagger pointing to the heart
of modern Western civilization (p. 286)...bent
on...the utter destruction of everything that
constitutes the modern world. Ideoclogy is the
purest possible expression of Eurcpean
civilization’s capacity for self-loathing. (p.
221)... In pronouncing the rottenness of a
civilization, it is actually declaring a hatred
of any possible human life. What it proposes
is the cosmic equivalent of a suicide pact. (p.
e Tr 2]

daseal /8

Thus, the reader is not so much invited to accept a logical
analysis as to affirm a moral commitment to one side in a
conflict where there can be no neutrals. And the reader is not
given much of & choice: it is either morality, civilisation and
all that is decent on the one hand, or chaos, evil and
self-destruction on the other. Consequently, even if Minogue’s
account of ideology were more coherent than in fact it is, its
unashamedly partisan character renders it unacceptable on grounds

of objectivity.
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v

Thus, these philosophical accounts of ideology are marred
by being either too sociological or too partisan. They fail
because they are not philosophical enough. Yet greater
philosophical rigour has, until very recently, bred no more than
a dismissive scepticism.

It is not difficult to see why this has been so.
Discussion of ideology, though confused and contentious, has at
least been shaped by a consensus that ideclogy is to be found
within the area of prescriptive political theory, and in
particular where theories, facts, values, prescriptions, ideals
and visions of the future are all combined into discrete systems
of belief. It is this combination that makes the sceptical
philosopher suspicious; facts and values do not mix, while
disputes between values cannot be settled. T.D. Weldon, for
example, insists that ideologies {or ‘political foundations® as
he ﬁrefers to call them) are "a delusion" that "confuse and
distort political thinking® [531, and which we can well do
without. Ideology is not taken seriously and consequently is not
properly analysed.

However, there has recently appeared two full-scale
philosophical studies of ideology of appropriate rigour, which
take ideclogy seriously but without falling into the traps of
sociological explanation or partisanship. They are D.J. Manning
and T.J. Robinson’s 7he Flace of Ideology in Foiitical Life
{198%) (541 and Gordon Graham’s Folitics in Its Flace (1986)

[55]. MNeither book can be dismissed easily and some of their
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arguments will need to be dealt with later in this work.
Nevertheless, in keeping with the theme of this chapter both may
be said to contribute to the confusion surrounding the concept of
ideocleogy. This is particularly true of Gordon Graham’s

contribution. Graham defines idenlogy as:

»«« those sete of beliefs which have or are

meant to have wide implications for the conduct

of political life and even, in some cases, for

its complete refashioning. The principle

instances are very familiar - socialism,

liberalism, conservatism, nationalism, Marxism

and Fascism. ~p. 48)
This is not very helpful, particularly since Graham proceeds to
backtrack on some of his 2xamples. One case is Marxism, which he
later insists is to be distinguished from Socialism because
socialism is an ideology while Maruism is a "theory of society”
(p. 103). Another case is Conservatism, which is described as an
ideology, a non-idecliogy and an anti-ideology all on the same
page (p. 172). Then again, the Liberal tradition appears to be
mainly composed of political philosophy (p. 79), but it is not
made clear whether Graham distinguishes between political
philosophy and ideology, and if he does whether he would count
his own work as ideological. [541 Furthermore, Graham insists
that ideologies "cannot be reasonably understood to be sets of
fundamental principles or values" (p. 48), but his discussion of
various ideologies in the second part of his book seems to be
precisely about fundamental principles and values. On the other
hand, Graham appears to exclude nothing from ideologies (not

fundamental values or social theory or philosophy) when he

writes:



«».in reality ideological beliefs are of many

different kinds - factual, philosophical,

theoretical,speculative, expressions of value,

and political principle, subscription to ends,

and belief in efficient means. (p. 58
It is not in fact clear whether Graham has a theory of ideoclogy
at all; but if he has it must be a confused one. Part symptom
and possibly part cause of his confusion is his inability to come
to terms with the ‘is-ought’ problem. He refers to it several
times {e.g. p. 10} but fails to say whether he believes there to
be an unbridgable gulf betwesen them or not. Clarity on this
matter may be a route to a less confused account of ideology.

Manning and Robinson have a much clearer and consistent

view of ideology. They do see the value—content of ideclogy as
central. For them ideology is a form of ethical understanding
(p. 2003 it is that.aspect of ethical life that is concerned with
political relationships. #s such, they argue, it is essential
to, even constitutive of, politics (pp. 16 & 18). Unfortunately,
they assert this rather than demonstrate it, and do so to the
neglect of the descriptive and theoretical sides of ideology (in
terms of the later discussion they lack a theory of idenlogical
language and a theory of ideclogical structure}. Nevertheless,
theirs is an important conception that warrants further
consideration below. For the moment it is sufficient to observe
that in the absence of an adeguate account of how their central

premise is arrived at makes Manning and Robinson’s account just

ane more addition to the confusion.
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What is needed is a suitable place to start and a clear
conception of what an adequate philosophical account can achieve.
One starting point that at least has the virtue of being neutral
is the fact that ‘ideology’ is now widely used by practitioners
and observers of politics in a largely non-partisan way. A
politician says that his party needs to define its own ideology
more clearly [571, or another politician is described as pursuing
a policy for ideological rather than pragmatic reasons, and we
understand well enough what expressions of this kind mean. They
refer to systems of political belief, such as the varieties of
Marxism, Coﬁservatism, Liberalism and the like, with their
analyses of social life, visions of the good society and
prescriptions to guide political activity. But the analysis of
‘ordinary usage® in a Wittgensteinian manner will not get us very
far, for such usage in this case is only recent and has only
seeped into common political discourse out of a confused
theoretical discussion. What is important is whether the rather
vague notion in ordinary usage points to something that can be
shown to be coherent. The proper rcle of philosophy here is to
demonstrate and explore the logical possibility of a distinct
form of understanding which is more than just a mixture of
different kinds of thinking, and which embraces the ordinary
conception of some kind of unity of theoretical knowledge, values
and prescriptions. If this cannot be done then "ideclogy’® is an
insignificant concept with no analytical utility. But if the
logical possibility can be demonstrated then light may be shed on
a numbar of problems, including which political theories are
ideological and which are not; whether all ideologuy is political

idenlogy; and how ideology relates to other kinds of theory,
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including educational.

However, before proceeding with the attempt to establish
ideology as a distinctive form of understanding it is necessary
to be clear about what exactly constitutes a form of
understanding and what basic forms of understanding there already
are. This will enable us to see what it is that ideology must be
distinguished from, and it also might indicate where, within the
broad realm of human understanding, ideclogy might find its

proper place. This is the subject of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE

FORMS OF KNOWLEDGE AND THE CONCEPT OF AN ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE

We have, then, a rough working notion of ideology as some
kind of unity of theoretical knowledge, values and practical
proposals. The first task will be to see how such a unity might
fit into or otherwise relate to the map of knowledge. Houwever,
charting the map of knowledge is a vast and hazardous enterprise
and it will be convenient, and sufficient for our purposes, to
concentrate on the work of Paul Hirst on this matter, set out in
his influential paper ‘Liberal Education and the Nature of

Knowledge® (1969}, and in subsequent writings. [11]

Hirst argues that there are different forms of knowledge
which are discreet, autonomous and irreducable. What
distinguishes them are their logical features, crucial among
which are:

«.. public criteria whereby the true is
distinguishable from the false, the good from

the bad, the right from the wrong. It is the

existence of these criteria which gives

objectivity to knowledge.

These "disciplines that form the mind" (p. 43) have at least four

distinguishing marks:
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{1) They each involve certain central concepts
that are peculiar in character to the form.
For example, those of gravity, acceleration,
hydrogen, and photo-sunthesis characteristic of
the sciences; number, integral and matrix in
mathematics; God, sin and predestination in
religion; ought, good and wrong in moral
knowledge.

{2) In a given form of knowledge these and
other concepts that denote, if perhaps in a
very complex way, certain aspects of
experience, form a network of possible
relationships in which experience can be
understood. As a result the form has a
distinctive logical structure. For example,
the terms and statements of mechanics can be
meaningfully related in certain strictly
limited ways only, and the same is true of
historical euplanation.

(3) The form, by virtue of its particular
terms and logic, has expressions of statements
{possibly answering a distinctive type of
question) that in some way or other, houwever,
indirect it may be, are testable against
experience. This is the case in scientific
knowledge, moral knowledge, and in the arts,
though in the arts no questions are explicit
and the criteria for the tests are only
partially expressible in words. Each form,
then, has distinctive expressions that are
testable against experience in accordance with
particular criteria that are peculiar to the
form.

{4) The forms have developed particular
techniques and skills for exploring experience
and testing their distinctive eupressions, for
instance the technique of the sciences and
those of the various literary arts. The result
has been the amassing of all the symbolically
expressed knowledge that we now have in the
arts and the sciences. (p.44;

Put there is no doubt which is the most important:

The central feature ... is that the major
forms of knowledge, or discipline, can be
distinguished by the dependence on some
particular kind of test against experience for
their distinctive expressions. {p.45)
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Un this basis Hirst offers the following forms of knowledge:
physical sciences; human sciences, history, philosophy,
mathematics, art, religion, and moral knowledge . (p.4&).
(Although later in the same paper Hirst does admit that moral
knowledge is not a ‘developed discipline’ (p. 49), thereby
implying a distinction between ‘discipline’ and *form of
knowledge’ which appears to contradict earlier statements and is
nowhere elucidated).

However, as a result of reflection and criticism Hirst has
modified his position somewhat in subsequent writings. ‘The Form
of Knowledge Revisited® (1974) is a more cautious and less
confident reassertion of the case. Here he admits to have
changed his mind over a number of areas; though not, he insists,
over the status of moral knowledge. What troubles him most is
the recognition that the academic subjects corresponding to his
forms of knowledge are, as they are taught as academic subjects,
*logically complex’; the most difficult area in this respect
being history and the social sciences:

In part they are concerned with truths that
are matters of empirical observation and
experiment, truths that logically differ not at
all from the kind with which the physical or
neutral sciences are concerned. Large tracts
of sociology and psychology, and indeed parts
of history, are therefore of the physical
science variety ... On the octher hand, history
and some of the social sciences are in large
measure not concerned simply with an
understanding of observable phenomena in terms
of physical causation, but with explanations of
human behaviour in terms of intentions, will,
hopes, beliefs, etc. The concepts, logical
structure and truth criteria of propositions of
this latter kind are, I would now argue,
different from, and not reducable to, those of
the former kind. For this reason it now seems
to me correct to speak of one form of knowledge
as being concerned with the truths of the
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physical world and another as concerned with

truths of a mental or personal kind. {p. B&)
Thus, Hirst wishes to make a distinction between academic
subjects which are logically complex, and forms of knowledge
which are the forms of different kinds of true proposition. But
Hirst rescues the purity of his forms of knowledge only at the
cost of some confusion. He has introduced a new category which
amalgamates most of history with those parts of those social
sciences that deal with human action in terms of reasons rather
than causes; the new category being called, rather confusingly,
*history and social science’. Where those social sciences and
parts of social sciences that deal in causes should now be placed
is not clear. No doubt some, parts of psychology for example,
can be accommodated in the phuysical sciences, but not all and
certainly not what is left of sociology. Further, there is the
more important question of what relationship there could be
betuween reasoned explanation and causal explanation within a
single social science such as sociology. More generally, Hirst
also has problems concerning the reformulated forms of knowledge
and the subjects that primarily embody them. Does the term
‘discipline’, for example, now apply to forms of knowledge or to
their related subjects or to something that pertains te both or
neither? Then there are admitted difficulties with religious and
aesthetic knowledge; and there must be some doubt about the
humping together of mathematics and logic. In all, Hirst’s case
is not as convincing as when originally put forward, and is

arguably in need of some restructuring if it is to stand.
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There is much to be said for Hirst’'s general position but
it does suffer from at least four serious and related weaknesses:
(1) the lack of a clear concept of an academic discipline; ()
confusion about the relationship betwesn knowledge and
experience; (3) confusion about the nature of moral knowledge;
and (4) the lack of a clear account of practical knowledge and
consequently of a proper understanding of the relationship
between theory and practice. We will deal with each of these in

turn.

11

For a form of understanding to be an academic discipline
it must contain a body of rules which must be observed by those
who practice the discipline if knowledge is to be achieved.

These rules lay down what constitutes a valid claim to knowledge,
and the proper forms of reasoning, of fact and theory and
explanation. Above all, the rules lay down a decision procedure
for settling claims to knowledge, so that disputes between claim
and denial, and between vrival claims can, in principle at least,
be resolved. This is possible by recourse to an independent
test, the authority of which is accepted by zl1 who engage in the
discipline, including the disputants. The form of the test
varies from discipline to discipline, and may be a physical
experiment, documentary evidence or an appeal to the form of
reasoning the rules of the discipline prescribe. BPut whatever
its form there must be some sort of decision procedure, since
without it anything goes and nothing can count as knowledge. Of

rourse there may be instances, perhaps many instances, of
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insufficient evidence for deciding between rival claims; but at
least we must know in principle what kind of evidence would
decide the matter; and in the meantime we do not have knowledge.

Thus, the form of understanding not onluy provides the
concepts and principles in terms of which we can view the world
(as does astrology for example), but also sets up the possibility
of objective truth and knowledge through its procedures. It is
the framework that guarantees whether any given fact,
explanation, theory or theorem can properly count as knowledge,
can be true or false. PBut the framework itself is not true or
false, any more than are the rules of a game. There is a degree
of analogy here with law. A form of understanding operates in a
similar way to a constitution, which guarantees the legality of
ordinary law having the proper form and passed in the proper
manner; but the constitution itself is not legal in the same way.

We can illustrate this analysis by applying it to the
problem which Hirst seems to find particularly difficult: that
is, the relationship between history and the social sciences,
which Hirst originally held separate but subsequently partly
conflated. As we have seen,-this leaves a somewhat confused
situation, in dealing with which we will look first at history
and then at sociology as representative of the social sciences.

History is concerned with the explanation of past events;
though only human events, physical events being a matter for
sciences such as geology. In order to do his work the historian
must conceive present reality as evidence for the past. There are
rules governing the proper treatment of evidence, and for an
historical conclusion to count as knowledge it needs to have been

inferred in the proper way from present evidence. (It is not
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knowledge because it corresponds to the past, for the past does
not exist, and so nothing can be measured directly against it.)
Historians do, of course, disagree and support different
interpretations of the same evidence. There is nothing wrong
with this, except that until the matter is resolved, usually by
finding further evidence, we can accept neither interpretation as
knowledge.

The primary form of historical evidence is the document,
the written word. This is because it is via documents that we
have the most direct access to reasons; the physical evidence,
from archaeoleogy, is only indirect in this respect. The
importance of reasons is that human actions can only be explained
in terms of reasons. We may indeed take any action and
redescribe it as causal behaviour, but insodoing one must leave
out the actor’s understanding of what he is doing since the logic
of thoughts cannot be reduced to a causal sequence. As an action
it must have a reason and this is related to the identify of the
action; that is, what kind of action it is is logically connected
with the sort of reasons the actor has for doing it.

& work of history is typically a narrative which explains
events as outcomes - intended or unintended - of the actions of
historical actors, acting for reasons formed in the light of
their understanding of their circumstances. PBut not all
historical accounts are in narrative form, we also have accounts
of the ‘daily~life-in-Ancient-Rome® variety. Houwever, such
accounts can only be broad generalisations of multitudes of
instances, each one explicable as the outcome of actions, and are
consequently parasitic upon the typical form. The same is true

of massive events which we are inclined to explain in a causal or
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quasi-causal way. We may, for example, sesk to explain the
Barbarian invasion of Europe in what appears to be a causal wauy:
pressure from tribes further east and lack of resistance in the
west, a Dark Age ‘dominp effect’. Put this is not a covering law
explanation; there is no causal necessity here. What we do have
is a vast generalisation of what we take to be the reasonable
actions of millions responding intelligently to what they
understand to be their circumstances. Other people in the same
situation may have had their own reasons for acting differently.
An ideal account would be a description of the actions of all the
individuals involved, however absurdly impossible that might be
in practice. HMuch the same is true of the large scale theories
historians from time to time put forward, (e.g. Henri Pirenne’s
theory about the origins of mediaeval feudalism in ‘Mohammet et
Charlemagne’ (1937)). [2]1 The only place for causal explanation
in an historical account is in explaining physical events. 6n
historian may wish to include in his account the phuysical details
of some natural disaster that had an impact on human affairs -
the eruption of Vesuvius or the spread of the plague - in which
case he must make use of the geclogist or medical scientist.

There is, however, another more general kind of theory
that claims to give us historical knowledge. They are sometimes
called ‘philosophies of history® and include the theories of Marx
and Hegel, and progress and Christian providence theories. These
offer a comprehensive explanation of history over and above the
humbler kind we have been discussing. Tuwo things need to be said
about these. The first is that they are all consistent with the
same sequence of events; they are different interpretations of

the same events. Their truth or falsity is not, therefore, a
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matter for the historians; the historian, for example, has not
the means to judge the divinity of Jesus, a crucial matter for
any Christian interpretation of history. The adequacy of these
theories is something quite external to the work of the
historian. Secondly, the purpose of these theories is moral,
being concerned with freedom, human salvation or whatever; their
concern is not to determine what events have occurred, but with
the moral significance of whatever events the historian has shouwn
to have occurred. We shall argue later that as such these
theories are ideological and consequently cannot be part of
historical knowledge.

We have in history a coherent form of understanding
having within it a procedure for assessing claims to knowledge,
principally by reference to documentary evidence, and possessing
characteristic concepts, principles and forms of explanation
involving persons, actions, intentions, reasons, etc. Now it
might be said that all this is no different from cur ordinary
everyday understanding of people and events. And indeed this is
largely true, though not entirely. It is untrue to the extent
that our everyday understandings and explanations can be coloured
by our own concerns, individual or collective. Consequently, our
selection of evidence and interpretations of what is significant
may be determined by our desire to relate the object of
explanation to our own concerns. This introduces an element of
distortion which militates against the achievement of objective
knowledge. To examine history with a view to finding a guide to
our present activities; or to finding ‘where things went wrong’;
or to finding whether, say, the French Revolution was a ‘good or

bad thing’, may be a perfectly legitimate exercise; but it is not
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academic history, which necessitates a rigorous detachment. ‘How
we got where we are’ is a layman’s view of history, for ‘uhere we
are’ is necessarily a function of our present hopes and fears, of
our values and preoccupations, which are difficult enough to
eliminate in studying the remote past but virtually impossible on
our own historical doorstep. The practical view of history is
necessarily a narrow, distorted and parochial view. Thus, while
history as an academic discipline is very close to our everyday
thinking (unlike phusical science, which has long passed beyond
its commonsense origins), there is still a rigour to be observed
that is easy to fall short of. Historians often do stray beyond
the line and make statements that are, so to speak,
unconstitutional. An historian may, for example, put in a
statement expressing his moral disapproval of some character or
action, and this could not be an historical statement; the rest
of the work may be perfectly good history, although a moral
preoccupation can mary a work. Put within the rules we have a
fully coherent and independent academic discipline capable of
systematically producing knowledge.

However, this accéunt ignores what at first sight may
spem a telling objection. That is, that the social sciences also
provide knowledge of human actions, situations and events, from
which it can be argued, with seemingly faultless logic, that
spcial sciences can explain the past and that its methods can at
least supplement, if not subsume or replace, the methods of the
traditional historian. BPut for this to follow it must be
demonstrably the case that appropriate social sciences are fully
coherent academic disciplines, unambiguously capable of producing

objective knowledge. In examining this gquestion we will
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concentrate upon sociology as the most obvious candidate,
although much of what will be said will egually apply to other
social sciences.

If the account of the nature of an academic discipline
given above is correct then sociology fails to qualify.
Sociology is not a distinctive form of understanding that
provides an overarching framework of concepts and principles
common to all who engage in the study. The various theoretical
sgstehs within sociology do not have any ‘constitution® which
guarantees their claims to knowledge, as physical theories have.
Thus unconstituted, sociology is a chaos of what are misleadingly
called "perspectives’: structural functionalist, suymbolic
interactionist, Marxist, phenomenoclogical,
Maruist-phenomenological, Weberian, neo-Weberian,
ethnomethodological and many more. The perspectives metaphor is
misleading because it implies that these theareti&al positions
are all compatible and commensurable, simply looking at society
from different points of view just as we might look at a statue
from different angles to get a complete impression. Put this is
naive. Structural functionalism, ethnomethodology and the rest,
are not different ways of logking at the same things. What
constitutes society, social relations, social processes, etc.
varies from theory to theory; each operates with its own basic
categories so that in each case the object of study is a
construct of the theory, and to this extent, despite appearances,
they are all studuing different things. Thus, positivists study
structures and processes whose existence phenomenologists would
firmly deny; thus, for the structural functionalist value-freedom

is an essential condition of achieving knowledge, while for the
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Marxist the correct political commitment is an essential
condition of achieving knowledge. Given this confusion, there is
no way of assessing the merits of accounts based upon different
‘perspectives’; and this is a function of the absence of any
framework within which different theoretical positions can be
evaluated in relation to each other. Adherents of these
different positions can settle nothing between them because they
are not standing on the same ground. It is not therefore
surprising that sociology is subject to chronic internal disputes
over the nature of the enterprise.

Many sociologists recognise this situation but insist
that it is only temporary. Socioleogy, they argue, is a youthful
discipline and the work must go on while they await the advent of
their saviour who will one day wear the crown as ‘Newton of the
Social Sciences’. In the meanwhile sociology cannot stand as an
academic discipline. Indeed, even ‘aspirant discipline’ seems
too kind, since neither positivist nor interpretive theories of
spociology, nor any combination of the two, seem capable of
providing the basis for some future discipline.

The application to man and society of concepts and methods
derived from the physical sciences was long the dominant
‘perspective’ in sociology, but has come under attack, especially
in recent years, from both within and outside sociclogy itself.
There are several lines of criticism, but perhaps the most basic
turns on the appropriateness of human actions as an object of
scientific enguiry; that is, of explaining human actions in terms
of cause and effect, causal necessity and mechanical laws in the
same manner as physical objects. However, the concept of action

- as distinct from unreasoned behaviowr like hiccupping - is
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logically connected with the notion of having reasons. The
normal everyday manner of explaining pur actions is to give
reasons, and indeed, the kinds of reasons determine the kind of
action it is. Put reasons are not causes and neither are they
caused; since reasons are not physical objects or events they
cannot be part of a causal chain. Further, performing actions is
bound up with following rules and this cannot be reduced to a
causal sequence. And these problems cannot be avoided by
confining causal explanations to large aaggregates of actions, for
there remains the problem of relating the causal explanation of
the mass action to the constituent actions of the individuals who
make up the mass. TJo take an example, a vast amount of research,
mainly by means of statistical corrrelation, has gone into
finding ‘the cause of voting behaviour®. [31 As a result of this
we are told that in Britain by far the most important causal
factor is social class, followed by such lesser factors as age,
sex, religion and others for which significant correlations have
been found. Put what is the relationship between these figures
and the individual voter? A man may have voted Labour in 1979 for
any of a thousand reasons. It adds nothing to say in addition
that it was 70% because he was working classy 107 because males
5% because non-conformist, and s0 on. and if causal factors do
not explain the individual vote, what then do they euplain? The
answer would seem to be: nothing whatsoever. Finally, if it is
the task of the sociologist to discover the laws of social
behaviour, then it is reasonable to ask just what laws have been
discovered so far. But the response to this question is merely
silence. These and other considerations would appear to rule our

a positivist basis for sociolegy. What then of the alternatives?
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The main party of opposition, so to speak, is social
phenomenology.

Social phencmenology, at first sight, seems more promising
since it rejects positivism altogether and insists upon
understanding human action in terms of the individual’s ouwn
understanding of his world. It is concerned with how
individuals construct their social reality day by day, and how
their actions are influenced thereby. Each person, it is
claimed, has a unigue stock of knowledge and therefore to some
degree views the worlid differently from everybody else.
Interaction is possible on the assumption that peoples’®
viewpoints can overlap just sufficiently for there to be common
understanding, in spite of many differences. These common
understandings (called “typicifations®) must be constantly
constructed and maintained to enable sccial life to go on.
Prhenomenologists speak of *multiple realities’ all equally valid,
with the “reality’ of the sociclogist no more valid than anyone
elses; which leaves them open to the common charge that their
views lead to relativism and ultimately to solepsism.
Phenomenolngical theory, as elaborated by such as Schutz, is
really a philosophical theory which no amount of empirical
evidence could confirm or deny (and reminding us of Peter Winch’s
Jibe that much sociological theory is "misbegotten
epistemology’); as such it is open to a number of criticism. Put
these aside, there is the problem of what sociologists of this
persuasion actually do, and the status of what they do once they
have done it. If sociological accounts are no more adequate or
objective than any other then it is difficult to see that the

sociologist is engaged in the disciplined pursuit of knowledge.
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It is equally difficult to see what the sociologist can be
explaining, since it sesms that he can do no more than describe
how certain unigue individuals, each with their unique
understanding, responded to unique situations. There would
appear to be no scope for generality here, no general explanation
of anuything. They can only be doing what the historian doss
perfectly well without the metaphysics or the jargon, and within
a more adequate framework. Social phenomenology; therefore,
seems to offer no better prospect for a coherent and distinctive
academic discipline we could call ‘sociology’® than does
positivism.

From what has been said about positivist and interpretive
sociology there would not seem to be much hope for any
combination of the two. This was the position of Max Weber who
insisted that causal explanation needed to be supplemented by the
spcial actors own accounts of their situation. It is a view
favoured by others, especially non-sociologists, who believe in a
vague sort of way that each “perspective’ must have its element
of truth. Paul Hirst, it would appear, holds some such views,
arguing on one pccasion [ 43 that:

Explanations in terms of beliefs and values,

of reasons as well as causes, seem to me

lngically necessary ...
This is in spite of placing reason-type euplanations with history
and causal ones we know not where. But this view will not bear
examination, for even if the two main kinds of socioclogy were
more coherent than they in fact are, there would still be the
problem of the incompatibility of reasons and causes in

explaining the same events.



Thus, far from following the logic of applying the methods
of social science to history, it would seem more sensible to
examine the appropriateness of applying historical explanation to
problems and situations normally considered the preserve of the
sociologist;y that is, in the present. After all, the data of the
sociology is necessarily historical data, albeit very recent; the
iine dividing past and future is like the geometer’s line, it has
no thickness. The difference lies in what the sociologist does
with his data: how he evaluates it, aggregates it, relates it and
arranges it into patterns laid down by his theory. But if, for
the reasons we have suggested as well as others, this patterning
is unproductive of academic knowledge, then the only coherent
patterning we are left with is that of the historian. But though
this may be true in principle, it is also true that in practice
academic historians are chary about investigating matters too
close to home. The historians of “the present’® is in fact the
Jjournalist, who, though committed to truth, is to a large extent
subject to the whims of editorial and public curiosity. (It
could be said that much that is good in sociology is really good
Jjournalism). Part of the reason for the academic historian’s
diffidence is that our concern for, and our perception of, the
present is persistently, almost inescapably, practical. It is
virtually impossible to investigate present realities in a wholly
detached way, so that the question ‘why do we want to know?’ is
always pertinent. In studying present realities it is very
difficult to avoid dealing with social problems. Now ‘social
problem’ is a practical concept, the application of which is
governed by our beliefs and values and practical concerns, all of

which determines the selection and arrangement of material. What
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we seek here is not knowledge for its own sake but information
that will guide action, and this alters the whole logic of the
matter. The social sciences are extremely useful at gathering
information of this sort. Gtatistical research, for example, may
well help a gevernment tackle a social problem, and even studies
of the causes of voting behaviour may greatly assist politicians
in planning their campaigns; and if the information is useful and
contributes to effectiveness then it is neither here nor there
that its status as academic knowledge may be dubious. Further,
if numbers of intelligent people study and think about zome human
activity or situation in great detail they are bound to produce
new facts, reveal unconsidered aspects and gain insights of some
kind, quite irrespective of the theoretical framework they bring
to or derive from their study. Thus it is not the purpose here
to argue that sociology is a waste of time, merely that it cannot
have the status or an academic discipline that history has.

However, before leaving this topic one further matter
needs to be clarified. While much of what has been said about
sociology applies equally well to psychology and other social
sciences, it does not seem to apply in the same way to economics.
Indeed economics has long been pointed to as the success story of
the social sciences and an intimation of things to come in the
wider field. But economics is a peculiar case. It differs
fundamentally from other social sciences in that its laws are not
empirical generalisations. They are wholly deductive in the way
that Hobbes and Descartes once believed, erronecusly, that the
laws of physics could be deduced, given the right axioms. They
modelled their notion of science upon geometry, but while

successful physical science cannot be like geometry, economic
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theorizing can be and is. Economic theory is a self-enclosed
deductive system resting upon axioms. This is so because pure
economic activity has its own peculiar rationality, related to
the fact that it is, almost uniquely among human activities,
guantifiable. It is therefore possible to both identify and
evaluate economic actions. This means we can postulate an
economic situation and work out what an economic actor must do to
maximise his economic advantage. & whole theoretical system can
be built in this way without recourse to empirical data. As
Robert Brown has observed:
It is a perennial criticism levelled at

econamists that they produce deductive systems

or calculi without being able to apply them

usefully. [31]
The question then arises as to the relationship of the body of
theory to the realities of economic activity. In a certain sense
econamic theories, like geometrical theorems, are not refutable
by empirical fact. However, businessmen, politicians and the
rest of us persistently demand that economics be “useful’, that
its theories fit the world and be predictive. 5o economists
develop more sophisticated theories; but they alsc cover
themselves with qualifications such as ‘given perfect knowledge’
(which nobody ever has) and "all things being equal’ (which they
never are). The other device of economists is to construct
economic models of particular economies, into which empirical
generalisations and trends {(such as the propensity to save) can
be fed. But these are highly abstract and are inevitably a long
way from the messy reality of the market place where peoples’
economic actions may be influenced by a multitude of non-economic

reasons. Much more might be said about the nature of economics
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but perhaps there has been enough to indicate that it can rank as
an academic discipline with its own concepts and principles and
forms of reasoning. But it is not an empirical science in the
way that physics is and sociology aspires to be. On the other
hand, there could, in principle, be other disciplines similarly
built upon some notion of rational action, but it is difficult to
find or imagine an activity with such a distinctive rationality
or so quantifiable as the economic. (Some have put hopes in
games theory, but its use by American military planners in Viet
Nam was strikingly unsuccessful.;

In conclusion we can say that, economics apart and for
peculiar reasons, the only coherent and distinctive academic
discipline concerned with explaining human actions is historuy,
the social sciences being at bhest no more than collections of

more or less useful information.

111

The second major difficulty with Hirst’s account concerns
the relationship between knowledge and ‘experience’. He tells us

that:

*...the major forms of knowledge, or
disciplines, can be distinguished by their
dependence on some particular kind of test
against experience for their distinctive
eypressions.’ (p. 45)
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But it is difficult to =ee what Hirst means by ‘experience’. We
might contrast history and economics. At a stretch, historical
statements might be said to be tested against experience in the
sense of testing them against surviving evidence (not of course
against the events they describe, which is impossible). PBut in
economics the test is the logic of economic reasoning.

The same is true of mathematics and logic, which Hirst
lumps together. In mathematics, and logic, it is not experience,
in the sense of empirical observation, which is the test of
truth. Presumably Hirst means something else by "experience’ in
this case, though what it could be is not clear. PButf there is a
further point. Karl Popper, it may be remembered, tells us that
he came to his falisifiability criterion for distinguishing
science from non—-science as a result of reflecting on the fact
that certain purportedly scientific theories - namely Freudian
and Adlerian psychology and Marxism - appeared to be confirmed by
any and every experience, and that was just what was wrong with
them.[ 61 Testing against experience, then, will not do as it
stands. But neither will it do simply to replace it with
falgifiability as a defining characteristic of disciplines as
such. To take again the case of mathematics: if it is unclear
what ‘testing against experience’ could mean her, then "falsified
by experience’ would not be any clearer. Yet the notion of the
test of experience does contain a large element of the truth
which can be brought out if the misleading term ‘experience’ is

dropped and the nature and function of testing is clarified.
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Claims to mathematical knowledge are tested against the
particular logic of mathematical reasoning, as with logicy in
science there is the appeal to empirical observation and
experiment (though there are other criteria when these are
insufficent); in history it is the historical evidence which
provides the test of a claim. A means of testing claims is a
necessary feature of the rules that are constitutive of each
discipline. BPBut such tests are not adeguate unless they can be
decisive in settlement of disputes over claims to knowledge.
Where we have a dispute between rival claims which cannot in
principle be settled - as is arguably the case with Adlerian and
Freudian accounts of the same behaviour - then either we do not
have a properly constituted discipline, or else we are not
dealing with properly constituted claims within that discipline.
In other words, it is the existence of an adequate decision
procedure which is the essential mark of an academic discipline.
Without one nothing can be excluded and nothing can be
distinguishable as knowledge.

This analusis raises severe difficulties for Hirst’s
three remaining forms of knowledge - art, religion and morals -
largely because they involve values and beliefs with their
attendant commitments, passions and intractabilities. It is in
this area that Hirst’s failure to operate a notion of academic
disciplines results in more confusion. He is too committed to a
concept of forms of knowledge which puts all the forms on the
same footing. PBut this is mistaken and confused. What Hirst is
really dealing in is not forms of knowledge but forms of
understanding, some of which - history, mathematics, physical

science, etc. - have the necessary decision procedures for



generating obhjective academic knowledge. Those forms of
understanding that remain have a different and more complicated
relationship with the disciplines. In this section we will deal
with art and religion and leave morals to the section following.

The artist views the world aesthetically while the
religious believer views the world in terms of some cancept of
the divine. In both cases we speak of knowledge or truth, yet in
a special sense. The deepest experiences of religious truth
appear to be incommunicable to others of the same faith, let
along those of other faiths; “knowledge’ here is not of a sort
that is supported by argument. Something similar is true of
fartistic truth’. Whatever this may amount to it is not
something coldly stateable: a painting is not an argument that
could be refuted by another painting. Knowledge in these cases
iz something altogether different from academic knowledge.

On the other hand, both art and religion are connected
with discipline-like studies, with artistic criticism and
theology respectively. Within artistic criticism there are
undoubtedly arguments and controversies, and undoubtedly a piece
of criticism can be shown to be false and inadequate. Yet at the
same time, two pieces of criticism of the same work of art can be
equally insightful and cogently argued while coming ta contrary
conclusions, with no clear way of settling which is right.
Indeed, we may legitimately feel that both are right. And this
is related to the fact that we do not regard the history of
criticism in terms of an accumulating body of knowledge, in the
manner of science or history. Partly this is a recognition that
different critics, particularly of different pericds, can have

different aesthetic values, and that there is no decision
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procedure for deciding between these. We may be able to
demonstrate that the Victorian critic who insisted that the moral
of Shakespeare’s dfA=s//o was quite plainly "Let not your daughter
consort with a blackmoor® was a phillistine fool; and we may
grant that given a shared set of aessthetic values one critic may
be able to prove his case against anotheryj yet in the end we have
to recognise that as between such sets of values there is no
ultimate test of truth. Artistic criticism may perhaps be fairly
called a *quasi-discipline’ since such knowledge as there is
would seem tq be relative to a set of values; indeed, we pursue
the enterprise less in hope of knowledge for its own sake as of
cultivated sensibility and judgement for their own sakes

Theology is a rather different case. Here we do have
argument and refutation and a decision procedure based upon a
Holy Book, the authority of which can be decisive in settling
disputes. On the other hand, this procedure does not cross
faiths, and may not even cross sects. Hence, theological
knowledge is not universal in the way that historical or
scientific knowledge is, but is relative to particular religions.
Both assthetic and theological knowledge, therefore; share some
of the features of full disciplines, but not all, and
‘guasi-discipline’ seems an appropriate characterization of both.
Put it should be noted that in neither case is the “disciplineg’
coextensive with the form of knowledge, =till less with the form
of understanding. In both cases the pervasive problem is that of

values, and the problem is in its purest form in the case of

morals.
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There is something odd, and perhaps even distasteful,
about the notion of moral reasoning as an academic discipline.
That is, that moral conclusions can be calculated like
arithmetic, that moral reasoning can be some kind of calculus
into which one feeds a moral problem, turns the handle and the
correct splution comes out the other end. Yet in the past moral
reasoning has been conceived of in this way by many philosophers;
and indeed, since the 17th Century there have been many chairs of
Natural Law in European universities., GSince then, however, uwe
have generally become more sceptical. This scepticism fturns on
two issues: first, the relationship between facts and values, and
secondly, the possibility of settling fundamental moral
disagresments.

First it is necessaru to rehearse, briefly and roughly,
the distinction between description and evaluation. To describe
is to state what is there, what is in the world independent of
our describing it; it is to state facts. To do this we use
descriptive terms whose utility lies in their reference to
features of the world, so that we can use them to pick out the
features we observe and construct descriptions. Since there is
some sort of correspondence between descriptive terms and
reality, disputes over the accuracy of a description can be
settled by checking it against the facts. Put when we evaluate -
when we use terms like ‘good’ or ‘bad®, “beautiful® or ‘ugly’,
“superior’ or ‘inferior’® - we do not say what is there; we do not

make statements that correspond to reality since there is no
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independent features of reality to which terms like "good’,
fheautiful’ or ‘superiority’ can refer, and so these terms cannot
be used to pick them out. And since there is nothing in the
world to which these terms can be said to correspond, criteria
for their application are indefinitely variable, deriving from
peoples’ values and beliefs, not from the world itself. This
being so, we can apply such terms freely according to what we
believe is desirable, important or otherwise significant to us.
That is, according to our evaluatory frameworks, which are things
we bring to experience not things we derive from it. The nature
of these frameworks is such that there is no way of showing that
one is superior to another in any absclute sense. In consequence
of this, when there is a dispute over an evaluation and the
disputants have fundamentally different values, there is no way
of settling it conclusively. Men, of course, frequently do
differ in their fundamental values. BRut it is equally true that
aver large areas of experience, and certainly within communities,
values are widely shared; and perhaps social life would not be
possible if this were not so. It is only against such a
background of shared values that disagreements over evaluations
can be settled. But where there is no such background there is
deadlock. Thus all evaluations are endlessly contestable; they
are always open to dispute, by those of different values.

Now in characterising the forms of knowledge Hirst

insists that:



-.-1t is a necessary feature of knowledge as
such that there be public criteria whereby the
true 1s distinguishable from the false, the
good from the bad, the right from the wrong.
{p.ad}
But if the account of moral concepts given earlier is correct,
then there are no such public criteria for settling questions of
good and bad, right and wrong, in any absolute sense, as between
fundamentally different value systems. However, this possibility
is not considered, and Hirst goes on. to develop his position by
setting out four “distinguishing marks® of a discipline. First,
each has its own concepts peculiar to the form. Secondly, each
has its own logical structure which relates the concepts in a
system. The fourth ‘distinguishing mark® is that each form has
ite own techniques for amassing & body of knowledge. It is the
third that is important here and worth guoting:
The form, by virtue of its particular terms
and logic, has expressions or statements ...
that in some way or other, however indirect it
may be, are testable against experience. This
iz the case in scientific knowledge, moral
knowledge, and in the arts ... Each form, then,
has distinctive expressions that are testable
against experience in accordance with
particular criteria that are peculiar to the
form. (p.44)
Mow it is difficult to see what Hirst could possibly mean by
testing moral and aesthetic judgements against experience,
however indirectly. Evaluatory frameworks are not derived from
experience nor confirmed by it, and there is no way of
determining the ‘correctness’ of any one framework as compared to

another. If this is so then the whole notion of a moral

discipline is incoherent.
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On the other hand, morality is not necessarily to be
excluded from the forms of knowledge. 1t is undoubtedlu a
distinctive form of understanding with its own concepts and
manner of reasoningj and given a set of values from which to
start conclusions may be reached that could reasonably be called
‘moral knowledge®. Put this knowledge can only be relative. It
does not count as knowledge for all who employ the same kind of
reasoning but only for those who reason from the same values.

The point about a discipline, however, is that conclusions can be
reached which are compelling for all who engage in that
particular form of reasoning. Consequently, while a case can
perhaps be made for regarding morality as a form of knowledge,
what it is not, and could not be, is an academic discipline.

Paul Hirst, however, continues to hope that a logic or
moral reasoning will soon be found that will satisfactorily
relate acts and values, and enable fundamental moral disputes to
be decisively settled. £71 What his grounds for hope are he does
not tell us; and <ince hope will not substitute for philosophical
demonstration, we must conclude that moral values and arguments

fall outside the scope of academic discipline.

Practical knowledge does not figure in Hirst’s scheme of
things, and receives only a few passing and dismissive remarks.
This is perhaps surprising in one who is chiefly known as an
educational philosopher. It is also a pity because it might have
given him a more adequate framework for dealing with some of his

forms of knowledge; religion perhaps, and certainly moral
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knowlerdge.

Practical understanding is concerned with how we live our
lives and what we do. It involves seeing the world in terms of
its relationship to our actions, individual and collective: that
is, in seeing the significance or insignificante of anything and
everything for our enterprises, needs and pleasures. It embraces
all that pertains to acting and doing; to what is effective and
to what is right. It is upon these two dimensions of practical
activity that we deliberate. We can engage in technical and
moral reasoning, and, correspondingly, we can have technical and
moral knowledge. However, the abilitu to reason in either of
these fields is no guarantee of good performance. Technical
knowledge must be supplemented with skill, or ‘knowing how®, and
moral knowledge by character. Indeed skill and character are
essential to good performance, while knowledge, in the sense of
what can be stated is very much secondary.

Leaving skill and character aside, however, we might ask
what is the relationship betuween technical and moral knowledge on
the one hand, and academic knowledge on the other; that is,
between theory in its purest sense, and practice. Some, like
Hirst {81 believe that the relationship can and should be close
and tight, in human affairs as much as in engineering. But this
is a mistake. We have already argued that moral knowledge does
not belong in the sphere of the academic disciplines, and much
the same is true of technical knowledge, especially in the case
of people. What will and will not work in human affairs is not
something that can be determined a priori by any theoretical
means. People are infinitely variable and inherently

unpredictable. Peing successful in human affairs is not a
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function of theoretical ability but, as Aristotle pointed
aut, [9]1 of experience. There is, therefore, a gulf between
academic theory and practice, at least in the sense of such
theory directly guiding practical affairs, (though there may be
other relationships as we have seen).

Practice, then, is an autonomous sphere of its own. It is
also a complicated sphere with understandings and knowledge of
different kinds, with practices and values, technigques, rules and
traditions. It is arguably the appropriate sphere of religion

and, if anywhere, the proper sphere of ideclogy.

VI

If ideology really is a unity of the theoretical, the
moral and the practical then in the light of the above account it
would seem to be not so much a distinctive form of understanding
as a logical mess. That ideology does achieve a kind of logical
consistency and coherence is entirely dus to the special nature

of ideological concepts.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE VOCABULARY OF POLITICAL BELIEF

To be possessed of a set of political beliefs, an
idenlogy, is to understand the world in a certain way. And to
have an understanding is to be master of a vocabulary, toc be able
to apply it appropriately. Each of the various sets of political
beliefs - Liberalism, Mazism, Marxism and the rest - has a
distinctive vocabulary of its own. The terms to be found in
these various vocabularies would seem to vary a great deal, and
go together with various sorts of reasoning: the scientific,
philosophical, historical, moral, technical and so on. But this
appearance is illusory. Despite an apparent diversity,
idenlogical concepts are of a single sort. The purpose of this
chapter is to show what sort they are.

At first sight this seems an unlikely prospect. When we
speak of someone’s political beliefs we usually have in mind some
system of ideas in which an apparently factual account of how
things are in the worid is combined with an account of how they
could be and pught to be. PBut if this is so then it suggests
that such beliefs must contain at least two sorts of concept,
descriptive and evaluative. It also suggests that these beliefs
must be based on a logical fallacy, and that with the aid of
‘Hume’s law® they can be easily analysed into two parts, with
facts and theories on one side and values and prescriptions on
the other. However, a close examination of ideclogical writings
shows that illicit moves from fact to value are not common and

that ideologu does not in fact work in this way. How the fallacy
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is aveoided, how the trick is worked, is central to the nature of
ideology and to its distinctiveness as a form of understanding.
The basis of that distinctiveness is the ethical element found in
all political beliefs.

Whatever other characteristics political beliefs may
have, they do have moral force: they tell us how we should live
and what we should strive for. Insofar as we are Marxists or
Nazis or Liberals, we are committed to beliefs about how the
world ought to be, what relationships should prevail, what is
Just and what i1s conducive to human flourishing. Thus, despite
the horrors that may be committed in its name, any suystem of
political beliefs constitutes a moral vision, a set of ideals
which provide a standard of what is right and what is important
in social life, and consequently a yardstick ageinst which the
present world, tﬁe imperfect world we occupy, may be judged.
These theories go on to suggest the means by which this imperfect
world can be transformed intoc one in which its ideals are
embodied - though revolution, democratisation, the elimination of
enemies or some other means — and as such act as a guide fo right
action in political life.

The moral force of an ideology is most clearly carried in
certain of its concepts. Some of these are peculiar to
particular ideologies, as are “progress’, "alienation’ and
‘master race’s; while others, such as "democracy’, freedom’,
finequality’ and " justice’, are common to several. 'Progress’,
falienation® and "master race’ seem to be guite definitely
descriptive concepts, and yet at the same time are evaluative in

the sense that progress involves improvement and so must be a

good thing, alienation is necessarily an evil and master races
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cannot be other than superior. The other concepts - *freedom’,
fjustice’ and the rest - are more obviously moral, but
nevertheless are thought to describe some state of affairs,
whether actual or possible. But it iz notorious that the
realities to which these common concepts are thought to refer
vary from ideology to ideologyy; Marxists and Liberals, for
#ample , have very different notions of what realities
correspond to such as justice and democracy. These concepis are,
to use W.PB. Gallie’s phrase, ‘essentially contested’ [11. We
have, then, a group of concepts playing a central role in
ideology which appear to combine both descriptive and evaluative
elements, and this rather odd duality has logical consequences.

To see what these consegquences are we might begin by
looking at an ordinary moral concept, the relatively homely
notion of murder. The term "murder’®, in its moral sense (not its
legal sense which is logicalluy gquite different), might be thought
to refer to a specific kind of action, let us say unprovoked and
premeditated killing, where correct application of the concept is
merely a matter of establishing the facts, as in law. But this
is not the case. What makes killing a case of murder is not any
feature that can be empirically determined, but that the killing
was wrongful or unjustified. This being so the application of
the concept can vary from person to person and from society to
society according to varding moral beliefs. Certain sorts of
killing may be condemned by most societies, but there will be
some society or sect in which it is permissable and hence not
murder. But even if some sort of killing were universally
regarded as murder this would not alter the logic of the case,

which is that what we count as murder depends upon our moral
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beliefs and not upon the facts. The concept therefore has
considerable elasticity and can be stretched to cover any kind of
killing we disapprove of, far beyond the usual application. Some
regard abortion as murder, others capital punishment, cthers
still the killing of animals for sport, while some animal rights
activists proclaim the slogan "meat is murder’; and so on. The
term ‘murder’, therefore, does not refer to any specific class of
events in the world. It is "quasi-descriptive’, the appearance
of descriptiveness coming from its association with the purely
descriptive concept of "killing’; which determines its field of
application. In conseguence, when there is disagreement over
whether zome particular kind of killing, such as euthanasia,
shall count as murder, there is little use in appealing to the
facts since it is not the facts that are in dispute. Yet when
the disagreement stems from fundamentally different moral beliefs
it is difficult to see what slse could be appealed to. For there
is no logic that can demonstrate that one set of moral beliefs is
true and another false, or prove one superior to another.
However much we may wish it otherwise, there is no such decision
procedure in this area. This is the basis of essential
contestedness, and of the endless disputes aver the "true’
meaning of justice, freedom and the rest. That such terms may
have a descriptive content does not alter the matter. In all
concepts which combine the descriptive and the evaluative, it is
their evaluative content that determines their logic. These
points are perhaps best illustrated with an example from outside

the contentious sphere of moral evaluation.
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Consider the concept of a weed. Let us image two people
living side by side who are both gardeners. One is a lady who
grows mint. She loves the taste of it, the look of it, the smell
of it, and she rejoices to see it flourish. Her neighbour
loathes the stuff ard is forever tearing it out as it spreads
persistently and anarchically across their common border,
threatening to ruin his neatiy ordered husbhandry. He insists
furiously that mint is a weed. she, equally furiously, insists
that it is not. This is clearly not the kind of argument that
can be settled. Within gardening weeds are bad things: they are
what gardeners pull up. What counts as a weed is relative to
what any gardener wants to grow. The point is that “weed’ is a
term of evaluation, and as such theres is nothing actwally in the
world to which it can refer. There is no essence of weedness of
which mint may or may not, as a mater of demonstrable fact,
partake; there are no fixed public criteria for its application
other than the limits set by the concept of & plant. That Tweed’
is, strictly speaking, non-referential is clear from the case of
someong who refuses to count anything as a weed and is happy to
see anything grow. On the other hand, because the term appears
to be a descriptive one the unsettleability of the dispute
between our two gardeners is not perhaps as self-evident as, let
us say, two small children squabbling over whether baked beans
taste nice or horrid. 8o it is possible to imagine our gardeners
gach setting out to prove their case and searching through books
on botany for support. But they are inevitably disappointed
since because ‘weed’ is an evaluatory term it could not be a
scientific one, and could have no place in any system of

srientific classification and description. Howsever, though our



two gardeners are theoretically naive they are nevertheless

o+

theoretically disposed, and proceed to rectify what they take fo

be a serious fault of current botantical description by
constructing rival plant theories and classifications in which
the concept of weed plays a central role, one proving the
weedness of mint the other the opposite. But however elaborate
or comprehensive or systematic these constructions might be, they
could not constitute rival botanies; they could only be rival
horticultural ideoclogies, with no means of deciding which was
right and which wrong.

There is a whole class of everyday concepts like murder
and weed which are guasi-descriptive, where a descriptive
appearance disguises an evaluative nature. Put insufficient
attention has been paid to them. However, Thomas Hobbes was
aware of the phenomenon. In a section of lovisfsan entitled
*Inconstant names’ he wrote:

The names of such things as affect us, that
is, which please, and displease us, because ail
men be not alike affected with the same thing,
nor the same man at all times, are in the
common discourses of man, of incopstant
signification. For seeing all names are
imposed to signifie our conceptions: and all
our affections are but conceptions; when we
conceive the same thing differently, we can
hardly avoid different naming of them. For
though the nature of what we conceive, be the
same; yet the diversity of our reception of it,
in respect of different constitutions of body,
and prejudices of opinion, gives everything a
tincture of our different passions. And
therefore in reasoning, a man must take heed of
words; which besides the signification of what
we imagine of their nature, have a
signification also of the nature, disposition,
and interest of the speaker: such as are the
names of Vertuss, and vices; For one man
ralleth &/ssbme, what another calleth Feare;
and one cruslty, what another jusiice; one
orodigalrty, what another magrimanify and one
gravity, what another stupidity &c. And
therefore such names can never be true grounds
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of any ratiocination. No more can Metaphors

and Tropes of speech: but these are less

dangerous, because they profess their

inconstancy; which the other do not. [21]
There are several features of Hobbes® account that are
significant in respect of the sorts of concepts we have been
considering. He is clear about the disguised nature of these
terms; that where they appear to refer to some reality their
application is in fact variable, being a function of the user’s
attitudes. He is also clear that, this being so, such terms ‘can
never be true grounds of any ratiocination’; or, as we might put
it, are out of place in academic reasoning. However, there are
weaknesses in Hobbes’ account, at least in respect of the present
purpose. That account bears the marks of two of Hobbes’®
characteristic doctrines which are in themselves highly
questionable and which limit “inconstant names’ as a means of
analysing political beliefs. First is Hobbes®™ mechanical
sychology which interprets moral thinking in terms of personal
self-interest; and secondly, his naming theory of language makes
him see concepts in isolation rather than as part of a network of
meanings. (This is why ‘quasi-descriptive’ and, as we shall see,
*pseudo-descriptive’ are preferred to the more elegant
“inconstant names® and even ‘essentially contested concepts’).
To be fair to Hobbes, his "inconstant names’® can be used
individually and as expressions of personal self-interest. But
the dropping of his psuychology and theory of language allows a

wider understanding of how "inconstant names® operate within

moral and political thinking.
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These points can be illustrated through a consideration

" b

of one of Hobbes® own examples. In Chap

i

er XIX of Lsvizfhsrs he
writes:

There be other names of Government, in the
Histories, and books of Policyy as 7yransy. and

M igarchys But they are not the names of other
Formes of Government, but of the same Formes
misliked. For they that are discontented under
Moparchy, call 1t Tysannys; and they that are
digpleased with dristocracy, called it
Gligarchtte.. 131

Hobbes may be guite right in that "“tyrannyg’® can jus
"monarchy misliked® and used in a way that meresly expresses an
individual®s personal discontent. But "tyranny’ can also be
used, as it has been by thinkers before and after Hobbes, as part
af 2 wider theory. It is this wider use in "ratiocination® that
Hobbes did not develaop, and given his assumptions probably could
not have developed, that is interesting in the present context.
Lockes notion of tyranny, for example, is logically bound up with
his theory of limited government and natural rights, and has fo
be defined in terms of these. Rousseau, Mill and others have
their own guite different conceptions of tyranny which are
connected with their respective notions of freedom, democracy and
similar concepts. ‘Tyranny’ i1s the wrongfull use of power; as
with *murder’®, its badness is built into it. Why these theorists
differ in their conceptions of tyranny is because they have
different values, different conceptions of political right and

wrong. The important point about this is that just as “uweed’,

because of its evaluative nature, could not be part of an

T

objective theory about plants, so for the same reason ‘tyranny’

could not be part of an objective theory about politics.

v

Tyranny®, like ‘alienation’, ‘democracy’ and similar concepts,
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hasz a moral content and so behaves evaluatively rather than
descriptively, and because of the tight interconnectedness of
language within theory must influence all the concepts that are
connected to 1t. It makes some difference, therefore, whether or
not particular usages of terms like ‘tyranny’® are part of a
theory or not.

The meaning of ‘weed’® does not come from any theory, but
from the practice of gardening (the person who would not count
angthing as a weed could hardly be called a gardener), and other
practices have concepts of this type. There are also concepts of
a similar logical kind whose evaluative content is moral and
which relate to human conduct as a whole, to social life and to
politics. Some of these also take their meaning from a practice
or way of living - like "murder’ or Hobbes’® virtues and vices -
but others are the product of theory. That is, either they are
pure theoretical products, such as "alienation®, or, like Locke’s
notion of "Tyranny’, have been brought into a theory from cutside
and given a fresh coat of meaning. Concepts that have grown out
of practice and form part of our common language, like “murder’
and ‘weed’, may be called ‘quasi-descriptive’, for they seem to
make no claims for themselves beyond what they are. But for
concepts that owe their meaning to a theoretical system that
purports to describe and explain the world, such as ‘democracy’,
*alienation® and ‘master race’, the term ‘pssudo-descriptive’
would seem more appropriate. It is pseudo-description that

characterises the nature of ideological concepts.
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In emplouing such concepts the ideological believer is
underétanding the world in terms of morally charged categories.
He has what appears to be a descriptive account of the world, but
one which points in a certain moral direction and from which
prescriptions can be drawn. It is in this way that the Humean
objection is overcome, but at a price. he seemingly smooth
transition between fact and value is only possible by building
the values into the supposed facts, so that in ideoclogy we do not
have genuine descriptions or explanations of the world but only
disguised evaluations of it. Only for the belisver do the
descriptions describe and the e:planations explaing they have no
purchase on the rest of us. In ideclogy, therefore, there is no
illicit inference of values from facts. Description and
evaluation are fused in the same concepts, with the effect of
turning concepts which retain their descriptive appearance into
evaluative ones with no genuine descriptive force. Yet this
suggests a new dichotomy. For not all the terms in the
vocabulary of a given ideolooy would seem to be morally charged,
in which case it seems that we must have a mixture of the
ideological and the non-ideological and not a set of concepts of
a single sort. To examine this question we need to look at one
ideclogy as a whole.

A Marxist commitment necessarily involves an understanding
of society and its developement in terms of class conflict and
class oppression. Western society is characterised as
‘rapitalist society?’, which, despite its surface complexity, is
fundamentally divided between a dominant bourgecis capitalist
class and an exploited and oppressed proletariat. The state,

with its apparatus of oppression, and the prevailing set of
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idenlogical beliefs, with its rationalisations and
Jjustifications, both serve in their different ways to maintain
the system. The educational process also plays its part by
reproducing the labour force which has been indoctrinated into
passively accepting its position as inevitable and right. The
victims of the system are exploited, oppressed and deprived of
their humanity, & condition summed up in the concept of
alienation. However, the suystem cannot be reformed but only
destroyed by a revolution of the oppressed, who, having achieved
revolutionary consciousness, thereby have the means to rebuild
society on the basis of humanity and justice.

In Marxist eyes capitalist society thus stands condemned
and its overthrow a moral necessity. It is precisely the
function of the whole elaborate structure of Marxist theory to
give substance to this vision of a morally incoherent world that
can be transformed into a coherent one. The Marxist view of the
world can be seen as essentially ethical. It is a moral vision
that informs all Marxist thought and determines the nature of its
distinctive concepts. Centrally important terms such as
‘exploitation’, ‘appression’, ‘dehumanisation’, and "alienation’,
whatever their descriptive content, are clearly terms of moral
evaluation, since anything to which they are applied {(and their
application can vary somewhat as between the different strands of
Marxism) counts as an evil which socialist society will
gliminate. It mau seem possible to contrast such terms with
others such as "state’ or ‘class’ or "ideology’® which, on the
face of it, have no moral content. But this is a mistake. These

apparantly neutral terms do have moral import which comes from

being defined by means of the overtly moral ones. Marxists
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define the state in terms of class oppression, while exploitation
is built into the definition of class, as its is of capitalism.
To be possessed of ideological beliefs may appear to be a neutral
fact, but within Marxist discourse to have such believes is to be
a victim of class distortions, which is an aspect of alienation.
A1l the concepts of a Marxist understanding have a moral contents
all take their meaning from, and are expressive of, the Marxist
moral vision. It is this vision that makes Marzism an ideology
and its concepts ideological. Idenlogies are a form of ethical
understanding and their vocabularies are made up of concepts of a
certain sort, namely pseudo-descriptive ones. [41 The
theoretical framework links together concepts in such a way that
its moral force is carried by the whole vocabulary; that
vocabulary consists of a network of pseudo-descriptive concepts
in terms of which the Marxist understands the world.

Given the kind of concepts involved, the Marxist account
of capitalist society could not be an objective one. It is not a
neutral description from which a condesmation is inferred or
tagged on, so that a non-Marxist could accept the description
while rejecting the condemnation. The condemnation is built into
the description, or, more accurately, it is not really a
description at all: it is an svaluation masquerading as a
description. And that is true of all the individual descriptions
and euplanations which the theory makes possible; that is, of
individual institutions, practices and situations. An account of
a classroom situation, for example, might be given in terms of
the operation of the ‘ideological state apparatus’, or the class
distribution of “cultural capital® (there are variations here

according to whether the observer is a phenomenclogical Maruist,
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an Althusserian, or one of several other varieties). But

being yoked to a system

i

whichever it is the pupils are zeen a
that will oppress them and deny their humanity. Such accounts
purport to tell us in some objective way what is really happening
behind the immediate appearance that might be given in a humble
description, of a maths lesson or whatever it might be. But an
account of this kind can neither describe nor explain the
situation in any objective sense. What it does, under the guice
of description, is to endow the thing observed with a particular
moral significance, so that those of the same beliefs will know
how to regard such situations in the correct light, and, if
appropriate, act accordingly. In this way the believer’s
avaluation of the world is extended to a new situation and his
understanding thereby refined and developed. Houwever,; the
important point is that the same situation "described’ by a
Marxist observer would be ‘described’ differently by an observer
with a different moral or political commitment. Instead of
giving his account in terms of alienation and oppression, this
other observer may do so in the entirely opposite terms of some
kind of libsration, from the slavery of the passions, original
gin, unenlightened short term interests or uwhatever; education
heing, for this observer, the means to human happiness and
fulfilment. These rival accounts of the same situation may
present themselves as rival claims to knowledge, but are in fact
rival evaluations which no amount of empirical research or
neutral reasoning could decide between. They are incompatible

and incommensurable; the dispute is, in principle, unsettleable.
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That disputes between rival ideologies cannot in principle
be settled is an eutension of the fact that as between
fundamentally different sets of moral values there is no decision
procedure, no way of demonsitrating that one is true and the other
false, or that one is superior to the other. But because in
idenlogy believers might be said to conceive the world in terms
of their values, they not only evaluate it differently but
experience it differently. Consequently, in disputes between
rival beliefs the disputants are not standing on the same ground,
are not talking about the same things, even though they may be
using the same words. There is no possibility of objectivity and
50 ideological concepts, theories and explanations are
necessarily incompatible with academic disciplines. That is,
they can "never be {rue grounds aof ratiocination’, and s0,
gtrictly speaking, notions such as "Marxist history® and "Liberal
philosephy’ are contradictions in terms. This is not te say,
however, that words cannot be taken from their ideclogical
context and neutralised. A socioleogist may wish to use a notion
of idenlogy as disguised expression of class interest, yet shorn
of itz connections with alienation, class oppression and the
rest. Put though derived from Marwism this would not be a Maruist
concept, but a neutralised version. Conversely and more
commonly, just as concepts may be divested of their ideological
meaning, words can alsc be taken from ordinary usage and invested
with ideological meaning. We noted this above with the case of
“tyranny’, though in the present century examples such as
‘proletarian®, “Jew® and ‘rational’ have been more common. In

making this transition these words change their meaning and their

logical nature.
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If a Nazi and a non-Nazi both make the statement ‘Freud
was a Jew' it would seem that they are saying the same thing,
being just as accurate. PBut this is not so. For the Nazi *Freud
was a Jew' means the same as "Freud was an enemy of
civilisation®, while it does not have this meaning for the
non-Nazi. Further, the Nazi, unlike the non-Nazi, can go on to
make the inference: "Freud’s works ars Jewish, therefore Freud's
works are degenerate’. Conversely, since Christianity was deemed
a contribution to civilization it followed that Christ must have
been an Aruan, and those aspects of Christianity which Nazis
disliked or found inconvenient could be attributed to Jews like
5t. Paul. In the Nazi wocabulary "Aryan’ and "Jew’® are not
descriptive terms but evaluative. They are used by the Nazi to
indicate what is approved and disapproved of, in the same way as
*bourgeois’ and ‘proletarian’ are used by the Marxist.

That ideological concepts are evaluative while appearing
to be descriptive explains how ideologists make the transition
from their accounts of the world to their prescriptions without
apparent logical viglence. Given their beliefs, the Nazi can
make the inference ‘Freud is a Jew, therefore his work should be
destroyed’; the Marxist can say “the police are the instrument of
state oppression, therefore we should try to discredit them’.
Arguabluy the crucial concept in any ideology is that of man, and
the crucial inference is " #As5 is the nature of man, therefore
thiz is the kind of society that is appropriate to his nature’.
Such inferences are possible because in these contexts the
concepts of Jew, state and man are pseudo-descriptive. It is the
nature of concepts such as these that integrates the seemingly

disparate elements of ideclogy. And ideclogy is a distinctive
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form of understanding because it employs a distinctive vocabulary
composed of concepts which, despite their apparent heterogeniety,

are of a single sort.

Jt3é

Pseudo decription gives ideologuy its logical consistencu.
Put ideology also has a distinctive structure. To show this it
is necessary to examine the nature of ideclogical theory and its
gethical content, and the manner in which the various elements are

bound together.
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NOTES

W.R. Gallie, "Essentially Contested Concepts’, in
Froceedings oF the Aristoteiran Socisfy, Vol. LV
1955-4, pp. 1&47-98. However, the analuysis that follows
differs somewhat from Gallie’s.

Thomas Hobbes, Zsvisfféan, Penguin Edition, 1968, p. 109,
Jhid, p. 239,

Cf. David Manning & T.J. Robinson, 7he Flace oFf foeoiogy
In Folitical Lrire, Croom Helm, 1985. They describe
idenlogu as a *"genuine form of ethical understanding®
{p.20). DPut this is an assertion. Theuy have no account
of why this must be so, and are simply neglectful of
other aspects of ideology. Gordon Graham, in his e
Flace of Folitics: 4 Stugy of Siv Igeoiogiss (GUP, 1984}
also lacks a theory of the logic of ideology, and he
makes no assertions about its essential nature.
Consequently, he has no means of differentiating it from
any thing else, and his failure to assign to ideclogu any
specific logical character seems to undermine the point
af his uwsing the term in the first place.
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CHAPTER FIVE

IDEOLOGY, SCIENCE AND THEORY

In looking at ideologies as theoretical structures it
will be useful to relate them to, and compare them with,
scientific theories. This is not as simple as it might seem, for
Eoth the nature of science and its relation to ideclogy are
contentious matters which will need some untangling before we can
get a clear view. We will begin by considering the views that
ideologies may be partially scientific and that they are bad

sSCience.

1. Ideology as bad science: Karl Popper

Against the account of Ideology given in the previous
chapter it may be argued that to characterise such as Marxism as
an ethical understanding is to ignore the obvious fact that,
whatever its prescriptive implications, it does provide us with a
description of capitalist society, and a very powerful one; and
that as such it does have a place in academic enguiry. Of
course, a whole sociological theory can be abstracted from Marx’s
thought, but as a set of hypotheses about the workings of
society, shorn of any moral or political implications and made
subject to empirical disconfirmation the result would be a long
way from Marxism as a system of belief, and strictly speaking
would have no logical connection with it. Certain terms such as
‘class® or "ideology’ {thought not “alienation’ or
‘exploitation’), retaining something of their Marxist sense,

could be used purely descriptively as part of an objective
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account of contemporary society, one that could figure in
academic study. Put then they would have to be neutralised, be
stripped of their moral content. In which case they would cease
to have Marxist meanings, and the resulting account would not be
a Marxist account, no matter how much it resembled one.

Such an argument, however, may not satisfy those who
contend that ideclogies are essentially bad science, belief in
which is therefore irrational, just as, given present evidence,
belief in phlogiston or a geocentric universe is irrational.
Mazism is frequently dealt with in this way, implying that if its
racial theories had better supporting evidence it would be
rational to be a Nazi. But because there is no supporting
evidence Nazi belief is irrational and it is the irrationality
that produced the horrors of Hitler’s Germany. Indeed it was all
=0 irrational that we can only make sense of it by saying that
Hitler was mad. However such vulgar simplicities do not
characterise all attempts to view ideclogies as bad science.

Perhaps the best known and most successful approach to
ideonlogy in terms of its scientific status is Karl Popper’s
account of Marzism. But Popper’s attack is upon an attenuated
Marxiem, one where the ethical dimension is deliberately ignored.

The position is, simply, that whoever wishes

to judge Marxism has to probe it and to

criticize it as a method, that is to say, he

must measure it by methodological standards.

He must ask whether it is a fruitful method or

a poor ong, i.e2. whether or not it is capable

of furthering the task of science. [11
Marvists do of course make claims to scientific status (as do
other ideologies, though not all of them) and Popper’s case

against such scientific pretentions is both powerful and

important. Yet if, as we have argued, the ethical dimension is
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the essence of the matter, then it must be said that Popper’s
case does to & considerable extent miss the point. Marxism is
not just bad science like astrology and alchemy, any more than
religion is bad science. Eesides, Popper’s case is not perhaps
as sound as it is usuwally assumed to be.

Popper has two main arguments. First, that Marxism is
non-science because it is unfalsifiable, [2] and secondly, that
its historicist method is mistaken and dangercus. On the first
count Popper argues that for Marxists, as for Freudian and
Adlerian psychologists in their field, all facts verify the
theory because the theory has an explanation for every
circumstance. Put the consequence of this is that the theory can
never be tested because there are no possible facts that could
show it to be wrong. Thus:

The most characteristic element in this

situation seemed to me the incessant stream of

confirmations, of observations which ‘verified’

the theories in question; and this point was

constantly emphasized by their adherents. A

Marxist could not open a newspaper without

finding on every page confirming evidence for

his interpretation of history; not only in the

news, but also in its presentation - which

revealed the class bias of the paper - and

especially of course in what the paper did nof

say. [31
Thus every fact ‘verifies® the theory. Put the point about
scientific theories, Popper insists, is that they can be tested;
that is, they are so constructed that they exclude certain
circumstances which, if they are then found to obtain, will
falsify the theory. Thus, whereas true scientific theories are
falsifiable, pseudo-scientific theories like Marxism are not.

However, Popper is ambiguous in his dealings with Marxism

on this point. A couple of pages later Popper writes:



The Marxist theory of history, in spite of the
serious efforts of some of its founders and
followers, ultimately adopted this soothsaying
practice. In some of itz earlier formulations
{(for example in Marx’s analysis of the
character of the "coming social revolution?®)
their predictions were testable, and in fact
falsified. Yet instead of accepting the
refutations the followers of Marx
re-interpreted both the theory and the evidence
in order to make them agree. In this way they
rescued the theory from refutation; but they
did so at the price of adopting a device which
made it irrefutable. They thus gave a
‘conventionalist twist’ to the theory; and by
this strategem they destroyed its much
advertised claim to scientific status.

The two psycho—analytic theories were in a
different class. They were simply
non-testable, irrefutable.

{ "Conjectures and Refutations® p. 37}

By ‘soothsaying practice’ Popper means "re-interpreting the
theory 3¢ Aoc in such a way that it escapes refutation®. ZPRut the
implication of this is that the fault lies with Marx’s later
followers and not with Mary himself, and that Marxism, as it left
the hands of Maru, was perfectly good social science, and that it
in some sense still could be. So on this argument Marxism as
such would seem to be scientificy it is Marx’s followers adapting
the theory to explain away inconvenient facts which renders
Marxism unscientific. Put this seems hardly fair, since, as Kuhn
has pointed out (as we will see below), no scientific theory
fully fits the facts and much scientific activity consists in
developing theories in order to produce a better fit. As Popper
himself says:
In point of fact, no conclusive disproof of a

theory can ever be produced; for it is always

possible to say that the experimental results

are not reliable; or that the discrepancies

which are asserted to exist betuween the

experimental results and the theory are only

apparent and that they will disappear with the

advance of our understanding.
(7The Logic af Scientific Discovery’ p.B0) [4]



No scientist abandons lightly a theory he thinks is basically
sound in the face of counter evidence, and the attempts by Lenin
and others to show that capitalism had yet to go through a higher
stage of development than Maru could have foreseen can be seen in
this light. And this would not be unreasonable because it could
be argued that the falsification of Marw’s predictions do not
essentially effect the core of Maruist theory: the class basis of
society, necessary historical stages and the rest. Popper does
have a point about the way Marxists automatically adjust their
theory, but by approaching Marwxism as soccial science the point is
weakened by the fact that 1t is difficult to draw the line
between legitimate persistence and iliegitimate dogmatism.

Popper is stronger on the second count. His account of
the methodological inadeguacies of what he calls “historicism’
{i.e. discovering the "laws’ of ‘patterns’® of historical
development in order to predict the futwre course of history -
see foverty of Historicism p. 3 [51) is convincing. Yet the
force of his argument is undoubtedly weakened by the fact that he
thinks small scale prediction is quite acceptable, and indeed
gives us a slightly embarrassing example of the sort of thing he
means (embarrassing because this is clearly in line with his own
political beliefs). He writes:

There can be sociclogical laws, and even

sociological laws pertaining to the problem of

progressy for example, the hypothesis that,

wherever the freedom of thought, and of the

communication of thought, is effectively

protected by legal institutions and

institutions ensuring the publicity of

discussion, there will be scientific progress.

(The Open Sociefy and Ifs faemiss, vol. i1, p.
322)
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Now it could be argued that there is a rather better case against
historicism as a part of the broader case against positivist
social science and the possibility of predicting human action, as
discussed in Chapter 3. Put this line of reasoning is not open
to Popper because he is himself a convinced positivist in these
matters {(though not of course a logical positivist). Purely on
the methodological issue Popper seems to be arguing over a matter
of degree, and contributing to just one more methodological
dispute by which the social sciences are notoriously plagued {(and
which are, if the analysis of chapter 3 is correct, all redundant
anyway). Put then, Popper’s case against Maruist historicism is
not purely methodological. He writes:

Why, then, attack Marx? In spite of his

merits, Mar® was, I believe,, a false prophet.

He was a prophet of the course of history, and

his prophesies did not come true; but this is

not my main accusation. It is much more

important that he misled scores of intelligent

people into believing that historical prophecy

is the scientific way of appreoaching social

problems. Marx is responsible for the

devastating influence of the historicist method

of thought within the ranks of those who wish

to advance the cause of the open society.

(The Open Society and s Enemies Vol. 11, p.

82)
This makes clear that Popper’s main objection is a moral or
ideological one: belief in historicism leads to the ‘"closed
society’ with its attendant evils, while belief in Popper’s ouwn
scientific methodology leads to the ‘open society’ which is the
goad society. But there are few things in human affairs more
uncertain than the effects of ideas, and Popper’s beliefs
concerning their good or evil influence can only be based upon

faith. This is quite apart from the problem of what constitutes

good and evil in social affairs, a problem about which Popper is
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remarkably naive and unsubtle, seemingly unaware that his ouwn
moral beliefs could be very different from those of any other
reasonable person.

Thus, in seeking to exclude Maruism from science it could
be argued that Popper is only partially successful, and that he
does not really get to the heart of the matter. The heart of the
matter being that Marxism, like any other ideology, constitutes
an ethical understanding which by its very nature is incompatible

with all academic disciplines, including science.

Z. Bcience as Ideologys Thomas Kuhn.

The conception of physical science as objective
knowledge, which is common to Popper and others, is not one that
is universally accepted. A very different account has been
developed by a number of radical theorists, the best known being
Thomas Kuhn. In his book 7he Structure of Scientific
FRevolution L61 Kuhn argues that a study of the history and
sociology of natural science reveals that it is not the rational,
consistent and progressiQe activity it has been traditionally
assumed to be. It is rather a rigidly conservative activity,
narrowly applying a received wisdom, though subject to periodic
convulsions when, for what seems no very good reason, a new
wisdom replaces the aold; after which, following a fit of group
amnesia, the scientific community returns to blinkered normalcy.
One implication that has been drawn from this account is that:

... from a sociological perspective there is no

value in a fundamental distinction betuween

‘science’ and ‘ideology [71]

Clearly, Kuhn'’s ideas pose a threat to the view of ideology being

developed here, and consequently require close attention.
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In 7he Structure of Scientirfic Revolutions, Kuhn argues
that the traditional conception of science, as a cumulative and
consistent progress towards ever greater truth, is simply false.
This conception is propagated through scientific textbooks and
the popularisations derived from them. PBut what these words
picture is only what Kuhn calls "normal science’, which is a
situation where a branch of science is governed by a dominant
theory of paradigm. Such "normalcy’ is the condition to which
all sciences aspire, for it is the mark of maturity and a
guarantee of fruitful work for the scientist, provided he is able
enough. Such necessary security is reinforced by the traditional
conception of scientific progress where the present is seen as
the culmination of the common enterprise of scientists through
the ages. DPut this is a false picture. It is not deliberately
so, but such is the power of the scientific community’s
self-image, and so functional is this image for the coherence and
sense of common purpose of the community that the distortion of
history that the traditional conception involves is more an
unconscious reflex than any deliberate attempt to deceive.
Nevertheless it is false, because ‘normal science’ is not science
as such but is the product of ‘revolutionary science’, which is a
period of dispute and some confusion when a new paradigm is
established at the expense of an old one. BSuch changes are
revolutionary bercause acceptance of a new paradigm necessarily
involves the wholesale transformation of the scientific world

which the old theory dominated. The crucial point here is that
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dominant theories are never just theories, as scientific
textbooks and philosophers of science would have us believe, but
are a complex of concepts, relationships, model achievements of
analysis and experiment {hence ‘paradigm’), methods and
instrumentation. They provide a theoretical framework and a set
of procedures which define the problems and lay down standards of
success for their solution. Normal science is not the
investigation of the paradigm but its articulation, solving the
puzzles involved in fitting it more closely to nature. They are
puzzies rather than problems because the paradigm stands as a
guarantee that there is a solution if only the scientist is
clever enough to find it. The paradigm itself is beyond
investigation: it is a ‘given’, a dogma [81, a matter of faith.
The paradigm is constitutive of the world which the scientist, as
scientist, occupies, defining both science and its object:
.« paradigms are constitutive of science
.e.{@and)... constitutive of nature as well.
{(p. 110)
This being so, a change of paradigm is necessarily a great
trauma, a total disruption of the scientific community with much
conflict and passion. Put once it has been accomplished the
community reunites around its new conception of science and the
world, and a new era of normal science begins.

This picture raises an obvious guestion: if normal science
is the narrow, paradigm-bound activity Kuhn claims it is, then
how are revolutions possible? Kuhn argues that no paradigm
solves all its problems, there is never a perfect fit with nature
- a situation which provides the puzzles of normal science. Most
puzzles are solved in time, but a puzzle may, despite the best

efforts of the best minds, defy solution and become an anomaly.
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This may come to be conceived as crucial, as calling into
question the authority of the paradigm. In this state of crisis
scientists are prepared to look at any potential solution within
or beyond the paradigm. In such a situation a rival paradigm may
emerge which appears to solve the anomaly but at the price of
calling into question much that has been achieved under the old
paradigm. In the ensuing conflict the new paradigm may triumph
and issue in a new period of normal science under its aegis. When
the dust has settled the whole field will be redefined and the
textbook writers and popularists will set about explaining
science in terms of the new paradigm and rewriting history in its
image, showing it to be the natural outcome of steady, linear,
cumuiative scientific progress, and ignoring its revolutionary
origins.

Thus far Kuhn is reasonably convincing, at least when
speaking of Newton or Einstein or Darwin (less so when
paradigmatic status is conferred on almost any theory or
discovery). The more controversial and less acceptable aspects
of his view - and which turn an interesting theory of scientific
development into a radical theory of science itself - comes with
his account of the relationship between rival paradigms and the
process of paradigm change. The key point is his insistance that
competing paradigms are necessarily incommensurable. In a crisis
when the scientific community must decide between old and new
paradigms, Kuhn argues that the conflict is not of a kind that
can, as one might suppose, be seftled by scientific means, such
as a critical experiment. There is instead a breakdown in
communication; the rival camps are talking past each other. This

is a consequence of incommensurability. They are in a sense
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talking different languages: their conceptual schemes differ;g
their standards of what is problematic and what can count as a
gsolution differ; to use Kuhn’s striking metaphor, they live in
different worlds. And because each paradigm carries not only its
own theoretical structure but its own ontology and standards and
conception of science, there is no higher framework in terms of
which rival theories can be assessed. Kuhn writes:

Like the choice betuween competing political
institutions, that bestueen competing paradigms
proves to be a choice betueen incompatibile
modes of community life. BPBecause it has that
character, the choice is not and cannot be
determined merely by the evaluative procedures
characteristic of normal science, for these
depend in part upon a particular paradigm, and
that paradigm is at issue. When paradigms
enter, as they must, into a debate about
paradigm choice, their role is necessarily
circular. Each group uses its own paradigm to
argue in that paradigm’s defence...Yet,
whatever its force, the status of the circular
argument is only that of persuasion. It cannot
be made logically or even probabilistically
compelling for those who refuse to step into
the circle. The premises and values shared by
the two parties to a debate over paradigms are
not sufficiently extensive for that. As in
political revolutions, so in paradigm choice -~
there is no standard higher than the assent of
the relevant community. {(p. 94)

Thus, the superiority of one paradigm over another cannot be

demonstrated, cannot be proven:

The competition between paradigms is not the

sort of battle that can be resolved by proofs.

(p. 148)
and since there is no logical basis for choice, then other,
non-scientific factors must play a part in determining which
paradigm the community opts for: social factors, the
persuasiveness of those promoting the new paradigm, and so on.

(Kuhn makes the point that to any problem there is in principle
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an infinite number of possible answers, and there is the question
as to why the scientific community chooses one rather than the
others. But this is really a separate question). It is
impossible, Kuhn argues, for a scientist to achieve understanding
of a new paradigm gradually by following logical steps:

Just because it is a transition between

incommensurables, the transition bestuween

competing paradigms cannot be made a step at a

time, forced by logic and neutral experience.

{p. 150}
It requires a ‘gestalt switch’, something akin to a religious
conversion. But how, Kuhn asks, does a whole scientific
community come to change its mind? There are a variety of
Aanswers. Sometimes the new paradigm is a "hetter fit’ than the
old; Lavoisier’s theory of oxygen was superior to Priestly’s in
this respect and so was accepted (p. 147). Some are converted
because the new paradigh solves the problems of the old.
Sometimes the new theory is more quantitatively accurate.
Another criterion that may operate is the aestheticy the new view
may be ‘neater’ or ‘simpler’. But none of these, Ruhn insists,
is lopgically compelling. They will not shake everyone from their
commitment to the old paradigm. The scientific community moves
on leaving them isolated until they eventually die off. Such
holding out is possible because a decision to adopt a new
paradigm is not a matter of acknowledging a proofy in the last
analysis:

A& decision of this kind can only be made on
faith. {p. 158)
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Thus Kuhn presents a vivid and dramatic picture which, if
true, has profound implications. The first is that the
traditional picture of science as a body of knowledge which is
steadily accumulating, brick upon brick, is false. 8econdly, if
the superiority of one paradigm over another cannot be shown
according to any scientific or logical criteria then it is
questionable whether science can be said to be rationally
progressive at all. Paradigms cannot be checked against nature
indepentently of any paradigms, for it is only through a paradigm
that nature can be approached, and each paradigm confirms itself.
So there is no superior and inferior, aonly differing conceptions
of nature and science. Why one paradigm prevails at any one time
is more to do with historical and sociclogical factors than
scientific ones; and the notion of science progressively getting
nearer to the truth is an illusion. Finally, and most
importantly in the present context, the dividing line betuween
gscience and ideology is brought into doubt. Kuhn's whole case
must be shown to be substantially false if the main arguments of
the present work are not to be fatally undermined.

The Structure of Scisntific Asvolutions 1s in many ways a
brilliant book, intelligent, original and lucid. And yet its
most dramatic assertions are by no means as unambiguous as Kuhn’s
admirers (especially sociologists) usually suppose. He tends to
make a bold assertion, then qualify it drastically, only to
reaffirm the original assertion as though the qualifications made

no difference. There are several examples of this but the most
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important is in respect of the crucial issue of
incommensurability and paradigm choice. As we have seen, Kuhn
insists that rival paradigms are incommensurable and that there
are no rational grounds for choosing one rather than the other;
and yet superior problem-solving ability, better fit with naturs,
more gquantifiability and greater siﬁplicitg are all cited (pp.
147 & 153-4) as reasons scientists may have for changing their
allegiance to a new paradigm. But these are perfectly rational
reasons, and so Kuhn appears to be claiming both that there are
no rational means and that there are rational means of choosing
between paradigms. PBut it must be one or the other. If we are
to take the notion of incommensurability seriously then these
none paradigm—dependent decision-criteria would be an
impossibility. Nor would it be possible for the achievements of
one paradigm to be taken up by another; but Kuhn admits:
..« though new paradigms seldom or never

possess all the capabilities of their

predescessors, they usually preserve a great

deal of the most concrete parts of past

achievement... {(p. 169)
It would not be possible for a scientist to say, as they
sometimes do, that: ‘so—and-so is doing some interesting work
which could transform the whole field’y and the scientific past
woutld be incomprehensible (cf. Toulmin in Oriéicism and the
orowth of Anowledys pp. 43-4). [91 There may perhaps be some
plausibility in some of Kuhn’s examples of incommensurable
concepts, but he cannot have it both ways; he cannot have partial
incommensurability and then pick and choose examples to suit his
argument. If he accepts, as he does and cannot avoid doing, the
existence of rational decision—criteria then his case for

incommensurability must fall, and with it his case against the



rational progressiveness of science.

However, Kuhn feels that he has one argument which
outweighs all the rest, which is that in a revolutionary
situation there are those who resist the change and never accept
the new paradigm. This may be a fregquent phenomenon, but it
would not follow from this that only incommensurability could
explain it. It is probably best explained in terms of
stubbornness and failure of understanding. ©Put the contingent
facts of human obduracy and obtuseness do not determine any
logical relationships, and the logical status of science cannot
be dependent upon how a number of scientists behaved in
particular historical circumstances when faced with the difficult
business of coming to terms with new ideas. Poth Kuhn and {(as we
saw in the previous section) Popper agree that a theory cannot be
absolutely disproved, which suggests that the scientist who
stubbornly holds out despite the evidence is being unreasonable
rather than irrational. It is not irrational to believe that new
evidence will eventually swing the balance of probability back to
the old theorys; though no doubt faith in paradigm regained can be
taken to strange lengths. But it does not follow from this, as
Kuhn seems to think, that paradigms must be incommensurable or
that there cannot be adequate grounds for choosing between them.
Perhaps it does require a ‘gestalt switch® to comprehend a new
theory (and no doubt this was true of gquantum mechanics,
relativity and others), but again this does not preclude rational
choice. Kuhn seems to confuse the business of understanding a
thepry with the business of assessing its merits. It may be
gquite impossible to say whether the picture is really a duck or a

rabbit, but given the decision-criteria that Kuhn himself cites,
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this does not apply to scientific theories. (Where they are not
decisive, rival theories mau both be accepted until such times as
there is conclusive evidence for one or the other, or some
reconciling theory is found, as is most famously the case with
wave and particle theories of light.) Yet Kuhn insists that the
decision-criteria are not compelling, and in an absolute sense
this may be true. But this is not necessaruy; it is only
necessary that they be sufficient to make a rational choice. And
since they clearly are, Kuhn’s stubborn scientist is neither here
nor there.

Thus, there are rational decision procedures in science;
indeed, without them science would be a shambles. It would
certainly be so on Kuhn’s account, where paradigmatic status is
conferred on a bewildering variety of phenomena from the cosmic
theories of Newton and Einstein to the discovery of Uranus and
the development of the leyden jar [103; and where every new
paradigm - that is, every significant new theory, discovery and
technical innovation - carries its own conception of nature and
science which is incommensurable with every other. If science
really did go on in this way it would be a chaos which not even
the most congenitally obtuse writer of science textbooks could
fail to notice. Put science is not like this. Paradigms may be
incompatible (no one would wish to argue with that) but they are
not incommensurable, while the decision-criteria bring order and
coherence to the process of development. However, these
decision-criteria are only part of the wider framework of
scientific understanding which Kuhn denies by insisting that
every paradigm has its own peculiar conception of science. What

Kuhn does is to conflate understanding and theory. Put a wider
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framework of understanding above and independent of the paradigms
is something Kuhn does cccasionally appear to make reference to
without explaining what he means. He writes:
«..at a still higher level, there is ancther

set of commitments without which no man is a

scientist. The scientist must, for example, be

concerned to understand the world and to extend

the precision and scope with which it has been

ordered. {(p. 4Z2)
and again:

Observation and experience can and must

drastically restrict the range of admissable

scientific belief, else there would be no

sgience. {(p. 4)
Now clearly these suggestions of a notion of ‘science as such’
would appear to conflict with Kuhn’s insistance on
incommensurable conceptions of science attaching to every
paradigm, yet he discusses them no further. Theu imply a body of
concepts and rules which constitutes the scientific understanding
and gives science its logical identity over and above any
paradigm. Part of that identity - the part that makes science an
academic discipline - is a procedure for chooszing between
conflicting theories or paradigms; and the decision-criteria,
which Kuhn acecepts without recngnising their importance, are the
basis of just this procedure. Thus, Kuhn’s conception of science
iz false. It cannot challenge the traditional notion of science
as productive of objective knowledge, a notion from which
ideology can be sharply distinguished.

In truth Kuhn overstates his case. He has a plausible
thesis about the history of science {though not an incontestable

onel, but then makes an illegitimate jump to the logic of science

which results in confusion and contradiction. On the other hand,
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Kuhn has created an interesting set of ideas that might prove
useful if applied to a different and more suitable object. But
discussion of this possibility will need to be postponed until we

have a more adequate account of the nature of science.

d. The Nature of Ideological Theory

Neither Popper nor Kuhn can provide us with a
satisfactory account of the relationship between science and
ideology. Yet we must clarify this matter before a full account
of ideological theory can be given. We mauy accept Popper’s view
that, given appropriate criteria of testability, science is
capable of generating objective knowledge [111 in contrast to
ideology, which, because of its pseudo-descriptive nature,
cannot. PBut there is more to the problem than this. To
understand ideology as a theoretical structure it is first of all
necessary to see that theory plays a quite different role in it

than it does in science.

Within science there is an essential distinction between
scientific understanding on the one hand, and scientific
knowledge, usually in the form of true (that is, provisionally
true) theories, on the other. An understanding is a body of
concepts and principles in terms of which we comprehend the world
or some aspect of it. Certain forms of understanding constitute
academic disciplines, of which science is one. The scientific
form of understanding is composed of a set of principle and

concepts ~ including the uniformity of nature, the principle of
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causality, experiment, prediction and covering law explanations -
all of which are intimately related and defined in terms of each
other, and together constitute a framework by means of which the
scientist can conceptualise any problem. This framework is not
itself true or false, just as the rules of a game are not true or
false: rather it sets up the possibility of making true or false
statements. It is not itself the object of scientific
investigation, but is the ‘given’ which allows scientific
investigation to take place. Theories are only true or false
within the framework. The framework determines their i1dentity as
scientific, and provides procedures for determining whether they
are true or false scientific statements. This is what guarantees
that a particular theory can count as knowledge.

The situation is analogous to law. The distinction
between the form of understanding and the theories generated
within it is not unlike the distinction between the constitution
of a state and the laws passed under that constitution. The
legality of any particular law passed in the proper way is
guaranteed by the constitution, while the constitution itself is
not legal in the same way, its foundations being extra-legal.
Similarly, scientific theories have to be ‘constitutional’ and
successfully ‘passed’ as true, while the ‘constitution’ itself is
of a different logical order. The exception to this in the legal
Sﬁhere is constitutional amendments which must be passed in the
proper legal way. Though even here there is arguably an analogy
in physical science, since certain theories could be said to have
changed or developed the conceptual framework, as quantum

mechanics has, although these are rare.

The distinction between theory and understanding is
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crucial to the nature of science, and the absence of just this
distinction is equally crucial to the nature of ideology. In
ideclogy there is npo division between theory and understanding:
the two are conflated so that the theoru 75 the understanding.
That is, the theory is the unquestioned "given’ in terms of which
the world is conceptualised. There is no overarching framework
of understanding that gives to theory its identity and truth
status (or, incidentally, for settling revisionist disputes),
none for any particular ideology and none for ideology as suchj
these theories are self-validating. The statement "All history
is the history of class struggle" is not, within Marxism, a
theoretical statement in the same way that *E=mc®’ is a
theoretical statement in science. It is, in Wittgenstein’s
terminology, a statement of logical grammar; it states a rule of
Marwist discourse not a putative fact, and thus has more in
common with "nature is uniform® than with *E=mc®’. Marxists no
more investigate whether society is class-based, or Liberals
whether freedom does increase rationality, or Nazis whether Jews
were responsible for the ills of Germany, than scientists
investigate whether nature really is uniform. This is the
significance of Popper’s remark (quoted earlier) about the
Marxist with the newspaper seeing Marxism confirmed on every
page. everything is automatically ‘seen’ in terms of the
all-explaining theory, such that the world so ‘seen’ appears to
be further evidence of the theory’s truth. The ideological
adherent is not, as Popper’s view seems to suggest, a would-be
scientist with a defective methodology, or someone who happens to
think a particular theory happens to be true, but someone with a

moral commitment to a view of the world that embodies his moral
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beliefs. That view of the world may resemble some form of
objective theory, but is of a different order; even though it may
be an essential part of the adherent’s commitment that he accepts
the theory as objective knowledge. Thus, it is part of the
Marxist’s moral belief that Maruism is a scientific theory; but
that cannot be taken at face value. Nor can the ‘research’ that
Maruxists do as historians or sociologists, for it cannot be
research in the academic sense (i.e. the disinterested pursuit of
knowledge) but could be no more than a further articulation or
extension of the moral understanding in its range and detail -
puzzle-solving in the Kuhnian sense - such that the believer can
more effectively apply his understanding and comprehend the
significance of situations and events in terms of his prior

peliefs.

This not only applies to internally developed theories
such as Marxism, but also to those taken from eslsewhere, such as
evolutionary theory borrowed from bioclogy. Taken out of context
and embedded in an ideological framework such theories change
their nature. They have to be, so to speak, ‘wired up’® to the
rest of the ideology, becoming pseudo-descriptive in the process.
Put peyond this, they no leonger have the context which guarantees
their status as scientific or some other kind of knowledge; nor,
in consequence, is it any longer provisional knowledge. It is
religions and ideologies that deal in certainties, not science.
In Kropotkinian Anarchism and Spencerian Liberalism evolutionary
theory is made part of the unguestioned given, in terms of which

the world is interpreted.
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II

Returning to Kuhn, we can now see the significance of the
contradiction he falls into whereby he argues that each paradigm
carries its own peculiar and incommensurable conception of
science, implying that adherents of different paradigms are not
engaged in the same activity, while at the same time allowing
that there is a higher view of science to which all scientists
must be committed. It results from a failure to recognise the
distinction between understanding and theory which exists within
science but which is noticeably absent in the sphere of ethical
belief. Put while for this and the other reasons discussed,
Kuhn’s account of science must be counted a failure, this is not
to say that his ideas are without utility, Several writers have
attempted to apply his ideas to matters of political
understanding.

In his paper ‘Paradigms and Political Theories® [1213,
Sheldon Wolin uses Kuhn to attack the pretentions of contemporary
political scientists who dismiss traditional political theory for
being normative, incapable of generating reliable knowledge and
therefore ‘pre-scientific’. Wolin’s strategy is to suggest that
the history of political thought is very similar to the history
of science as revealed by Kuhn, and that the behaviouralist
revolution in political studies is just one paradigm among many
{(p.139). Their attack upon traditional theory merely reveals an
ignorance and lack of sophistication about the history and logic
of science. Unfortunately, Wolin’s faith in Kuhn’s account of
science is unwarranted, and the behaviouralist case is therefore

left unscathed (though it does fall for quite other reasons).
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This leaves Wolin with a Kuhnian account of the history of
political thought which, upon examination, is far from
convincing. All Wolin in fact does is to draw a few suggestive
parallels, such as the observation that political theorising
tends to flourish in times of crisis, in a way similar to Kuhn’s
‘revolutionary science’. PBut this is merely redescribing what we
already know. Indeed, Wolin is not even consistent in this, for
he has two versions of the equivalent of "normal science’. One
of these is that it is lesser thinkers developing the thought of
a great thinker — as the Scholastics did of Aristotle - a view
that Wolin thinks opens up the possibility of "cumulative
knowledge in the history of political theory® (p. 141), whatever
that might mean. BPut Wolin also offers the view that actual
political systems may be viewed as paradigms, so that their
workings would be equivalent to “normal science’. Put these
views are not consistent, and each alone raises more problems
than it solves. Furthermore, Wolin fails to answer the
behaviouralist charge that traditiconal theory is value-laden and
incapable of producing objective knowledge. He appears to assume
that the adoption of a Kuhnian model overcomes that objection and
so does not discriminate between political theories with an
sthical content and those without. Wolin in fact uses Kuhn as a
set of metaphors to play with and not as any kind of genuinely
explanatory theory. Had Wolin not seen Kuhn as a useful stick
with which to beat the behaviouralists it is difficult to believe
he would have had any genuine use for Kuhnian ideas. [131

In his paper "AMorasl!’™ Scisnce or FPolifical lTosology 141,
Alan Ryan claims to be taking up Wolin’s suggestion of applying

Kuhnian paradigms to political theories. However, unlike Wolin,
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Ruan quite properly rejects Kuhn’s account of science. But Ryan
is not concerned with traditional political theory; instead he
wishes to deploy a notion of paradigms as sets of social
definitions, norms and expectations which we all need to
understand our own and other’s behaviour in the practical world,
and how these relate to the theories social scientists bring to
the understanding of social life. 2Put not only are these “social
paradigms® a long way from anything in Kuhn, Ryan alsc makes
clear that it would be a mistake to attribute to them such
characteristically Kuhnian features as universal and enforced
acceptance. Again, as with Wolin, Ryan could perfectly well say
what he has to say without reference to Kuhn, which he makes no
genuine use of.

But these rather abortive attempts to make use of Kuhn do
not exhaust all the possibilities. It has been said that Kuhn
destroys the distinction between science and ideclogy, and if
Kuhn does not tell us anything about science then perhaps he can
tell us something about ideclogy. In his contribution to
crriticism and the growth of Ancwledgs (p. 33), J.W.N. Hatkins
makes the interesting point that Kuhn treats science as though it
was religion. Indeed it can be argued that Kuhn fails to
understand science precisely because he attributes to it features
that only properly belong to ethical belief, that is to religion
and ideology, and that this is why those {(like Parnes quoted
garlier) who accept Kuhn’s account of science have confused the
gscientific with the ideological. If this is so, then it is
reasonable to suppose that Buhn’s ideas might provide the basis
of an adequate account of ideological theory. This is indeed the

case, but only given certain important modifications.
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We have already noted two features of Kuhn’s ideas
appluying to ideology: the fusion of theory and understanding, and
the notion of puzzle-solving within the context of a theory that
guarantees a solution but which itself is beyond investigation.
These are, one might say, bi-products of the two central notions
of paradigm and incommensurability. The paradigm is the
unquestioned framework, providing explanations, concepts,
vocabulary and model analyses. Each ideclogy has its unique
complex of theory, concepts and intellectual techniques and
instruments, and each is different from and incommensurable with
that of other ideologies (though the relationship between
ideologies can be more complex than this, as we will see below).
Each ideological theory is constitutive of both the world and the
way the world is to be understood. However, this picture of
ideological theory is incomplete. Two further dimensions must be
added, which will not only complete the picture but will explain
why ideological theory has such distinctively Kuhnian features.
These extra dimensions are first of all ethical content and
secondly metaphysical status.

It was stressed in the previous chapter that the fusion
of the factual and the ethical was the nub of ideclogy, and in
fact vir&uallg everything that is distinctive about ideology can
be traced back, more or less directly, to this central feature.
Incommensurability as between different ethical beliefs can be
explained in this way. Rival theories and the concepts they
contain are incommensurable because of differences of values that
cannot be reconciled. It was noted in the earlier discussion of
Kuhn that he admits that in the last analysis ‘observation and

experience’ are decisive in science. BPut because ideological
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statements are pseudo-descriptive (that is, morally charged and
without reference) they are not corrigible by facts; the
flexibility of pseudo-descriptiveness mean that facts never need
be embarrassing. This is a sphere of faith where evidence is of
little significance. What the believer ‘sees’ in the world is a
function of his values, which are embodied in the concepts he

t

uses., The Liberal and the Marxist can "see’ the same situation
aquite differently, but there is no rational choosing betuween
them, no proving one is right and the other wrong. There is no
kind of logic that could settle their dispute: no
decision-procedure as there is in science. It is thus the
ethical content which explains this Kuhnian feature of ideology
which Kuhn himself doss not explain in respect of science but
merely asserts. HKuhn only seeks to explain why scientists do not
really attempt to settle their paradigm problems through
discussion by insisting, implausibly, upon the blindness and
obduracy of all scientific communities. BPut the kind of
passionate commitment Kuhn attributes to every scientific
community is far more characteristic of rival groups of
ideoleogical adherents, and for good reasons (that is, good
logical reasons, not the dublious psychological reasons that Kuhn
relies on). As between rival ideological beliefs there really is
no common ground, there really are no public criteria that could
settle the guestion of who is right. Ideclogical disputants are
talking past each other and seeing past each other; they speak a
different language. If one man sees freedom all around him which
another sees oppression, or if one sees his fellow men as

essentially good while another sees them as congenitally evil,

then they are living in different worlds in a much more profound
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sense than any two scientists with rival theories.

This is why ideological and religious conversions have to
be ‘gestalt-switches’® that are dramatic and wholesale, while
conversion to a new scientific theory need not be. The scientist
may indeed be ‘forced by logical and neutral experience’ in the
very way that Kuhn denies. It may happen that for reasons that
are nothing to do with the logic of science, some particular
scientific community is strongly attached to some theory, but
this is not of the same order as the moral commitment which is a
necessary feature of all .ideclogical belief. Ideclogical beliefs
are genuingly incommensurable and can genuinely bind a community
together. Equally, they can divide a community. Curiocusly, Kuhn
illustrates his contention that paradigm disputes cannot be
rationally settled by using the analogy of a society divided by a
conflict of political belief, wher2; he says the issue can only
be settled by which side the community decides to support. This
is indeed true in the case of ideology where there are no
decision—procedures, but not spo of science which does have such
procedures which Kuhn cites but does not recognise. Ideological
belief is a more powerful commitment that goes much deeper than
any factual theory, since it goes to the roots of our identity:
it is concerned with all aspects of our lives, with who we are
and what our place is in the world, with what values we should
hold and how we should live. The community sees itself and the
worlid in a certain way, and so sees the past in a certain way;
and consequently the ideclogy must rewrite history in its own
image, which adherents to a scientific theory may or may not do.

A second feature of ideological theories or paradigms

that must supplement a Kuhn-based view is their metaphysical



status, and this too is bound up with their esthical content.
There are different accounts of what constitutes metaphusical
theories and concepts, but common to all acrounts is the idea
that metaphysical statements about the nature of reality are
beyond the reach of empirical confirmation or disconfirmation,
not only in practice but in principle. Now if the analysis of
the previous chapter is correct and ideological statements and
concepts necessarily have a value content and in consegquence are
pseudo-descriptive and non-referential, then this must put them
beyond empirical test and make them necessarily metaphysical. As
with incommensurability, Kuhn cannot explain why it is
necessarily the case that scientific paradigms are not themselves
subject to investigation (a view that is in any case demonstrably
false), but in the case of ideclogical theories there is, again,
good reasons why this is so. In the first place, ideological
commitment is to the theory alone and not also to some higher
ramework of understanding, as is the rase with science (which
Kuhn both denies and acknowledges). Secondly, ideological
adherents not only do not put their theories to the test, because
of their ethical/metaphysical nature they could not if they
wanted to. Thirdly, ideological commitment involves a moral
commitment to see the world as the theory describes it. DPecause
the theory is also the understanding, to investigate it is to
acknowledge another and higher understanding; it is to step aside
from the commitment, deny the faith and accept the authority of a
higher truth which the theory does not comprehend.
Thus, we have a picture of ideological theory uwhere

theory and understanding are fused, and where ethical and factual

are fused, and which are, in consequence, both metaphysical and



- 177 -
incommensurable. But there is more to the matter than this. If
this analysis is correct then we have to ask how this affects
other aspects of theory (at least of scientific theory) to which
ideological theory alsoc lays claim: that is to be explanatory, to

be predictive and to be true.

Not all ideological theories take physical science as
their model. Yet all such theories claim to be dealing in
factual truths about the world, to be describing it accurately;
and like scientific theories they claim to explain and predict.
However, the same ethical element that vitiates their descriptive
power also denies the possibility of proper explanation and
prediction. But more important than this is that, at least uwhere
the explanations and predictions are central to the theory, they
are part of the framework of belief that is not open to guestion;
that is, they have the status of necessary truths.

What ideologies seek to explain, potentially at least, is
nothing less than the whole of human experience; though the
immediate concern is the present situation of mankind. The
theory an ideclogy contains is concerned with the identification,
explanation and remedy of social ills. Thus is Marxism concerned
with the inequality, exploitation and dehumanisation inherent in
capitalist society and with how this is an inevitable outcome of
the historical class struggle which will only be cured by the
socialist transformation of society through revolutionary actiong
thus is Liberalism concerned with the oppression and denial of

individual rights in so much of the world where irrational ideas
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and institutions prevail and where progress must be made towards
liberty and justice; thus was Nazism concerned with the pollution
and debilitation of the Aryan race by the historical race-enemy,
the Jews, against whom the struggle must be intensified to
restore that racial hierarchy which is the natural and just
ordering of mankind and the foundation of true civilization.
Each ideology centres on an explanatory and prescriptive theory
of social ordering in terms of which all other social
manifestations - law, art, economy, etc. - and any ideas,
institutions or events can be interpreted. Each ideology gives
an all-embracing picture of the human condition.

As we have seen, idecgleogies purport to describe the world
but their descriptions can only be pseudo-descriptions.
Similarly, ideological explanations are pseudo-explanations;
although explanation is a more complex case than description.
Take the Nazi belief that Germany’s sufferings in the 1920s were
the consequence of an international conspiracy of Jewish
capitalists and communists. Now however wildly implausible this
explanation may be, it is nevertheless logically possible that a
group of capitalists and communists who happened to be Jewish
were in fact responsible in some wau for the horrors that Germany
suffered. Though it is an extreme case it does suggest that it
iz possible for ideological explanations to be factually true.
Put it depends on what is meant by ‘explanation’. In an academic
discipline what is recognised as a true explanation is not one
that merely corresponds to the facts, but one which is adequately
supported by appropriate evidencey that is, knowledge is
Justrried true belief and only certain kinds of justification can

count. But in ideological explanation evidence has no such
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essential role. For the Nazi, Germany’s plight A37 to be
attributable to the machinations of the race-enemy. It was a
necessary truth and a confirming instance of a universal truth
about Jews being the source of ail evil. Any confirming evidence
was no doubt welcome, but not essential; any counter-evidence
could be interpreted as an extension of the original Jewish plot.
In Marnist theory class struggle is all pervading and all
explanatory. If we point to conflict not based on class the
Marxist will tell us that we are being superficial and that class
struggle is the deeper reality; and if we point to periods of
social trangquility when there is no apparent struggle of any kind
we will be told that the class struggle is there, only ‘latent’.
These explanations, which have nothing to do with falsifiability
or demonstration or even evidence, are only explanatory for the
believer. For the rest of us they are only pseudo-explanations.

If ideologies can only produce pseudo-descriptions and
pseudo-explanations we can hardly deny them the title of
pseudo—theory, (taking academic theory as the standard). Yet
they always claim the status of academic theory, that is, to be
good science, good philosophy or whatever. But these claims
cannot be sustained. Descriptions which only describe,
explanations that only explain and truths which are only true if
and only if one believes that a certain set of values is embodied
in the world, can hardly count as objective knowledge. No values
are embodied in the world, and no set of values can be shoun to
be absolute, and so no evaluations are absolutely true either.
The Liberal enters the factory of a commercial firm and sees
factory owner and workers in an economic relationship freely

entered into in a free market and so he is seeing the good
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society in action; while the Maruist observing the ‘same’
situation sees exploitation and dehumanisation. Their
disagreement is not of the sort that can be settled; there is
simply no procedure for settling which is right; their views are
irreconcilable and incommensurable. To hold a view like this is
nat a matter of proof of evidence. You either see the world that
way or you do not.

Much the same is true of prediction. A prediction is
related to the prescriptions of the ideology; with the
consequences of following or not following them. Not all of
these are of central importance, but those that are have a
special status, and are in fact pseudo-predictions. As we noted
earlier, ideologists weld together contingent relationships into
necessary ones in order to preserve the coherence of their
theory, and this is especially true of future events. Thus
capitalism mwsé collapse through the weaknesses of its own
structure; the Germans muws? flourish in war and civilization once
the race enemy has been destroyed; democratic participation musé
make people more rational and tolerant. In each case a
contingent possibility is turned into a necessary truth, an
article of faith, such that no failure of expectations is allowed
to challenge belief. Evidence can always be interpreted: if the
extermination of the Jews does not promote Germany’s greatness
then there must have been more Jews in the world than originally
thought and the secret Jews must then be eliminated; if
rapitalism does not collapse in the predicted manner then it must
be because it has a yet higher stage to pass through first; if
democratic participation has not made men rational and tolerant

then more time is necessary before the educative process can
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fully work. Thus, ideologies claim to datermine what in fact no
theory can determine, namely inevitable outcomes. Put the price
of this is to render these determinations untestable, irrefutable
and lacking any strong grip on empirical reality. Although this
really only applies to structurally essential relations. Those
failures that do not challenge the basic theory are obvicusly
less vital and can be replaced, so if one tactic fails anocther
can be employed.

The point of this whole apparatus of theory, explanation
and prediction is not the disinterested pursuit of truth but to
give substance and authority to the ideologist’s vision of uwhat
is wrong with the world and what needs toc be done about it, to
his values and ideals and prescriptions. And, whatever the
scientific pretentions of his theory, this comes first. As
Ernest Parker says of Herbert Spencer:

He did not really approach politics through

science, without preconceptions drawn from

other sources, and with the sole idea of

eliciting the political lessons which science

might teach. On the contrary he was already

charged with political preconceptions when he

approached science, and he sought to find in

science examples or analpgies to point a moral

already drawn and adorn a tale whose plot was

already sketched. [151
Hitler was a similar case. As Jackel points out [1461, at 30
Hitler was a conventional nationalist and anti-semite, but around
these practical attitudes he build & theory of some originality,
in order that he might ‘deduce’ the policies he had already
decided upon. Locke’s Secord Treatise is a theoretical defence
of prior Whig principles; and Lenin was a revolutionary before he
was a Marxist. Given his principles, his moral vision, the

idenlogist seeks to make the world of objective knowledge serve

his practical purposes in a way that cannot logically be done;
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that is, deducing from the facts of the world the direction in
which we ought to go. This is not to say that the ideological
enterprise is an unintelligent or ignoble one; but it is
logically flawed.

Tolstoy once remarked that science was meaningless
because it gives no answer to the only important guestion: "What
shall we do and how shall we live?" [17]. Put whatever the
profounder point Tolstoy was making the remark does have its
degree of mundane logical truth. From the point of view of
practice, science itself can give no guidance. But ideclogist
are, so to speak, professionally committed to an opposite vieuw.
They characteristically perceive their task as revealing the
practical implications of some body of established knowledge or
putative knowledge - scientific, philosophic, historical; etc. -
which they embody in their theory. PBut they are not extending
academic knowledge, as they often claim to be doing, but using
it, making it do work for which it was not designed, embracing or
absorbing it within a practical vision which already has value
commitments.

Their ideological understanding is a practical
understanding, and the categories of such an understanding are
quite different from those of the academic. From a practical
standpoint objects and events in the world are viewed in terms of
what is useful, efficient, possible, beneficial, morally right or
wrongs and the ideologist views the sphere of the academic in the
same light. The facts of the world are useful or irrelevant;
ideas are judged in terms of the effects of believing them rather
than their intrinsic truth or coherence; while the purpose of

history is to illuminate our present concerns not the past
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itself. Many examples could he cited., The efforts of
Socialists, Anarchists, Liberals and others to demonstrate that
the theory of evolution underpins their particular view of the
world is a striking and obvious example., There is Bentham’s use
of classical economics as a model of society, and Popper’s use of
scientific method as a model of social reform, and many more. As
to ideas,; as we saw in Chapter Two both Marxist and Liberal
accounts of ideology are based on the classification of ideas in
terms of their effects, good or i1l. The Liberal uses philosophy
as a source of universal values, while the Marxist even condemns
neutral conceptual analysis as disguised support for the status
quo. But in some ways the most important case is history, since
all ideological positions must have some view of it and the view
is of a particular kind. Herbert Butterfield called it "reading
the past backwards". His concern, in 7hes Whig Interpretstion orf
History and elsewhere, is with bad history done by unwitting
historians:

The study of the past with one eye, so to

speak, upon the present is the source of all

sins and sophistries in history ... It is the

essence of what we mean by the word

‘unhistorical’. [181]
Put the distortions he is attacking arise from ideological
influence. Following Butterfield, Oakeshott insists that to
pursue history in order to discover how we arrived at our present
plight, where we went wrong, or to reveal past glories that might
yet inspire us, or from any similar motive, is to pursue
*practical history® not academic history. [191 This is precisely
the ideological approach to history. It is history interpreted
in terms of the ideology’s values and theoretical categories. As

Kuhn alleges of scientific paradigms, ideologies recreate the



past in their own image.

The ideologist creates a world, embracing past, present
and future. The world he constructs from a variety of
intellectual materials, often structured on quite different
ﬁrihciples, is a world which men can occupy and, from a practical
point of view, find satisfying. That is, a world that is morally
comprehensible; a world where fact and value form a continuum,
where man has & place and a direction. None of this would be
possible without a framework of theory. Values, ideals and
prescriptions are not enoughy they cannot constitute a world. A
theory is needed to hold the structure up. But as we have seen,
a special kind of theory is necessary. It is a theory that is
imbued with values; one what has been taken out of the sphere of
investigation and criticism {(the sphere that guarantees its
academic truth and coherence), and which shares no common ground,
no common language, with rival theories. It is a theory which
explains the world, but only to the believer to whom it
guarantees the future. It is a theory which, whatever its
origins - whether borrowed like Spencerian evelution or purpose
built like Marxian sociology - is wholly immersed in the

practical.
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CHAPTER 8IX

IDEOLOGY AND ETHICS

The discussion of the nature of ideology so far points to
the dominating influence of its ethical content, and therefore to
the conclusion that it can be best characterised as a form of
ethical understanding. The purpose of this chapter is to examine
where ideclogy fits in to, and in what ways it relates to, the
wider ethical field. However, the nature of this wider field is
much disputed so that it is necessary to begin by offering a
general account of it, starting with the most basic question of

what constitutes ordinary morality.

1. The nature of Ordinary Morality

Much of 20th Century moral philosophy has centered on the
gquestion of the relationship between fact and value. Accounts of
the nature of morality may be grouped into three broad types
according to their response to this problem. 5Several, such as
Emotivism and Prescriptivism, have taken as their starting point
Hume’s strict separation of fact and value, which denies any
possibility of deriving one from the other. The most notable
exponent of this view over the last thirty years has been R. M.
Hare [13. His account of morality is roughly that moral
statements are characterised by their universality and their

prescriptivity, particular judgements being syllogistically
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derived from these general statements. If an individual decides
that certain rules of conduct should apply to all, including
himself, then these rules constitute his morality, irrespective
of their content. All moral rules ultimately derive from such
individual decisions. An individual may, of course, simply
accept prevailing norms, but that is still his decision, and
besides, the origin of these norms must have been the decisions
of individuals in the past. Put once an individual has decided
on his principles then no-one can prove that he has the wrong
ones, or that some other set are morally superior. Consequently,
there is no decision procedure for solving fundamental moral
disputes.

This view of morality has been very influential, but it
has come under increasing criticism in recent years. Hare’s
position has certain similarities with that of Kant, and many
critics have argued that it shares the same weaknesses in its
aver-formality and lack of content, such that it can be
manipulated in ways that can produce absurd and contradictory
results. It does indeed seem absurd that, to use Phillips and
Mounces example [2], ‘everyone should clap hands every two hours’
could, on its own, count as a moral rule. Furthermore, we could
think of practical rules - ‘everyone should be selfish® - which
would cut across Kant’s important distinction between the
prudential and the truly moral. With sufficient ingenuity we can
even, as with Kant, think up sets of rules which effectively
allow us to do what we want while others may not, which destroys
the whole point of universality. PBut though important, these
criticisms do not actuallg refute Hare’s position; rather they

reveal itse inadequacy as a comprehensive account of moral
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thinking.

Hare’s main critics -~ including G.E.M. Anscombe, Peter
Geach and perhaps most notably Philippa Foot £31 - have taken a
quite opposite view of the fact/value relationship. Their
starting point has been a rejection of Hare’s notion that
absolutely anything can count as a moral rule, provided it has
the right logical characteristics. Instead, they argue that
morality derives from certain basic facts about human existence:
Anscombe speaks of the facts of ‘human flourishing’, while Foot
of the facts of ‘human good and harm’. Both have in mind an
analogy with plants, which have certain basic needs such as water
and sunlight, the provision or denial of which represents good or
bad for plants. Human beings have equivalent needs in terms of
which moral good and bad can be assessed. An individual action
can, therefore,; be morally evaluated according to whether it
promotes or denies the basic needs of a human being or beings;
doing either of these things will be a factual matter which will
entail a moral judgement. Thus, we have an absolute morality
applying to all men at all times irrespective of circumstances,
since all men have the same basic needs. Such absolutism has
undeniable advantages. There are no problems (as there are for
Humeans) with other people’s beliefs and practices that we find
abhorent - like Nazism or primitive ways of dealing with unwanted
babies - which can simply be dismissed as immoral. If
alternative moralities cannot be reduced to the universal one,
they can be rejected as wrong. Finally, there is a decision
procedure that can, in principle, resolve all moral disputes.
This approach has much in common with that of traditional Natural

Law thinkers like Thomas Aquinas, from where perhaps the
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inspiration came, but for the purposes of this discussion it can
be grouped along with other absolute moralities which have much
less in common with Natural Law. The obvious example here is
Utilitarianism, where the absolute good is not human flourishing
but human happiness. (It should be noted that the only concern
here is with Utilitarianism as an account of what morality , or
necessarily is; choosing to regard human happiness, or human
filourishing etc., as one’s ultimate good is a separate matter.)

But although the absolutists rightly emphasise the problem
of content in Hare’s position, they cannot provide an adequate
solution. Their alternatives are either too narrow or too broad.
If *happiness’ or ‘flourishing’ or ‘good and harm® are taken in
the narrow senses we often take them in everyday conversation,
then they could not possibly cover all that people value or
regard as morally significant. Philippa Foot sometimes talks as
though the most important moral consideration was physical
injury, but many would regard any physical injury, and even
death, as a trivial matter compared with the loss of their souls
or their honour. We might even conceive of a society where it
was believed that a person’s reward in Heaven was directly
proportional to the physical suffering they had endured in this
life, and where, in consequence, physical injury was not regarded
as a bad thing. On the other hand, if we interpret ‘happiness’
or ‘flourishing® or Foot’s ‘good and harm’® sufficiently widely to
embrace most people’s highest values, then the terms would become
meaningless. We cannot talk of the ffacts’ or human flourishing
or happiness or good and harm if different people have quite
different conceptions of these things. Anscombe, in the article

where she proposes ‘human flourishing® as the absolute good, goes



- 191 -
on to admit that she cannot define it [41; and as we saw in the
previous section, there are any number of different and
incompatible accounts of what human flourishing is [51. BPRut if
this is so, then how can the ‘corvect’® account of human
flourishing {(or happiness or good and harm) be established? We
cannot use the ‘facts’ of flourishing or happiness or good and
harm as a standard, for it is just these *facts’® that are in
dispute. And if a particular interpretation is simply laid down
as the ‘correct’ one, then this can onluy be a narrow and partisan
view, which has tpo answer the guestion of Bernard Williams
(quoted in the Introduction) which asks by what right anyone
legislates in these matters; tp which no remotely adequate answer
seems possible.

Thus, we have two broad positions, Humean and absolutist,
which are diametrically opposed. There is, however, a third
position lying somewhere between the two. This has been
developed by such philosophers as Peter Winch, D.Z. Phillips and
Howard Mounce and R.W. Beardsmore [4]1, and derives largely from
the work of Wittgenstein. W.D. Hudson offers reasons for
believing that Wittgenstein would not have agreed with them [71;
nevertheless it will be convenient to refer to this agroup as
*Wittgensteinians’. What they have done is to take
Wittgenstein’s analysis of the rules of language and applied it,
as far as possible, to the rules of morality. Just as
Wittgenstein argqued that the essence of the rules of language is
that they are shared and grow out of shared practices and a
shared way of life, so they have argued that moral rules only
have meaning within the context of shared moral practices, a

shared way of life. Phillips and Mounce (who we may take as
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representative of this group) state, somswhat baldly, that there
are no such things as ‘theories of goodness’® {(Morad Practices, p.
60) and what they seem to mean by this is that an abstract set of
rules, divorced from any practice, can have no sense, cannot
constitute a morality. Hare’s position implies that an
individual can, so to speak, step outside of morality and make a
choice of commitments; but Phillips and Mounce deny this
possibility. For them, one can no more step outside of morality
than one can step outside language, and one can no more have a
private morality than one can have a private language. They
argue that a morality must be embedded in a way of life so that
our moral understanding is part of our understanding of the
world., Facts and values do not come in separate boxes but are
bound together within moral practices. We do not learn the facts
of lying, stealing, cruelty and murder, and then go on to learn
that these things are wrong. We learn fact and evaluation
together, and employ concepts that are both factual and possess
moral import: ‘deceit’, ‘kindness’, "murder’® and the rest. These
concepts have a crucial role in moral reasoning:

Such concepts as sincerity, honesty, courage,

ioyalty, respect and, of course, a host of

gthers, provide the kind of background

necessary in order to make sense of rules as

moral principles. It does not follow that all

the possible features of such backgrounds need

to be present in every case. The important

point to stresg is that unless the given rule

has some relation to such backgrounds, we

would not know what is meant by calling it a
moral principle. Moral Practices, p. 47

To make moral judgements some such background needs to be taken

for granted:

In order for a man to hold a moral position at
all, there must be certain things it does not
make sense for him to guestion. In our
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society, for example, it does not make sense to

ask whether honesty is in general good, or

murder bad, or generosity admirable.

Yorsd Fractices, pp. 17/18

Phillips and Mounce argue that the moral judgements are not
syllogistically derived from moral principles, but are
applications of these concepts. Thus, to call something ®lying’
or ‘murder’ is both to describe and evaluate at the same time.
There is, then, no gulf between fact and values; though things
can only be true within the context of particular moral
practices. What can count as a morally significant fact varies
from practice to practice, and there can be no facts of this kind
that have a necessary moral significance for all men independent
of any moral practices. There is, therefore, no position outside
moral practices from which different moralities can be compared
and judged. This means that fundamental moral disputes involving
different moral practices may end in a deadlock which no facts or
form of reasoning can overcome. And this is not only true of

disputes betuween different cultures, but also of disputes within

a culture.

11

It should be clear from previous chapters that it is the
iast of these three positions that is closest to the view of
morality that informs this work. BPut the Wittgensteinian
position will not do as it stands. It has substantial weaknesses
that need to be overcome before it can be accepted. The
Wittgensteinians go to some lengths to refute the positions

represented by Foot and Hare. Put though they are effective
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against Foot, their attempts to refute Hare are rather less
successful. On two issues especially - the fact/value
relationship and the possibility of individual moral autonomy -
their arguments seem to create more problem than they solve.
Phillips and Mounce in particular attack Hare vigorously for
maintaining a strict divorce between fact and value. BPBut this
does not seem entirely fair, for their own position insists, in
sharp contrast to such as Anscombe and Foot, that there can be no
necessary connections between facts and moral conclusions
independent of moral practices. But it is just at this absolute
level, the same level as Foot and Anascombe and in direct
rasponse to views such as theirs, that Hare is dealing; uwhereas
Phillips and Mounce are dealing in relative terms, at the level
of societies and social groups. All they are doing is
substituting social convention for individual decision, and to
say that within moral practices people, so to speak, fuse the
descriptive and the evaluative in various ways does not
necessarily contradict Hare’s view that ultimately there are no
necessary connections. In other words, the two positions are not
strictly comparable because they are operating on different
levels. They are also not comparable in a second sense. When
Phillips and Mounce speak of deriving moral judgements from fact
within moral practices, they are not using ‘fact’ in the way Hare
uses it. The sort of ‘facts’ they have in mind would include
such as ‘he is lying’ and ‘she has committed murder’. But as uwe
saw in Chapter Four, the use of morally charged terms such as
*lying’ and ‘murder’® alters the logic of apparantly descriptive
statements, so that although they mauy have a descriptive element

they cannot, strictly speaking, be descriptive or factual
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statements at all. It is, therefore, highly misleading of
Phillips and Mounce to speak of “facts’ in this way. It would be
better, perhaps to speak of them, as was suggested in that
earlier chapter, in terms of ‘quasi-description’ and
fquasi-facts’; and from which moral conclusions can be derived
because there is a moral content there already. Thus Phillips
and Mounce are not refuting Hare on this point, as they seem to
think they are.

The second point upon which the Wittgensteinians seek to
refute Hare is the possibility of the individual stepping aside
from whatever morality he has inherited and choosing the
principles he shall henceforth live by. They want to deny this
completely and to insist that personal decision has no part to
play in a person’s moral commitments. Thus Peardsmore writes:

Morality does not depend on decisions. On the contrary,
1f it means anything at all to speak of someone making a
moral judgement or reaching a moral decision, this is
because what he says can be understood as part of an
established morality ... no one decides what is to be
regarded as having moral significance ... what does and
does not count as a moral consideration is determined by
the way of life to which an individual belongs. Outside
some such way of life, there can be no connection between
facts and values, no connection between the reasons uwe
give and the judgements that we make. That is to say,
there can be no such things as a moral judgement ...
whatever a man’s convictions, they can only be understood
in so far as they are founded on socially accepted
standards. Otherwise they would not be moral convictions
at all. Moral Reasoning pp. 134&130/1 [81
Decision, therefore, is confined to choice of acting within a
morality, and the notion of deciding between moralities, or
principles or practices, is unintelligible since such deciding
cannot of necessity form part of an established morality, an

established way of 1life.

The impossibility of detachment, of standing aside from
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one’s values, is connected the Wittgensteinian’s insistence that
only by taking certain things for granted is morality possible at
all. Together, these rule out any deliberation upon, or
questioning of our commitments; as Beardsmore makes ciear:

Would it, for instance, make sense to suppose

that a man brought up to regard suicide, murder

and adultery as evils, might somehow get

outside these values and ask himself whether

they were not perhaps virtues. It should be

clear that on my account such a question would

be incoherent. I am maintaining that the

events in a man’s life, the decisions he makes,

his problems and judgements, have the

significance for him that they do, only by

reference to his moral viewpoint. 5o it is by

no means clear what it could mean to suppose

that he might simply set himself to question

the worth of his viewpoint.

Moral Reasoning p.79

This is not to say, however, that no gquestioning of basic
principles is possible, but it is only possible from within the
embrace of another moral commitment; so that the mere questioning
of owr assumptions implies that we have already abandoned them in
favour of others. Phillips and Mounce show this in their
discussion of family commitments (Mora/ APractices p 116); and
they go on to argue that because modern society is so complex it
is possible to judge one moral practice from within another,
which gives rise to the illusion that we can deliberate upon and
choose our moral principles, an illusion which is the basis of
Hare’s mistaken account. Hare’s case, they insist, "involves the
assumption that moral values come into our minds from nowhere®
(p. 117}, which cannot be the case.

The overwhelming emphasis of the Wittgensteinians on the
morality we are brought up to accept suggests some difficulty in

explaining moral change, both individual and social, and also

moral communication. Beardsmore can only understand a change of
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moral view as something like a religious conversion, where:

Though the change in the convert’s views may

be a radical one, it is clear that it does not

depend on a ‘decision of principle’ in Hare’s

sense.

Moral Aessoning, p. 90

so that individual moral change can, on this account, only be
explained in terms of some kind of wholesale Kuhknian
‘gestalt-switch’. And Beardsmore reinforces this conclusion by
insisting that our values ‘determine our ideas of reality’ (p.
72). PBut if this is so, and inhabiting a different morality
involves inhabiting a different reality, then it becomes very
difficult to see how, on this account, people with different
moral views can make sense of each other. This is not in fact
what the Wittgensteinians say. Phillips and Mounce speak of
dialogue between different moral points of view, and of the
diversity of moral influences people feel (p. 10B). Yet such is
their stress upon intelligibility, upon things only making sense
in the context of the practices to which people belong, that the
thrust of their argument seems to point in the opposite
direction, such that intelligibility is at least a problem.
Their argument rather moves towards the conclusion that the kind
of detachment Hare requires can only put the individual in a
position:

«e« like that of a man who has no moral

practice of his own, and who can only look upon

the practices of others ... To such a person,

moral judgements would be unintelligible.

lorgdy, p. 18
They see moral change as evolutionary, dependent upon the

evolution of practices in which individuals play no conscious

part. Man does not decide his morality, but has it determined by
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his social circumstances:
Furthermore, any set of values which one can

imagine will have a similar relation to some

set of social conditions. This is why we have

said that values are to be understood as they

arise within ways of life, or, as we have

described them, moral practices, which occur at

definite times and at definite places.

l6rdy p. 117
This could be interpreted in the sense of Hegel’'s remark that a
man can no more jump out of his own time than he can jump out of
his own skin, and as such might pass as a general insight into
the human condition. But as a necessary truth it is quite
unnacceptably deterministic. Taken in conjunction with the rest,
it would appear that we are all locked in cultural cages from
which there is no escape, while if a person could step outside he
would be condemned to a moral wilderness from which there is no
return.

This is hardly credible. Phillips and Mounce, like all
Wittgensteinians, put great stress on how we learn things. But
they seem to stop at a point somewhat short of maturity. We do,
after all, grow up; we do reflect upon our moral inheritance,
sometimes modify it or even reject it; we do deliberate and make
moral choices, and sometimes we are influenced by ‘theories of
goodness’. Furthermore, if we are confined to practices outside
of which we cannot step, and if practices are inseparable from
established ways of life, then it would seem that a revolutionary
new morality is a logical impossibility. But this alsc seems
implausible in the light of some fairly obvious historical
evamples: Stoics, Cynics and Epicurians, Christianity and

Utilitarianiem, Marx and Nietzsche. Phillips and Mounce do not,

and perhaps cannot, take account of these, though R.T.
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Peardsmore, in his Moral Ressoning does make some attempt, at
least admitting to the problem. Peardsmore says a little about
both Christianity and Neitzsche. In both cases he stresses the
continuity with what he has gone before, but essentially missing
the point, at least the point being made here. He cannot say in
either case that those aspects that are not continuous, that are
radical departures, were based upon established ways of life.

Part of the reason why the Wittgensteinians fail to cope
with radical moral change is that they dismiss any alternative
source of morality beyond established practices as an absurd
conjuring of values out of nowhere, thereby denying the
possibilities of moral reflection and moral imagination. But
even given their strict interpretation of the relationship
between meaning and social context there seems nothing
impossible, or even implausible about ap individual reflecting
upon his duties and coming to conclusions at variance with his
inherited code. An individual may, for example, reflect upon and
reject an obligation to pursue a vendetta by killing another for
the sake of family honour. He may convince others of the
stupidity and waste of the practice and help to bring about what
amounts to a moral revolution in his society, without any
recourse to values plucked from the air. The likeliest outcome
is not the assertion of new values, but a change in what that
society counts as “honour’, etc. Radical differences betuween
moralities very rarely turn on absclute contradictions, such as
Aristotle’s view of pride as a virtue compared with Augustine’s
view of pride as the fundamental sin. Rather, they turn upon
differences of priority and differences of application. The

Wittgensteinians ignore this fact and distort the nature or moral
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difference by the way they develop their doctrine of the
necessity of certain things having to be taken for granted,
having been drilled into us at childhood, for there to be any
morality at all. The sorts of things they believe need to be
taken for granted is apparent from a passage gquoted earlier:
In order for a man to hold a moral position at
all, there must be certain things it does not
make sense for him to question. In our
society, for example, it does not make sense to
ask whether honesty is in general good, or
murder bad, or generosity admirable.
Vorad FPractices, p. 17-18
But this is a most peculiar way to characterise our morality,
since it would be difficult to find any morality that does not
regard honesty as good, or murder bad, or generosity admirable.
Where the differences lie is in the fact that other societies and
other moralities have different ideas as to what counts as murder
or honesty or generosity, and this goes for a host of other such
concepts; and they differ too in what values they take to be more
important than others. Furthermore, as the Wittgensteinians
themselves emphasise, we do not learn morality by learning
principles such as ‘cruelty is wrong’ or "honesty is good’, we
learn that 475 action is cruel and rFAs¢ action honest. In other
words, what we learn is a set of applications identified in
particulars, which in due course we learn to eupress in terms of
principles. Now if moral differences do not depend upon
disagreements over such principles as ‘murder is wrong® and
‘honesty is good® but upon the interpretation of such principles,
then it puts the problem of individual decision and creativity,
and the possibility of radical moral change, in quite a different
light. While it may be true that we cannot question that murder

is wrong or honesty is good, we can perfectly well question the



- 201 -
interpretation of those principles which we have inherited.
There is no reason why the individual cannot decide to extend or
modify or reject and replace any given set of applications,
without having to wait for new practices to have established
themselves to give his ideas meaning. Nor is there any reason
the individual cannot look ahead to possible futures and possible
practices more ideal in his eyes than those which prevail, and
adopt new values accordingly. The Wittgensteinians do not
demonstrate the impossibility of any of this. Their attempt to
deny any role for individual decision, or meaning to any moral
view not embedded in established practices, must therefore be
counted a failure.

The failure of the Wittgensteinians to bring out the
crucial significance of differences of application and priority
is a major flaw in their theory, and it is connected with a more
serious weakness. This arises from a failure to distinguish
properly between moral statements that are tautclogies and those
which are genuine judgements. We have just seen Phillips and
Mounce make the points that the goodness of honesty or the
wrongness of murder could not be sensibly questioned in our
zsociety, as though they could be in other societies. But this is
to treat the goodness of honesty and the badness of muwrder as
though they were moral judgements, when earlier in their work
(see Moral FPractices Chapter 1) they treat such statements, quite
correctly, as tautologies. BPBeardsmore is similarly in error in a
passage quoted earlier where he denies the possibility of anyone
brought up to believe in the evil or murder, suicide or adultery
changing their mind on these matters. Again this is wrongly

equating ‘murder is wrong’, which is tautologous, with ‘suicide
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is wrong’ which is a genuine moral judgement; one could not
change one’s mind about the first, but one could about the second
(as people do), but this is nothing to do with upbringing. In a
similar way, Peardsmore uses the impossibility of anyone
‘deciding’ that murder was wrong quite illegitimately to suggest
the absurdity of anyone deciding on their own moral principles:
...While it makes perfectly good sense to talk
of someone having decided to watch television
or go to the pub, or of his having been forced
to decide between doing his duty or taking the
easy way out, I think that we should be less
willing to talk of having decided that murder
is evil, for example, or of his having adopted
this as his standard. We should not know what
to make of someone who talked as if the content
of moral laws were dependent on the individual
will in this sort of way.
Moral Reasoning p. 31
This is more than just a simple mistake, since these writers all
go on to assume that because the goodness of honesty and the
badness of murder cannot be questioned, then things which are
moral judgements — such as the wrongness of abortion within
Catholicism and the special treatment of fathers within family
life - cannot be questioned either. In other words, they are
using one piece of logic to justify assumptions about matters
which are governed by quite different logics. In fact several
very different things are being confused; on the one hand there
are tautologies like ‘murder is wrong’, while on the other there
are principles which we are brought up to accept, and could be
otherwise, and there are systems of belief. In consequence, they
are confusing what cannot be questioned because it is illogical
to do so, with what people do not question because it is part of

their way of life and/or part of their faithy the former cannot

be questioned, while the latter can be.
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Part of the reason for this confusion is that the
Wittgensteinians are systematically ambiguous about systems of
belief, which they do not properly distinguish from practices and
their associated concepts and principles. They insist that a
moral concept or judgement can only have meaning against a
certain background. But sometimes this background is a network
of similar concepts, while at other times they talk, seemingly
interchangably, of ways of life, practices, moralities,
traditions and beliefs; and sometime these beliefs appear to be
of the ‘murder is wrong’ sort (i.e. tautological), sometimes of
the "parents are entitled to respect’ kind {(i.e. genuine moral
Jjudgements), while at other times they seem to have in mind
entire systems of belief such as Roman Catholicism or ‘scientific
materialism’. Yet, as we saw above, Phillips and Mounce are
dismissive of ‘theories of goodness’, and what they seem to be
sauing is (a) no theory can demonstrate any absolute value or set
of values, and (b) that abstract moral theories divorced from
ways of life are effectively meaningless. The first is true and
the second half-true (as we shall see below), but one or both
would seem to catch Roman Catholicism and ‘scientific
materialism’,; both of which they appear toc regard as legitimate
moralities. (They might argue that these have grown out of
religious and scientific practices, unlike more abstract
theories, but this hardly bears examination). Also caught would
be Utilitarianism, Marxism, the theories of Anscombe and Foote
and many more. It is difficult to see how the line is drauwn
between acceptable and unacceptable moral theories. Furthermore,
it would be hard to maintain that these theories of goodness,

however they are distinguished, necessarily cannot influence
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people’s thought and actionsg and if this is possible it needs
explaining. BPBoth these problems could be, if not solved, at
least illuminated by a clear distinction between ordinary moral
thinking and systems of belief.

A related area of difficulty surrounds the problem of
intelligibility. If moral rules are only intelligible within an
established practice, then any kind of stepping aside is
necessarily self-defeating, since the individual must render
himself incomprehensible to his fellows. But for this to be
true, one would presume that it would also have to be true that
incomprehension reigns as between conflicting moral practices and
points of view. But as we have suggested, the Wittgensteinians
are ambiguous on this point, insofar as they speak of
understanding, even dialogue, wﬁile the thrust of their arguments
seem to point in the opposite direction. They cannot have it
both ways: if other practices are incomprehensible, then it
would simply be consistent to deny intelligibility to stepping
aside; but if other practices do make sense, then so should
stepping aside. On the other hand, there is a problem about
intelligibility, but it only becomes clear when we separate
ordinary moral rules from related systems of belief. Another
culture which squates kindness with weakness may not be
attractive to us, but it presents no problems of understanding:
nor would a Spartan who rated physical courage above honesty
baffle an Athenian whose priorities were different. Where
comprehension is much more difficult is at the level of belief.
Mutual incomprehension between the Pagan and the Christian or the
Communist and the Nazi is much more understandable because they

see the world so differentlu: in a very real sense - to use
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Kuhn’s image which is more appropriate here than it is among
scientists with different theories - they occupy different
worlds. Thus, intelligibility is only a problem at the level of
systems of belief, not at the level of ordinary morality {(that is
the level of ordinary human intercourse that involves such
concepts as honesty, kindness, promise-keeping, murder,
hupocracy, etc.). The Wittgensteinians are ambiguous on this
matter because they run the two levels together.

The heart of the matter is the denial of the possibility
of stepping aside from or thinking beyond our moral commitments,
which effectively rules out any moral autonomy or radical moral
change. But the price of this denial iz a denial of the ocbvious.
People do on occasion choose their principles and moral
revolutions do occur. Furthermore, Phillips and Mounce cannot
talk of “any morality we can imagine’ or use Wittgenstein’s
technique of conceiving exotic societies with strange beliefs and
practices, which they do, and then go on to deny that the
individual can imagine and choose what has been imagined. They
cannot maintain their own moral detachment (which they would
consider, rightly, was essential for philosophy) and deny a
similar detachment to others who do not happen to have
philosophical purposes. In short, the Wittgensteinian attempt to
confine morality to shared practices seems to deny the individual
any possibility of freedom, choice, decision, deliberation,
self-consciousness or creativity in moral matters, to an extent

that is entirely implausible.
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All of which rather brings us back to Hare. But not pure
Hare. The Wittgensteinians are right to insist that not anything
can count as a moral rule, and also right to insist that
absolutism will not do as an alternative. GStressing the social
nature of morality, they can properly rule out ‘clap hands every
two hours® on its own as a moral rule which someone can, upon a
whim, simply choose; and also rule out the equally absurd notion
that we can have a society of morally autonomous individuals all
of whom have different values and follow different rules, which
Hare’s position does allow. They give the most convincing
account of ordinary morality and how we learn and sustain it.
What they cannot do is deny the individual the capacity to step
putside, deliberate and choose moral commitments that he has not
been brought up to, or are beyond his experience, or are embodied
in his own or another’s ‘theory of goodness’, in the way that
Hare allows. Phillips and Mounce may well be right to say (if 1t
is indeed what they are saying) that in practice one cannot
escape one’s own times, or even that, as a matter of fact,
individuals never think much beyond what is available in their
society; but philosophy is about the logically possible not the
practically possible. On the other hand, Phillips and Mounce are
surely right in insisting that morality is a social matter,
concerned with relationships betuween people, and adherence to a
theory of good that applies only to oneself and is
incomprehensible to others is in some way empty and without
validity. If, then, there is some truth in the position of Hare

on the one hand, and Phillips and Mounce on the other, a
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compromise or synthesis would seem to offer the best chance of a
clear understanding of morality.

In attempting to work out such a compromise we can begin
by accepting Phillips and Mounce’s analysis of what can be called
fordinary moral concepts’ - honesty, murder, courage and the rest
- and also Winch’s argument, which they refer to approvingly,
that certain of these concepts, luing and integrity for example,
must exist in some form for there to be any society at all [9L
Though different societies may mean different things by
‘honestuy’, ‘murder® and the rest, and though not all societies
will possess all the concepts, most will be common and some
essential in any community. These basic concepts are essentially
social. They are embodied in and take their meaning from
practices and ways of life such as family, friendshkip,; exchanging
goods, playing sports, pursuing occupations, etc. They are
quasi-descriptive concepts and we learn them through examples in
a manner that does not distinguish between fact and value. We
may live our lives and never gquestion them, muddle through
conflicts and dilemmas, and teach our children just what we were
taught. But not necessarily. For a multitude of reasons or for
no reason at all, we may reflect and reconsider and change our
minds. We may speculate, entertain theories, use our moral
imagination to conjure up ideal societes with ideal values which
we may adopt as our own. Yet clearly there are limits. If we had
a man before us who claimed to have a fully worked out personal
morality, but when asked what he understood by "honesty’,
‘courage’ or ‘kindness’ replied ‘clapping my hands every two
hours® we would dismiss him as a fool and conclude that he did

not know what morality was. The concepts of ordinary morality,
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embedded in and deriving their meaning from practices to which we
belong,'are the means by which we acquire a moral understanding
in the first place; and it is these which are necessarily the
foundation of our speculations. In other words, the speculations
of Hare’s choosing individual are parasitic upon and limited by
the conceptual background which he has inherited, even though his
final commitments may be very different from those he has been
brought up to value. This suggests a two-level view of morality,
with the Wittgensteinians accounting for the basic level and a
modified and limited version of Hare to account for the
speculating, choosing individual.

A two-level theory of morality is hardly new: examples can
be found from Plato to the later writings of R.M. Hare. Hare’s
version, most fully set cut in his book Aoral Thinking L10],
bears an initial resemblance to the theory being suggested here.
His first level is the level of “intuition’; that is, knowing
directly that something is right or wrong. This is not
Intuitionism, which misinterprets this phenomenon, since, as Hare
points put in an earlier work:

We have moral "intuitions’ because we have

learnt how to behave, and have different ones

according to how we have learnt to behave.

The Langusge af Narals p. b4.

The intuitive level derives from the morality we are brought up
to accept and reinforced by social convention; it is similar,
therefore, to what we have termed ‘ordinary morality’. The
second level is what Hare calls the ‘critical’ level, and it is
the level at which the individual submits his intuitions to
rational scrutiny, to what Hare calls ‘logic and the facts’, and

accepts such principles as survive such scrutiny. It is this
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second level that Hare regards as the superior; indeed, he goes
further:
Because intuitive moral thinking cannot be

self-supporting, whereas critical thinking can

be and is,; the latter is epistemologically

prior.

Aoral Thinking, p. 46
However, Hare has a rather narrow view of what constitutes ‘logic
and the facts’ which is closely connected with the growing
tendency towards moral absolutism which characterises his later
work, as is evidenced by his remark that:
... if we assumed a perfect command of logic

and the facts, they would constrain so severely

the moral evaluation that we can make; that in

practice we would be bound all to agree to the

same ones.

Moral Thinking, p. &

and by his tendency to dismiss those who do not share his values
as “fanatics® [111. But apart from the naivity of his beliefs in
a single universal rationality and a realm of pure facts together
pointing to unambiguous moral conclusions, it cuts straight
across his formal position, since it appears to deny the
individual the freedom to choose his own values and is a clear
violation of Hume’s law. If an individual does go beyond the
morality he has inherited, and beyond whatever alternatives may
be available in his society, he does not step into a world of
pure rationality and pure fact, but into the world of theory. If
the speculations of this individual are to be genuinely moral and
universal (as Hare would demand), he must engage in some form of
theorising, usually involving general considerations about the
nature of man and the world. This is because new values and

principles require Justificatioﬁ. The important point here is

that ordinary morality has no need to be justified theoretically;
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as supportive of and partly constitutive of a way of life further
justification is unnecessary, {(and thus has an arguably better
claim to epistemological priority than Hare’s ‘critical’
moralityl). To justify new values and new principles it is
necessary that facts and values be fused artificially, a process
that necessitates a theoretical framework to relate the concepts
in a coherent whole. Put another way, theory-based concepts must
replace or be grafted onto the quasi-descriptive concepts that
are naturally at home in practices. However, acceptance of these
pseudo-descriptive concepts involves belief in the wider theory,
which is not the case with ordinary morality. Hence the second
level may be seen as predominantly one of ethical theory and
belief, the domain of the moralist, theclogian and political
theorist, as well as of the individual in search of fresh
principles. This second level is not conceived of as being in
any way superior to the first. Indeed, being abstract it lacks
the fullness of meaning characteristic of ordinary morality, it
has its boundaries of intelligibility set by ordinary morality

and to that extent it is parasitic upon ordinary morality.

2. Morality and Ethical Belief.

We now have a two-level theory of morality, with a concept
of ordinary morality based on practices, and a second level of
ethical belief within which ideclogy may be located. Houwever,
neither Hare nor Foot nor the Wittgensteinians seem to see any
point in distinguishing between ordinary moral rules and ethical
belief. One of the few recent thinkers who do, and who can
therefore give us a point of departure for looking at ethical

belief, is Peter Strawson.
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Peter Strawson examines this question interestingly in
his paper ‘Social Morality and Personal Ideal” [121, though he
does not come to any very definite conclusion. Several examples
are offered of ideal images of forms of life that may capture our
‘ethical imaginations’® at different times:

The ideas of self-obliterating devotion to
duty or service to others; of personal honour
and magnimanity; of asceticism, contemplation,
retreat; of action, dominance and power; of the
cultivation of ‘an exquisite sense of the
luxurious’; of simple human solidarity and
cooperative endeavour; of a refined complexity
of social existence; of a constantly maintained
and renewed sense of affinity with natural
things - any of these ideas, and a great many
others too, may form the core and substance of
a personal ideal. (p. 26)

He goes on:

I think there can be no doubt that what I have
been talking about falls within the region of
the ethical ... Whether it falls within the
region of the moral, however, is something that
may be doubted. ... I should first like to say
something about this region of the ethical. It
could also be characterised as a region in
which there are truths which are incompatible
with each other. There exist, that is to say,
many profound general statements which are
capable of capturing the ethical imagination in
the same way as it may be captured by those
ideal images of which I spoke. They often take
the form of general descriptive statements
about man and the world. They can be
incorporated into a metaphysical system, or
dramatized in a religious or historical myth.
(p.28)

Thus, Strawson clearly differentiates between the ‘region of the
ethical’ and the sphere of morality. The region of the ethical

embraces a wide variety of phenomena: ideclogies, religions,

myths, visions and images of all kinds. Many of these may
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capture the same ethical imagination at different times, yet they
cannot be simplu all put together to form a composite whole, and
this:

may be expressed by saying that the region of
the ethical is the region where there are
truths but no truth ....{p.2%)

Strawson gives the example of the encounter between Bertrand
Russell and D.H. Lawrence, one representing the life of reason
the other the life of instinct, where they failed to find common
grounds

The clash was a clash of two irreconcilable
views of man, twp irreconcilable atttitudes.
The spectator familiar with both mau say:
Russell is right; he tells the truth; he speaks
for civilization. He may also say: Lawrence is
rights; he tells the truth; he speaks for life.
The point is that he may say both things. It
would be absurd to hope for a reconcilliation
of the two conflicting attitudes. It is not
absurd to desire that both should exist in
conflict.

The region of the ethical, then, is a
region of diverse, certainly incompatible and
possibly practically conflicting ideal images
or pictures of a human life, or of human lifej
and it is a region in which many such
incompatible pictures may secure at least the
imaginative, though doubtless not often the
practical, allegiance of a single person.

{(p.29)

But what then is morality? Strawson is not certain, but he offers
one ‘widely accepted’ account, namely, that morality is the:

...rules or principles governing human
behaviour which apply universally within a
community or class. The class may be variously
thought of as a definite social group or the
human species as a whole or even the entire
class of rational beings. It is not obvious
how these contrasting conceptions, or diversity
or ideal and of community of rule, are related
to each otheri and in fact, I think, the
relationship is complicated. {p.30)

Strawson is offering what has been called a ‘highway code’ view
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of morality; that is, the bare rules of honesty, refraining from
harming others, etc. ete., which make social life possible.
However, there is no corresponding attempt to define the region
of the ethical. Nor is there any attempt to characterise in
broad terms the relationship between the two regions. The
relationship is, as Strawson says many times, a very complicated
one. But instead of tackling it, he avoids it, choosing instead
to affirm his own belief in a society where a variety of ideals
is tolerated and deploring totalitarian societies where it is
not; i.e. he affirms his own Liberalism. PBut at least some
attempt must be made to state, if only crudely, what the
relationship between morality and the ‘sphere of the ethical’
might be.

We might begin by examining a distinction that Strawson
does not consider, between the nature and origin of moral rules
on the one hand, and their justification on the other. We can
dispense with Strawson’s functional ‘highway code’ and substitute
the notion of ‘ordinary morality’ based on the Wittgensteinian
analysis outlined above. This complicates the matter slightly,
since the Wittgenseinians insists on seeing moral rules,
concepts, beliefs and practices as a single whole. Houwever,
ruleé and their justification can always be separated
analytically. The inclination to see them as inseparable is
countered by the fact that any given set of rules can be
justified in a number of different ways. Furthermore, while it
is difficult and perhaps (as Peter Winch has argued) impossible
to conceive of a society devoid of any moral rules, we can quite
easily conceive of one possessed of a morality but devoid of

associated justificatory beliefs. Indeed, we could construct an
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ideal case where a society has a morality that has simply grown
out of its way of life and is entirely innocent of theory. We
might then imagine an individual who for some reason (perhaps
inspired by his travels) wishes to change the way of life by
changing moral behaviour. To convince others, and perhaps
himself, of the need for change he must produce some theory or
vision or other form of ethical belief to justify the new values
as against the old. This in turn may provoke another, who,
seeing this as an undesirable threat to his way of life, produces
a rival theory which justifies the morality that already exists.
Strawson’s ‘sphere of the ethical’ embraces the whole range of
beliefs and values - ideals, myths, religions and ideologies -
all of which justify moral codes of different kinds. In the
light of such beliefs existing rules may be justified; or they
may be modified and reorganised; or they may be rejected and
replaced by something else.

The idea that moral innovation can be conceived
theoretically and then imposed upon practice is ruled out by the
Wittgensteinian position. As we have seen, they argue that
thinking beyond established morality is unintelligible, and that
there can be no "theories of goodness® (which, if taken to mean
that absolutist ethics are not philosophically viable, is not
here doubted, but for the purposes of this part of the discussion
it will be taken to mean that any substantive ethical theory is
unintelligible simply because it is abstract). This view is
partly correct and partly incorrect. The correctness can be seen
by comparing ‘ordinary morality’ with abstract theory.

The notion of society is closely bound up with the notion

of shared rules of conduct. 5Social life would be inconceivable



without some version of such moral rules as not telling lies or
stealing and keeping promises. These rules must be part of
people’s lives, figure in judgements of each others characters
and regulate conduct in a more detailed way than could possibly
be covered by a formal legal system, or subject to the whim of a
Hobbesian sovereign. What matters is the detailed application of
what stealing, keeping promises, etc. means in particular
circumstances familiar to those belonging to a particular
community. The reality of moral life is in human practices, and
the articulation of the rules in a code always to some extent
misses this. Artificially constructed codes are even more remote
from reality, to the extent that as they stand without embodyment
in practices they are virtually meaningless. The point is that
any set of written rules can always be interpreted in many
different wauys, (otherwise the notion of ‘working to rule’ as a
trade union weapon would be absurd). Furthermore, it is in the
detail that we learn morality, at our mother’s knee, or perhaps
across our father’s; but either way it is not from books. The
theory of ‘universality’® may say something about the logic of
moral judgments, but, as Pernard Williams implies, {in the
passage quoted in the Introduction) it does not touch the
reality.

Where the Wittgensteinian view is wrong is in its
insistance on the unintelligibility of moral thinking beyond
established practices. The new moral rules that may flow from
such thinking may be deficient in meaning, in the sense that
their abstraction makes their application necessarily uncertain,
but they are not thereby unintelligible. This is not a trivial

distinction, since the implication of characterising something as
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unintelligible is that it is irredeemably so; whereas any
abstract code can, over time, acquire a set of applications -
though never a definitive one - and be embodied in practices.
Thus we may reject or modify our inherited morality in the light
of reflection, and perhaps under the influence of some theory.
Artificial codes may indeed, over time; become, so to speak,
‘operationalised’, mixing with or replacing traditional rules.
But as such they are not a morality in themselves. Knowing Aow to
be moral is not reducible to the ability to articulate a set of
rules. HMorality can exist independent of any articulation of its
rules, let alone any theory or beliefs, to give it support:
though no doubt one would be hard pressed to discover an example
of such a completely independent morality. The important point
is that it is possible in principle, and therefore while morality
is arguably a necessary feature of any social life, theories or
beliefs which justify or otherwise sustain it are not.

Popular morality does evolve over time, and many factors
are involved. The implication of the Wittgensteinian view, that
changes in ethical belief cannot influence this evolution, is
inherently implausible. No doubt there were young Philosophical
Radicals who deliberately went about making felicific
calculations in the Penthamite manner and acting accordingly; and
it could hardly be doubted that Polshevik Marxism has had its
impact on the morality of ordinary Russians. On the other hand,
given that an abstract morality is open to an indefinite number
of interpretations the notion of simply ‘putting theory into
practice’ has little plausibility either. The reality would seem
to be a complex interplay between ordinary morality and ethical

belief with each continually modifying the other. Ethical
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beliefs (especially religious) may become to a greater or lesser
extent embodied in practices, but become changed in the process;
values and concepts may become detached from their original
setting and become part of the moral consciousness of many who do
not adhere to the original belief, as is often true of Christian
values in the modern world. What constitutes ordinary morality
at any given time or place may, therefore, comprise a mixture of
values, beliefs and rules from various sources. PBut rarely, if
ever, 1is ordinary morality constituted by some tightly integrated
theory. It is rather a collection of applications giving rise to
a set of intuitions, and capable of existing independently of
some or all of the beliefs that attach to them. In consequence,
the relationship between any given ethical belief and the
ordinary morality it seeks to influence is always a complex one.
This is the advantage of the ideal case which contrasts a pure
ordinary morality of practice—based rules and quasi-descriptive
concepts that are not bound together by any theory, with a pure
theoretical construction with its pseudo-descriptive concepts and
explanations. It is only in this abstract way that we can
generalise about the relationship between ideology and ordinary

morality.

11

An ideology belongs to the sphere of ethical belief, and
as such always justifies one moral position as against another.
It either justifies what exists or else some alternative. At the
same time, ideology is parastitic upon ordinary moralitu, even

where it seeks to replace it; and it is dependent in two clear
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and related senses. The first we have already discussed, which
is that ideology has to be intelligible in terms of the
prevailing morality, the limits of its intelligibility being set
by the extent to which established moral concepts can be
stretched. Its values must make sense to people in terms of
those values they already possess; it must bridge the gap betuween
what exists and what is proposed. In the ideal case people would
not understand, let alone be influenced by an ideology unless it
made moral sense to them. The ideologist must, so to speak, stay
in touch with the moral understanding from which he seeks to
depart; his ideas must be a plausible development of that
understanding if they are to be comprehensible.

The second sense in which ideology is parasitic upon
ordinary morality arises from the fact that ideoclogy must not
merely be comprehensible but must also be persuaéive, and to
achieve this it must engage the moral intuitions of those it
seeks to influence. The morality we grew up with equips us with
such intuitions, so that in most ordinary circumstances we ‘know’
directly what is right and wrong. These intuitions also operate
in respect of theories. 7o take an obvious example: an
individual is convinced of the truth of classical Utilitarian
ethics, until the well-known case is put to him of the healthy
- person entering a hospital ward where each patient needs a
different kind of transplant and where the greatest happiness of
the greatest number is clearly best served by cutting up the
healthy individual and distributing him around the ward. Now
unless he is a blind fanatic, the Utilitarian will "know’ that,
whatever his theory might say, this must be wrong, and that he

must abandon his theory or modify it so that cutting up people is
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not seen as promoting the general good. To be persuasive an
ideology must not run directly counter to people’s deep-rooted
moral attitudes. But they can be manipulated in various ways;
one of which is to present the situation where action is needed
as one where normal standards do not apply. Thus, the Irish
terrorist who kills a British soldier will not admit to murder
because he is ‘on active service’ in any Tarmy’ (the Irish
Republican Army or the Irish National Liberation Army) which is
engaged in a ‘war’® where killing an ‘enemy soldier’® of the ‘army
of occupation’ is a legitimate act; others killed are either
‘civilian casualities’ or else have been ‘executed’ for informing
or other ‘capital crimes’. The basic attitudes of ordinary
morality are not being challenged here, but they are being taken
account of by defining the situation in such a way that they do
not apply.

However, the ideologist must not just avoid running
directly counter to the intuitions of those he would influence,
but must directly engage them. In the case of the Republican
cause in Northern Ireland the minority population feels itself to
be discriminated against in a way that would not prevail if
Ireland were politically united. Their case could be interpreted
in terms of the denial of those civil rights enjoued by other
U.K. citizens; but a radical nationalist ideology offers a wider
interpretation in terms of the denial of national rights and the
inevitable oppression of a subject people by an imperialist
power. In Weimar Germany, the horrors of defeat and economic
collapse could be ‘explained’ by the Nazis in terms of betrayal
and conspiracy by race-enemies. And for the misery and squalor

created by early industrialisation, socialists offered
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‘explanations’ in terms of the evils of the capitalist system.
In all these cases people ‘knew’ that something was wrong, that
their world had become morally incoherent [131, because their
ordinary sense of right and wrong told them so quite
independently of any theory. To be effective ideology must make
use of such intuitions. It must explain why the world is morally
incoherent, or else in what way a coherent world is threatened;
and that explanation must be of such a kind that guarantees the
efficacy of appropriate action that will create or preserve a
world that will satisfy those prior intuitions. This is also
true where the individual has no initial sense of moral
incoherence and only acquires one when the ideclogist says, ‘see
the world #47/5 way’® and its moral inadequacy stands out; it is
still a prior moral understanding that has to be engaged, and, if
necessary, manipulated.

We might put this another way by saying that what the
ideclngist must do is to lock a set of pseudo-descriptive
concepts onto the individual’s prior set of quasi-descriptive
anes, thereby converting a moral understanding into an
ideoclogical one. AQuasi-descriptive concepts are the concepts of
ordinary morality - honesty, cruelty, murder and the like -
where, as the Wittgensteinians suggest, the descriptive and the
evaluative are fused, so that in using them we both describe and
evaluate at the same time. Put while such concepts have
conceptual links with each other they do not form part of an
explanatory theory about human reality. Sometimes theories of
this kind are said to be implicit, but this cannot be shown to be
necessarily so. It is perfectly possible to imagine a morality

without the benefit of theory, i.e. the ideal case, so that the
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relationship with theory can at best only be a contingent one;
and if only one possible theory could be derived from a morality
it would hardly be implicit, in which case an indefinite number
of other theories would be consistent with it. Pesides,
moralities are never that rigid. Even within a closely knit
community people differ over what is right or wrong in particular
situations, and who is absoclutely right is impossible to
determine. We are also, with guasi-descriptive concepts, more or
less aware of their essentially evaluative nature. We know that
telling lies is wrong, but telling ‘white lies’ is not so wrong.
We know that justified killing is not murder, and that ‘being
cruel to be kind’ is not true cruelty. This iz very different in
the case of ideological concepts, such as proletarian and
bourgeois, Aryan and Jew, ‘the people’, ‘rational government’, a
*free society’ and ‘ftrue democracy’, all of which present
themselves as wholly descriptive concepts and take their meaning
from a purportedly objective account of the world. These are
psgudo—-descriptive concepts, for the very reason that they
proclaim themselves to be what they are not. Thus, for ideology
to take hold of an individuals mind the quasi-descriptive
concepts of his prior moral outlook must be harnessed to a
theoretical understanding of reality in terms of concepts whose
ethical purpose is disguised. Good and evil thereby becomes
implicit in the world, and the need for action is presented as
growing directly out of the reality the individual faces. And
this is perhaps part of the reason why, as with religion and

myth, ideology motivates so powerfully.
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Along with the great diversity of actual moralities has
gone an, if anything, greater diversity of theories and beliefs
associated with them. Religious beliefs and political beliefs,
myths, doctrines and ideals of all sorts exist in profusion, and
seem to answer to a persistent need, albeit a contingent need, to
give morality a particular content and a foundation. Whatever
need or needs these beliefs do answer to - sustain social life,
explain a confusing world, make sense of evil, give life meaning,
facilitate group action, and perhaps others - they are deeply
important to us. So much so that we require that they give a
foundation to morality as deep-rooted and secure as human thought
can conceive; that is, the moral order must be seen to grow
directly out of reality itself, either natural or supernatural.
Put in the nature of things this is not possible and consequently
all such beliefs, however they may be presented, must ultimately
be sustained by faith.

Religions, myths and ideclogies are all, in one way or
another, concerned with determining, justifying and securing
commitment to & morality. Religion has always sought to embrace
the whole of human experience, including the morality of everyday
life. Indeed, it was once held that common morality could not
exist without religious sanction: John Locke would not extend
toleration to atheists because they could have no obligation to
keep promises or contracts, threatening the very existence of
society [143; many late Victorian intellectuals, like Mathew
Afnold [15], agonising over the conflict between science and

religion, emphasised the social necessity of religion even when
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they could no longer accept its truth. Ideclogies, while they
may embrace all aspects of social life, including personal
relationships, tend to centre upon the political order,
moralising the political by evaluating actions, policies and
institutions in terms of a moral order. PBut that moral order
must be firmly embedded in reality, in the nature of things; a
circumstance guaranteed by an appeal to what the community will
accept as genuine knowledge of that reality. The ideclogist must
appear to be making & contribution to objective knowledge. But
ideologies are not concerned with knowledge for its own sake.
They are action-guiding theories which divide the world into good
and evil, friend and enemy. They determine the believer’s moral
and political identity: whose side he is on, his place in the
world, in the story, in the struggle, in history. Their function
is to point the way, to arouse and above all to justify. They
use every device to persuade and inflame, which is why they are
so often decked out with analogy and metaphor, muthic dramas and
utopian tableaux. These are necessary, for we no longer live in
a world where within communities all share the same morality and
the same beliefs, but in a more complex world where moralities
overlap and systems of belief compete for adherents. There is a
chaos of faiths, religious and ideological.

Morality is about rules. Put in a confusing world the
problem of by what rules we should conduct our lives,
individually or collectively, is acute. It is argued by some
that we all can be and ought to be moral self-legislators. But
this iz not only unrealistic in practice but logically doubtful;
if the basis of morality is shared practices it hardly makes

sense to say that everyone could, let alone should, be going
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their own way, playing a different game. (Such basically Kantian
notions of absolute moral autonomy gain plausibility from the
unspoken assumption that there is an absolute rational morality
which all reasonable men will, upon reflection, approximate to.)
Yet a total reliance upon traditional morality, mother’s-knee
morality, is in some ways equally unrealistic, particularly in a
rapidly changing world. Morality grows and changes as people
respond, with unavoidable creativity, to new situations. We
cannot, collectively at least, simply shed our moral inheritance;
at the same time we still have a large measure of free choice.
Ethical belief bridges that gap, though in time beliefs may
interpret traditional values out of existence and replace them.
The sphere of ethical belief is a complex one of theories,
religions, myths, ideclogies, doctrines and ideals, and it
operates at different levels. At the most comprehensive level is
religion and ideclogy, either of which can embrace the other
forms. To fix the position of ideology within the sphere of the

ethical we need to distinguish it, if we can, from religion.

3. Ideology and Religion

Ideology and religion have much in common. They are both
ethical understandings of the world. They both offer a moral
vision and are concerned to interpret the world in terms of that
vision. Thus, when there is some great event a thousand pulpits
bloom with sermons on the Christian significance of the crisis.
S0 too the Marxist is overwhelmed with pamphlets, articles, and
speeches on the significance of the event. And not only great
events: the death of a child, or the fate of a local strike have

their significance for the Christian and the Marxist
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respectively. This process of constantly applying the doctrine
to new instances goes on against a vast background of solid
interpratation with heavy treatese on the "The Christian
Significance of the Family’, "The role of the I.M.F. in
Capitalist Imperialism’ and so on, and on. However, this
interpretation in the light of an ethical understanding is not
seen as such by those who undertake it, but rather as describing
the world correctly in an objectively true and factual way. Put
since religions and ideologies offer morally cherged accounts of
reality, those accounts are not compelling for the ethically
neutral. They are only compelling for those who have faith.
Having so much in common it is not surprising that many

have said thét ideologies are religions, or that religions are
idenlogies. The point of saying these things is often no more
than to point up the similarities, without really addressing the
question of whether the similarity does in fact amount to
identity: they are alsp often said with no more serious purpose
than to denigrate either ideology or religion. Thus, Marxism is
sometimes said to be a "secular religion’ in order to suggest
dogmatism and even fanaticism. The claim that religions are
ideclogies sometimes has a serious theoretical purpose, but often
the point is to dismiss religion as false and irrational belief
(e.g. ‘false consciousness’). In both cases the attempt to
identify religion and ideclogy is frequently theoretically
pointless and question-begging. On the other hand, the above
account does suggest an identity unless we can show there to be
significant differences.

What appears to be central to all religions, though

usually absent from ideclogy, is a sense or concept of something
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divine; god or gods, a pattern or a process. The relation
between man and man’s world on the one hand, and the divine world
on the other,; may vary from Augustine’s worlds apart to
pantheistic integration. But religion is man’s world conceived
from the point of view of the divine. The obvious question is
whether ideology also has such a defining conception.

Glib though it may sound, the ideplogical equivalent of
the divine is the human. Just as different concepts of the
divine issue in different religious understandings, so different
concepts of man issue in different ideological understandings;
each standing at the keystone of the arch of their respective
understandings. Keystones, however, do not stand alone.
Dactrine, in the case of religion, must spell out how man and
man’'s world is and ought to be in relation to the divinej and in
relation to man’s true self, in the case of ideology. The
framework of the understanding needs toc be set out in such
statements as ‘God created the world’, ‘the Church is the body of
Christ’, ‘all history is the history of class struggle’, ‘all men
are created equal’, and so on. These are not statements of fact,
but, in Wittgenstein’s sense, statements of grammar; they state
the concepts, rules and principles of the understanding. This
means that they are the ‘given’ in terms of which the world is
judged, and not, as with plain factual claims, to be judged in
relation to the world. Some, like all history being the history
of class struggle, may appear to stand as empirical statements
that could be investigated. But this is not the logic of their
actual usage: within ideological thinking they are taken for
granted. BPResides, given their pseudo-descriptive nature, they

could not be empirically investigated without giving them



meanings that are quite different from those they have within the
ideology.

Ideologists do not speak of themselves as developing
doctrine or dogma; for one of the rules of the game, so to speak,
is the presentation of belief as objective knowledge where
demonstration is adequate and faith unnecessary. But ideologists
do develop doctrine just as theologians do, only they call it
*theory'’. Religions, or at least some of them, are perhaps more
self-knowing in this respect. They may not go as far as Oscar
Wilde’s

Religions die when they are proved to be true.

Science is the record of dead religions.
but they recognise the central role of faith and deem it a
surpreme virtue. Ideologists, on the other hand, persistently
claim that their doctrinec are theories in the academic sense;
that is, objective and demonstrable. PBut as we have discussed at
length above, the status of academic theories as objective
knowledge depends upon their conforming to those criteria and
satisfying those procedures which constitute those forms of
understanding which are academic disciplines. In science, for
example, the uniformity of nature, causality, prediction,
experiment, etc., which are all .interdefinable and mutually
supporting, together constitute the scientific understanding.
This framework of understanding is not regarded as ‘true’, for it
contains no assertions of fact and embodies no substantive
theories about the way the world is, but is neutral as between
such theories; yet at the same time it guarantees the possibility
that theories that do satisfy the appropriate criteria are

factually descriptive, explanatory and refutable. But in



religion and ideology things are very different. Particular
substantive doctrines of God, the church, prayer, salvation,
etc., also interdefinable and mutually supporting, constitute the
framework of understanding of a religion, without any higher
framework to guarantee their objectivity or status as knowledge.
And similarly so with ideclogy. The theories of Marxism,
Liberalism and others are not tﬁeories in the academic sense,
whatever ideologists may claim, and have no higher framework in
terms of which they may be judged (or disputes over revisionism
or heresy may be settled): theory and understanding are
conflated. This common feature of their logic distinguishes
religion and ideclogy from academic understandings, together with
their related characteristic of being forms of ethical
understanding. What separates them is that while the central
feature of a religious understanding is its concept of the
divine, the central feature of an ideclogical understanding is
its conception of human nature.

The theories of human nature which give rise to
ideclogies, or variants of ideologies, are legion. There are
nations, not only of socialist, autonomous and race-determined
man, but also of rational, or moral, or competitive, or
cooperative man; he is not only homo sapiens but homo faber or
homo ludensy he may be seen as essentially spiritual or material,
body or soul, as God’s creature (a just God, a rational God, a
vengeful God, etc.) or as basically a pleasure/pain machine, or
driven by passion, libido, aggression or =go; he may at birth be
good or bad, perfectable or imperfectable; or merely a stranger
in a meaningless universe, and his fate ultimately tragic or

comic or romantic or absurd. Each of these views of man — and
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there are many more and many variations - has implications for
the kind of society in which he can develop most fully. We may
thus characterise the root conception of political ideology as:
this is the nature of man, therefore #47s5 is the kind of society
appropriate to his nature. From this basic proposition is
inferred a moral obligation to create (or preserve or restore)
that society. All the basic political ideals - freedom,
equality, order, justice - can be interpreted in terms of this
theoretical complex. Put all this is implied in a basic
conception of man from which the rest is deduced much in the
manner of Matural Law. Put either these deductions invoive a
logical fallacy, as Hume showed with Natural Law, or the notion
of man is morally loaded so that prescriptions can be inferred,
though only at the price of abandoning the possibility of
correspondence with reality. Either way, faith is involved;
faith in a vision of human society and how to get there; faith in
the values that that society embodies; faith in a conception of
human nature that fits the good society; and faith that the
theory that embodies all this constitutes a true and total
account of human experience, past, present and future.

Apart from obvious similarities with religion here, there
is also a clear overlap in certain religious conceptions of man
upon which political beliefs are based. The political ideas of
Aquinas, Calvin and others, we may wish to regard as religious
and ideological. This raises semantic and classificatory
problems, but not of an important kind; though they do raise the
interesting question as to whether all ideologies are necessarily
political ones, a question we will return to later. For the

moment it is sufficient to note that while upon the map of
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understanding ideology has its particular place (close to
religion within the realm of the practical), it nonetheless seeks
to embrace everything: the academic, the political, the

aesethetic, the economic and the educational.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

HUMAN NATURE AND THE STRUCTURE OF IDEOLOGY

There is perhaps a certain obviousness about the
suggestion that conceptions of human nature are at the heart of
ideology. This is because political theory in the past has often
been characterised in this way:; so much so that Martin Hollis can
casually caricature "traditional political theory’® thus:

(1) Take about 2,000 hom.sap. dissect each

into essence and accidents and discard the
accidents.

{2) Place essences in a large casserole, add

socialising syrup and stew until conflict

disappears.

(3) Serve with a pinch of salt.

..« the exact ingredients vary with the chef.

In particular the magic socialising syrup

varies with the analysis of human nature. [11]
Yet the suggestion is not the commonplace it might at first
appear, and for several reasons. To begin with, it is far from
common to equate ideology with traditional political theory.
Hollis, for example, does not. [21 The most widely held View is
that ideology is connected with mass politics, mass manipulation,
propaganda and ultimately totalitarianism; very much features of
the modern world, and in sharp contrast to ‘legitimate’ political
theory resulting from the noble reflections of great minds.
Marxists and traditional Conservatives are rather less inhibited
about labelling past thought ideological, but then their accounts
of ideology take little account of human nature. It was noted in
Chapter Two that accounts of ideology within political doctrines

tend to analyse it in terms of its causes and its effects, and

not its internal structure. They stress those features which
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tend to show rival beliefs to be dangerous and wrong, and not
features that may be shared. Ideology is thus associated with
totalitarianism or class oppression or uselessly abstract
reasoning, while the structure similarities between what is
deemed ideological and that which deems it so is, no doubt
understandably, ignored. Again, socioclogical approaches to
ideology concentrate on the social functions - such as expressing
class interests or fostering group solidarity - which they are
thought to perform irrespective of their content. Indeed, among
all the various accounts and discussions of ideoclogy considered
in Chapter Two (including the most recent philosophical studies)
there is hardly a mention of human nature, and those that do
mention it, like Corbett, proceed to ignore it in their
subsequent analysis.

On the other hand, there have been various accounts of the
role of conceptions of human nature in political theories,
especially in recent years as the high tide of behavioural
political science has ebbed, but where there is little mention of
ideology. Hollis® book, quoted above, is one example. Others
include two recent volumes of essays on the topic - Auman AMzturs
in FPolitics edited by Pennock and Chapman, [31 and Ao/itics and
Aeman Nature edited by Forbes and Smith [43 - where, in a total
of twenty-six essays, ideology is hardly mentioned and nowhere is
a substantial link made between conceptions of human nature and
ideology as such. [5]1 And where the connection has been made, as
it has by Alan Ryan, its nature has been mistaken, as we will see
below. Thus, seeing conceptions of the nature of man as central
to ideology is far from being a commonplace. Put even if the

connection were more widely asserted there would still be a need
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to analyse its nature, since if, as this work has sought to
demonstrate, the nature of ideology is not properly understood,
then the role of human nature within ideology will not be
properly understood either.

We have, then, the suggestion that theories of human
nature have a crucial role in ideoclogy, but we have yet to see
how and why they are the key structural element. The first task,
however, is to say what we mean by an ideological conception of
human nature, as distinct from other possible conceptions. When
this has been done we can show the role of such conceptions

within the formal structure of ideoclogical theory.

1. Ideological and non-ideological conceptions of man

We might begin the process of isolating Ideological Man
by considering two statements which appear to put the matter
correctly, but which, upon closer examination, need to be
qualified substantially. [61 The first is a comment by Isaiah
Perlin:

The ideas of every philosopher concerned with

human affairs in the end rest on his conception

of what man is and can be. To understand such

thinkers, it is more important to grasp this

central notion or image (which may be implicit,

but determines their picture of the world) than

even the most forceful arguments with which

they defend their views and refute actual and

possible objections. [71
The quarrel with Berlin’s remark lies in his use of the term
‘philosopher’. The passage occcurs in an essay on the thought of
George Sorel, and since Perlin opens his essay by identifying
Sorel with "the other ideplogists and prophets of the nineteenth

century® [8] he is clearly using a different notion of philosophy

than the one which informs this work. The philosophical and the
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ideclogical need to be distinguished.

In the above passage Berlin is using the term
‘philosophy’ in the very broad sense of general theorising about
the nature of the world and man’s proper place within it. It is
a very common use of the word {(as in “philosophy of life’) and in
itself unobjectionable. But it is much too vague a notion to be
of use in analysing the nature of general theorising. For this
purpose a much stricter and narrower conception of philosophy as
an academic discipline is needed. As we saw in Chapter Three,
the concept of an academic discipline depends crucially on the
idea of a decision-—procedure by means of which disputes between
rival claims to knowledge can be conclusively settled. In the
case of philosophy disputes are settled by an appeal to logic, in
the broad sense of the rules of meaning implicit in the way uwe
talk. To this view there is a fairly obvious objection that
philosophers are permanently at loggerheads and nothing is ever
settled; and that this is manifested in the continuing
controversies over empiricism and rationalism, idealism and
materialism,; determinism and free will, and other such endless
debates. To answer these objections it is necessary to
distinguish between broad conceptions or pictures on the one
hand, and particular arguments on the other. Any general
conception of ultimate reality or how the mind works or the
nature of moral obligation, must have supporting arguments to
justify its acceptance. These particular arguments may be
refuted or otherwise shown to be inadequate. But this does not
necessarily destroy the general conceptionj and it is quite
reasonable to maintain belief in the picture while searching for

fresh arguments or reworking old ones. From time to time certain
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sets of arguments hold the field for a period, so that the matter
seems settled in favour of one particular general conception.
But rival conceptions tend to reappear eventually with new
arguments to support them, and so the process goes on. It is the
business of the philosopher to challenge accepted arguments and
generate new ones, and the philosophical enterprise will continue
so0 long as people possess intellectual ingenuity and creativity.
Now this may seem depressingly inconclusive, not to say
pointless. Yet there is progress of a sort, and there is an
accumulation of knowledge, and the decision-procedure does
operate. The point is that it operates at the level of arguments
and not at the level of general conceptions, at least not
directly; we know for example that Plato’s world of Forms cannot
be sustained by his argument from the universality of concepts.
Particular arguments are refuted, distinctions are established,
and the realm of possibility is thereby narrowed.

If this account of philosophy is correct, and if as
argued earlier disputes over fundamental values cannot in
principle be settled, then it follows that such disputes cannot
form part of philosophical debate, and the determination of
values cannot fall within the scope of academic philosophy. On
this basis the distinction between philosophy and ideclogy
becomes clear. A moral evaluation of the world is central to an
ideplogy and is implicit in all its concepts and statements. No
matter how seemingly factual ideoclogical statements may be they
are in reality evaluations and behave logically as evaluations.
Consequently, disputes between rival ideological "descriptions’
(that is, pseudo-descriptions), unlike philosophical disputes,

cannot in principle be settled.



An ideological concept of man embodies the values of its
ideologys; it is a pseudo-descriptive concept from which moral
prescriptions mey be legitimately drawn. A non-ideoclogical
concept, on the other hand, embodies no such values and implies
no such prescriptions. It might be argued that any concept of
man will have moral implications of some sort. ZRut this is
doubtful. An incontrovertable truth about our essential
humanness is our common mortalitys; but while it is open to anyone
to read any amount of moral significance inteo this fact, the fact
in itself has no recessary implications for how we ought to live
our lives., Similarly, a fuller conception of man may be such
that no moral implications follow of necessity from it.

At this point we might consider the second pronouncement
on the role of theories of human nature, one which, on the face
of it, is a corrective to Perlin’s. Alan Ryan writes:

Our images of human nature are centrally

important ideological phenomena, for the

evident reason that what distinguishes ideology

from a merely random string of moral and

political imperatives is the way it

incorporates the validating assumptions of

those imperatives. The assumption that these

imperatives — whether taken for granted,

defended desperately, or pressed for the first

time - have their roots in ‘human nature’ is

one main condition of their very

intelligibility. [91
Ryan makes this statement in the context of a discussion of
Hobbes and Rousseau, both of whom he takes to be ideologists.
But there are significant differences between them which, though
Ryan does not draw attention to them, his analysis nevertheless
makes clear., With Hobbes’s

..« 8ecular, mechanical, naturalistic approach
to human nature, we are left with absolutely no

forbidden actions, no intrinsically wicked
behaviour. {(ibid. p. 13).
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For Hobbes, all human action is ultimately reducable to physics,
and the natural laws which govern it are in themselves no more
morally significant than the laws of planetary motion. Hobbes’s
ideas generally do not have positive moral force, and Ryan does
not claim that they do. But Rousseau is a very different matter.
His concern is a moral concern, provoked by his disgust with
contemporary society as morally degenerate and alienating. Ryan
summarises Rousseau’s view thus:

The depravity of society and the arbitrariness

of social convention create an cbsession with

personal prestige that is utterly

sel f-destructive ... Civilisation is a

condition in which we loose touch with

ourselves. (ibid. pp. 18 & 16&)
Thus, on Ryan®s own account of Hobbes and Rousseau they would
seem to have two very different kinds of theory. However, this
difference is not recognised by Ryan who treats them as being
theories of the same kind, as equally factual and equally capable
of being true or false. Values are not a determining feature, or
even, it seems, an important feature of his view of ideclogy.

This is confirmed in Ryan’s treatment of James and John
Stuart Mill in his paper "Two Concepts of Politics and
Democracy’. [101 Here again he treats these two accounts of
politics and democracy as rival factual accounts, and differences
of values, though mentioned, are only incidental. Put what we
have with James and J.S. Mill are two alternative visions of the
proper ends of society which arise from differences of values.
Of course, James Mill shared with Pentham a conception of human
nature that has certain similarities with that of Hobbes. But

Hobbes did not regard peace or security, or indeed anything else,
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as intrinsically moral goods; we are, so to speak, simply
programmed to pursue them, and we are certainly under no moral
obligation to work for the peace and security of others. For
Bentham and James Mill, however, pleasure, individual happiness
and above all the happiness of mankind are intrinsic and absoclute
goods. They were not thoroughgoing nominalists in this matter as
Hobbes was.

Like Bentham and the Mills, Rousseau possessed a moral
vision which is inseparable from his seemingly factual
assertions. PBut this is not true of Hobbes. We might put the
matter another way by sauing that Hobbes’s ideas are open to
criticism and refutation, empirical or logical, in a way that
Rousseau’s are not. Observation and experiment could, for
example, be relevant to many of Hobbes’s important assertions:
cases of social breakdown in the absence of government, or of
states where sovereignty is divided between institutions, or of
suicides that seem perfectly reasonable could all be adduced as
evidence for or against his claims, while in principle if not in
practice, an experimental state of nature could be set up to see
if and how men might escape from it. BPut it is difficult to see
what arguments, empirical or logical, could be used to refute or
confirm Rousseau’s belief that modern society is corrupting and
alienating, or that unless men live according to laws which they
themselves (or rather their better selves) have agreed to then
they are slaves and are being denied their true humanity.

Values play no part in Ryan’s account of the conceptions
of human nature that he says are central to ideological thought,
and he clearly does not see ideclogy as any kind of ethical

understanding. Consequently the nature of ideclogy eludes him.
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As we have just seen with Hobbes and Rousseau, he cannot
distinguish between the ideclogical and the non-ideological.
Furthermore, he cannot explain the nature of ideclogical
differences. This is clear from his discussion of James and John
Stuart Mill, where he argues that it is not possible to reconcile
their views of man and politics, but cannot say why. [111 But an
adequate explanation is possible in terms of pseudo-description
and incommensurability arising from differing values. These
features are central to ideology’s logical distinctiveness and to
any ideological conception of man. Py ignoring the ethical
content, or at least its implications, Ryan cannot comprehend
ideology as a distinctive way of thinking. In his “Normal
Science or Political Ideology?" he writes:

To analyse what is merely ideclogical we

enquire into the origins of the ideologist, or

ask whose interests are served by putting

forward the doctrine in question. [121
But as we saw in Chapter Two, defining ideology in terms of
expression of class or group interest cannot be the basis of a
coherent theorys; and in accepting this account Ryan effectively
denies ideology’s logical autonomy. Finally, Ryan fails to see
the necessarily metaphysical status of Ideological Manm. In his
discussion of Hobbes and Rousseau, he points out that in the
Seventeenth Century the nature of lead was a seemingly insoluable
mystery, but one which over time has been solved, and by the same
token the nature of man may be similarly revealed to us in the
future. [131 But the ethical content of ideclogical conceptions
of man, which Ryan ignores, makes them, like all ideological
concepts, pseudo—descriptive and non-referring. Consequently,

Ideological Man is incorrigibly metaphysical. And the academic
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pursuit of an ideological account of man which is also a true
account, that Ryan seems to think is possible, is doomed not only

to failure but to hopeless confusion.

Il

Failure to distinguish between moral and non-moral
conceptions of human nature or to understand the significance of
any ethical content, is the abiding weakness of most accounts of
the role of human nature in political theorising. Neither
Pennock and Chapman nor Forbes and Smith make the necessary
distinction; and both their volumes are conceived as contributing
to the ultimate aim of discovering the true and ethically
significant conception of man, as their respective introductions
make clear. [141 In the second essay of the latter volume Graeme
Duncan attempts to show how this is to be done. Although
admitting that there are "no commonly agreed criteria for
appraising political beliefs, including beliefs about human
nature®, [15] Duncan nevertheless insists that they can be
objectively assessed according to empirical evidence, logical
analysis and moral considerations which amount in practice to
whether the consequences of a theory are "nice or nasty" (p.15).
The kind of empirical evidence he has in mind includes what he
calls:

asslaws of human nature or of human
peychology, or the laws or imperatives
governing all {(complex) societies ... (ibid).
Put even on the doubtful assumption that such laws existed and we
knew what they were, they could not decisively refute aor confirm

the kind of conception of men where (as Duncan himself observes
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in a rare moment of insight, p. 14) their moral and ‘factual’
components are inseparable. The ethical content of such theories
puts them beyond the reach of empirical evidence and makes them
necessarily metaphysical. The appeal to logic is,; on the other
hand, more promising in that gross contradiction is undoubtedly
damning for any theory. BPut it would be naive to suppose that
all theories of human nature are flawed in this way except the
one true one. Besides, the kinds of questions Duncan has in mind
under this heading concern such matters as the compatability of
values, which tend not to admit of the kind of straightforward
answers he aspires to. But much the most important criteria by
which Duncan proposes to judge theories of human nature are
moral. Unfortunately, in orde; to fulfil his evaluatory purposes
Duncan needs a moral viewpoint which is objective and absolute:
but this he neither has, nor, apparently, aspires to possess. In
the end, what his moral criteria boil down to is personal
preferences. He tells us that "personal preferences will
certainly influence interpetations of the ideals and values of
others” (p.l&) and goes on to give examples of theories he
rejects because of his own preferences. But this is the very
opposite of objective evaluation. Indeed, that everyone does
evaluate according to preferences,; with no independent way of
choosing between preferences, is precisely the problem and not a
solution to it. Thus, Duncan’s attempt to devise objective means
of choosing between ideological conceptions of man only succeeds
in suggesting the futilituy of the project as an academic
exercise. It also implies, conversely, that an attempt, however
sophisticated, to create an objective theory of man possessed of

moral significance, will only generate ideology and not overcome
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it. This can be illustrated by the work of Martin Hollis.

Martin Hollis’s book Mroels of Man [16] is specifically
concerned with the role of conceptions of human nature in social
scientific explanations of human action. He insists that such
conceptions are necessarily implicit in any social scientific
theory, and that despite claims that the assumptions of
traditional political theory (caricatured in the passage quoted
at the beginning of this chapter) are dead, they are in fact:

...buried in the roots of the very theories

which purport to reject them and they still act

as premises for metaphysical systems with

implications for social ethics. There is no

dispensing with a model of man ... Every social

theory needs a metaphysic ... in which a model

of man and a method of science compliment each

other. There is not shirking gquestions of

guasi-fact, of normative analysis and of

praxis. (p.3)

What Hollis is arguing is that all the elements of traditional
political theory, including values, are necessarily part, though
often an unacknowledged part, of any substantial social
scientific theory.

This is a large and bold claim, and one which contradicts
what has been said earlier by insisting on the impossibility of a
morally neutral conception of man. However, when Hollis comes to
make good this claim he does so in terms of the much weaker claim
that the acceptance of a certain concept of man may rule out
other conceptions along with their moral implications. PBut
no-one would wish to deny this. It may be true, for example,
that if Hobbes’s account of human nature is a correct one then
the kind of anarchistic society envisaged by Godwin is an

impossibility:; but this of itself does not make Hobbes’s account

a morally-charged one, and could not be evidence for Hollis’s
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larger claim that no conception of man can be neutral.

It was noted earlier that Hollis draws a sharp
distinction between traditional political theory and ideology,
but in terms of the present analysis, what Hollis is trying to
establish is that ideology is inseparable from social science
because all social scientific theories imply a conception of man
and such conceptions cannot be morally neutral. There are in
fact three cases which Hollis fails to distinguish: there is the
intrinsically moral and therefore ideclogicaly there is the
neutral conception that indirectly rules out certain moral
possibilities (as with Hobbes); and there is the neutral
conception which is used ideologically. Hollis can only make his
larger claim by subsuming the last two under the first. An
excellent example of the ideological use of an otherwise neutral
concept is the use made of the Darwinian account of human
evolution by Spencer, Kropotkin and others. In this case the
neutral concept and its ideological use are clearly separate; but
the distinction is less obvious where the neutral concept and its
ideclogical use occur in the same writer’s work. A good example
is B.F. Skinner. As Leslie Stevenson peinis out in his Sever
Thaorises af Human Nature [171, the concepts Skinner uses in his
psychological work are unimpeachably scientific, and this is
quite separate from his social (that is, ideological) writings
such as Beyond Frasdom and Pignity and the novel Ma/den 7wo [18]
where he sets out his ideas on how, given the nature of man as
revealed in his psychology, society ocught to be governed. There
is, then, a distinction to be made between Ideological Man and a
neutral conception of man, even though the latter may be turned

into an ideological conception. This transmutation into
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Ideological Man is accomplished by addressing to the neutral
conception the question, ‘What are the moral and practical
implications of this conception?’ But the important point here
is that there are no inevitable ansuwers to this guestion. Such
answers as are arrived at merely reflect the prior values of
those who do the asking, however much they may insist they are
inherent in man. Hence the varieties of Sccial Darwinism. By
contrast, Ideological Man by birth, so to speak, has his values
built into him, and is designed to furnish a particular set of
moral and social implications dictated by the values of his
creator.

Hollis’s failure to recognise these distinctions turns
out to be highly convenient for his overall proposes, which are
clearly ideological. He wishes to argue, in effect, that since a
morally charged conception of man is a necessary feature of
social science it had better be the right one, one that is
objective, philosophically sound and has the right moral content.
He writes:

The book’s constructive attempt is to find a

metaphysic for the rational social self. The

conclusions are strictly to do with making the

actions of Autonomous Man a subject for

SCieNCte...{(p.19)

His account begins with an analuysis of the polar opposites:
Plastic Man (that is, wholly subject to and explained by causal
laws, sociclogical or psychological) and Autonomous Man (who acts
for reasons which are not causes and which are self-explanatory).
His own account embraces both. In somewhat Kantian fashion he
argues that:

... the actor is autonomous when he is
rational and plastic when he is not ... (p.183)
... rational action is its own explanation and
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.- departures from it have a causal

explanation. {(p.130)
But being rational is not, for Hollis, simply a matter of having
reasons because it makes a difference to the explanation of the
action "whether it was done for good or for bad reasons" (ibid).
When we are being lazy, ignorant, stupid or otherwise not using
the very best reasons possible then, apparently, we are behaving
according to causal laws and not being fully human. Even just
doing what seems best in the circumstances is not good enough,
for Hollis insists upon the strictest possible interpretation of
‘rationality’:

He has good reason if he acts in his ultimate

interest. His ultimate interests derive from

what he essentially is. (p.101) ...autonomous

action is equated with fully rational action

.». and... that plainly prevents our regarding

action as rational, merely because the agent

desires to do it or believes that it is

appropriate. (p.137)
Unfortunately, Hollis cannot tell us what man’s ultimate
interests are. Indeed, he admits that "we often cannot judge
where reason lies” (p.160), and that "ultimate reasons are hard
to come by" (p.137)

This is a very strange thesis. Guite apart from the
difficulties of regarding any reasons as caused or causal, the
problems of dividing reasons between those that are caused and
those that are not on the basis of their quality as reasons would
seem to be insuperable, especially if Hollis cannot be sure which
reasons are the good ones. It is rather like a man who claims
anyone can levitate if their reasons are good enough, of whom one

is inclined to ask how the force of gravity can tell the good

reasons from the bad ones so that it knows when not to operate.
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However, the important point in the present context is the nature
of the concept of man that Hollis is offering to social science.
It is in fact an ideological concept, one that has its values
built into it. The argument turns on the meaning given to the
term ‘rationality’. Hollis writes:
What starts as a search for an active model of

man leads first to a demand for actions which

are self-explanatory because fully rational,

thence to an account of rationality in terms of

real interests, thence into ethics and finally

to that ancient problem about the nature of the

Good Society. Yet it should come as no

surprise that guestions in ethics and politics

attend an analysis of human nature. We cannot

know what is rational, without deciding what is

best. (p.137}

*Rationality’ is not, therefore, a neutral concept (as it
certainly can he), but is defined in terms of what is good for
Manj; that is, it is a pseudo-descriptive concept. It is through
exercising this ‘rationality® that men can achieve the Good
Society, where the ends of every occcupant of every social role
can be rational ends {(p.186), where each can identify with his
social role and so do his duty rationally (p.10&), and where
everyone can be fully rational and fully auvtonomous and thereby
fulfil their essential human nature.

With his concept of man, Hollis has the foundation of a
complete ideclogical position. He has a set of values expressed
in a pseudo-descriptive conceptual framework, with concepts such
as ‘man’, "Good Society’, ‘rational’, Tautonomous’,
‘gelf-expression’, ‘role’ and ‘duty’; and including “ideology’
which, we are told:

.:«Can now be assigned to the superstructure and

explained as products of & socio-economic base, only
insofar as they are false. True consciousness is its own

explanation. {(p.l&d)
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He also has the outline of an ideal society in which, presumably,
all will think clearly and ideology will be eliminated. There
are, however, some elements missing. We are not given a
systematic evaluation of the present world, or any account of houw
we arrived at it, or any instructions as to how we might arrive
at the ideal society. But these things might be said to be
Timplicit in what he does say and in the form of social science he
advocates. Criticism of the present world is implied in the
extent to which it falls short of the ideal, and is explained to
some degree by the prevalance of false reasoning, while the
proper future course must lie in man’s improved
self-understanding and the cultivation of right reason. The
fleshing out of these points must, of course, be the function of
Hollisian social science. Hollis believes he is providing an
objective and rational foundation for the social sciences, but
the ideological nature of his concept of man is not a possible
basis for any kind of objective study. Any social science that
was build on his concept could be no more than an elaboration of
his ideological position, in the same way that Marxist social
science is an extension of Maruism.

Hollis’s conception of human nature contains the seeds of
a fully developed ideclogy, and this indicates the central
importance of such conceptions to this kind of thinking.
Precisely what their role is and how the other elements of

ideclogy relate to it, and to each other,; we must now examine

more closely.

2. The Structure of Ideology

In the last several chapters we have discussed or touched
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upon a number of elements and characteristics of ideoclogy, and it
is now time to show how they relate together to form a coherent
whole; a process that should indicate if anything more is needed
to provide a complete picture. This may be approached by
attempting to make good the claim of the last two sections which
has accorded particular importance to ideological conceptions of
man, as being in some way central to or definitive of ideology.

It is the fusion of fact and value, of description and
evaluation, and the consequences of this fusing, that gives
ideology its particular logical character. Values have to be
embodied in the objective world, and an ideology’s concept of man
is central to this process. On the one side, the values of an
ideology are concerned with what is good or bad for man as such,
and so must stem directly from that ideclogy’s account of
essential human nature. On the other hand, that same concept of
man must play the central role in the ideology’s explanation of
the world, for what it basically explains is why thé world is the
way it is for man as such, and that explanation must be cast in
terms of man’s realisation or failure to realise his
potentialities. It is therefore in the concept of man that the
factual and evaluative sides of ideoclogy are brought together,
and through which the values come to pervade the whole of the
theory. Therefore, this value/theory combination determines both
the prescriptions of the ideclogy and its conception of the good
society, since both involve a notion of what is humanly possible
derived from the explanatory theory, and a notion of what is good
and riaght which are an expression of the values. The ideoclogy’s
concept of man therefore shapes and unifies the entire system of

ideas. [191



Ideclogical man is first of all a bearer of values, the
standard of good and bad. Ideclogies have to have such a concept
of man because they deal in solutions to human problems in
absolute terms, and not with the temporary or local. The claims
of ideology are universal claims. They are concerned with
mankind as such; with the ills of mankind and the good of
mankind. What constitutes human good and i1l depends upon how
human nature is conceived, and is expressed as a set of values.
To evaluate the world in terms of a particular set of values is
necessarily to understand the world in terms of a particular
concept of man in which these values are implicit. Such values
are what we take to be good for man, what answers to his needs,
releases his potentialities or at least enables him to be at his
best. For the religious believer the ultimate source of values
is the Divine ("God is good", "God is love", etc.), whereas
ideology takes its starting point as man so defined that the
values are built into the definition, so that man is the
foundation of values, the sources of their certainty and
justification. If, for example, essential humanness is conceived
in terms of rationality, then whatever is deemed rational is good
for man and whatever irrational bad; if freedom is a value it is
because people cannot eupress their full humanity without it; and
if order and authority are values it is because men need them to
bhe at their best.

Armed with this kind of morally-loaded, value-infused

conception of human nature one can begin to evaluate the world.
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Rousseau, for example, directly applied a moralised conception of
man to produce his sweeping condemnation of contemporary society:
"Man is born free; and everyuwhere he is in chains." {201 By which
he meant that freedom is part of man’s essential nature, in the
sense that man must be free to make moral choices and live
according to his own rules, otherwise, as happends to be the case
in most societies, his humanity is denied and he is effectively a
‘zslave’. [211 Similarly, though less dramatically, John Locke in
his Second Trestiss on Government L2211, gives ue an account of
essential man as being possessed of certain natural rights which
are an immediate yardstick for evaluating governments, dividing
those that respect and protect their citizens’s rights, and are
therefore good, from those that deny or threaten those rights and
which are therefore tyrannous and bad. Or yet again, in Marx’s
‘Paris Manuscripts’ [231 we have a picture of essential man as
alienated and oppressed when the product of his labour is
appropriated by another, so that all scocieties based on such
appropriation, as all class-divided societies are, must
necessarily be condemned as dehumanising.

However, a pseudo-descriptive concept of man provides
only the basis of an evaluatory framework. A Marxist evaluation
of capitalism, for example, is more than a simple condemnation
based on the extent of alienation and misery it creates, but also
takes into account such matters as its contribution {much praised
by Marx) to the development of proéuctive forces. Ideological
man, therefore, needs to be filled out with a wider social
theory, an essential part of which must be some conception of the
good society. Any evaluatory system implies a ‘best possible’,

which in turn becomes a standard against which we can measure our
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present or any other social circumstances; although ideologies
vary in the degree to which they make this explicit. Indeed, the
good society is implicit in any ideological notion of man, and
may be viewed as a direct development from, and even an extension
of, the ideclogy’s account of human nature. Conception of man,
evaluation and the social ideal form a continuum. The good
society embodies the values implicit in the ideclogu’s conception
of human nature, while what is bad for man, equally implicit in
that conception, is eliminated or minimised. Thus, if man is
essentially rational, and the rational is the good and the good
iz the rational, then the good society will be a wholly rational
one; or if equality is essential for men to flourish then the
good society will be based upon equality, and inequality will be
banished.

On the other hand, the idea that all ideclogies have a
conception of an ideal society is not to say that such
conceptions are necessarily utopian. Many ideological positions
take pride in being ‘realistic’ and condemn any kind of utopian
thinking. ‘Utopia’ has implications of individuals and social
perfection, which anti-utopians tend to regard as ridiculous.
Nevertheless all ideoclogies, conservative as well as radical,
have some notion of the ideal or best possible society. ZPesides,
the distinction between what is utopian and what is realistic is
open to some question, if not "tendentious and misleading” as
Arblaster and Lukes insist. [24]1 They are surely correct in
arguing that:

.«:the distinction between realism and
utopianism is itself a misleading and
value-loaded, indeed polemical distinction,

serving to conceal the value premises from
which it is made., {(p.10) ... [Realists] are not

to be distinguished from those thinkers
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commonly regarded as utopians by their having
no general principles or no general idea of
what society should be like - although it is
often implied that just such a distinction can
be drawn.

Traditionalist conservatives, organisng
technocrats, dogmatic and pragmatic liberals
and piecemeal social reformers — although they
attack socialists, aparchists and other
radicals for attempting to produce blue-prints
of the desired future society (which very few
of the latter do in any detailed way) - are
only able to do so by reference to rival
conceptions of the good society. The
anti-utopians are apt to claim, nevertheless,
that their approach to politics is radically
different from that of those they see as
utopians. The latter are said to be dogmatic,
doctrinaire, and inflexible, while they are
naturally flexible and realistic ... But there
seems no reason to accept this trite contrast.
It is not self-evident that Purke is less
dogmatic in his commitment to tradition, or
Oakeshott to his belief in limited government,
or Hayek to ‘true individualism®, or Lipset and
Riesman in their commitment to the fundamental
excellence of American democracy than is
Condorcet in his commitment to the possibility
of unlimited human perfection, or Lenin in his
commitment to communism, or Proudhon or
Kropotkin in their devotion to the anarchist
ideal. [251

Thus, whether it be acknowledged or not, every ideological
position has at least an implicit conception of the good or best
possible society.

The ideal society is one which by definition cannot be
improved; or, more accurately, is possessed of a framework that
cannot be improved. Ideclogical positions, like those of
Condorcet or J.5. Mill or Popper or even Marx, which have some
kind of open-ended belief in progress, are clearly not advocating
any Plato-like static perfection. For them the good society is
not something that can be described in any detail, since the
detail can and should change. What matters is the frameuwork.

The important thing for Mill and Condorcet is a society where
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changes of the right kind are possible and encouraged; for Popper
it is where change is pragmatic and piecemeal; for Mary it is
where the obstacles to man’s free creativity have been removed
{the coming of Communist society, Mary believed, would mean the
end of "prehistory’ [261 and the beginning of truly human
history). But whether it be the details of relationships or
institutions or a broader framework within which change can take
place, something has to be fixed and permanent. It is the
Justification of that fixity and permanence that is problematic.
Given the flux of human history it is evident that for any aspect
of society to be unchanging it must speak to some permanent human
need or potential or aspiration. Or, put another way, it must
relate to essential human nature. Herbert Spencer once wrote:

The co-existence of the perfect man and the

imperfect society is impossible. [2713
Not all ideologists would wish to put the matter in this way;
there must be some necessary link between the good society and
human nature. Unless the good society is particularly suited to
egssential man then it will not work, or at least could not be
permanent. In which case there must be a society which suits
human nature better. Hence, no picture of an ideal society can
stand on its own without an associated conception of human nature
to guarantee its possibility and its permanence. Indeed, a
conception of an ideal society may be understood as an extension
of a conception of man. Certainly without such a conception no

nicture of an ideal society can make sense.
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11

However, ideologies are more than just evaluatory and
visionary. They also have to explain and prescribe. A
conception of man by which we may measure what is good or bad in
present society and picture the best possible society for man is
not in itself enough, since evaluations or ideas cannot explain
anything. Ideological man must also be at the centre of a
descriptive and euxplanatory framework that must explain our
present world and show how we might achieve {(or preserve) the
best possible one. Idecliogical theories purport to explain the
whole of the human condition, or all of it that is significant,
but being essentially practical systems of ideas their inevitable
centre of attention is the relationship between our present world
and the ideal,; including the relationship of identity {(as, for
example, with Hegel). That is, they explain the relationship
between the actual and the possible; or why the world fulfils, or
more usually why it falls short of, the ideal. Thus, if property
and social hierarchy are evils which distort and dehumanise human
existence then how can it be that we live in societies uwhich are
characterised precisely by property and social hierarchy?; or
again, if racial mixing and the non-ocbservance of racial
hierarchies are the great obstacles to mankind’s advance, then
why are such evils unchecked?; or yet again, if the present world
is the best of all possible worlds then why are some discontented
or bent on its destruction? In other words, how has the present
world, with its ills or its blessings, come about?

However, there is a sense in which it 1s not the case

that ideologists are all seeking to explain the same world, for
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*the present world’ means different things to different
ideologies. It would be more accurate to say that what is
described and explained is the "state of the world’ the
‘condition we are in’. Ideology describes and explains what is
good and bad in the world and why the actual is or is not the
ideal; whether and why the present state of affairs is morally
coherent or incoherent. This is because the world that an
ideological theory explains is not the world as such but the
world as evaluated, and what is explained is what is deemed
significant in terms of the values of the ideoclogy and its
version of ideological man. ©Of course, for the ideologist the
world-as—evaluated simply iz the objective world, and his
ideological man none other than all of us. B2But to the
non-believer, the ideologist occupies a world of his own, a
theoretical construct which, in the manner of a Kuhnian paradigm,
he cannot step outside.

Ideological man is central to ideological description and
explanation in several ways. The ideal world is the social
expression of the values man is thought to embody, values which
also determine the nature of the world-as-evaluated. In
addition, all the concepts with which these worlds are described
and the relatignship between them explained are
pseudo-descriptive and therefore carry the values that are
derived from the ideology’s concept of human nature. (It is
perhaps worth noting that ideological theories are more or less
complex and the explanatory power of their concepts of man are
more or less direct. In Marxism — the most complex of
ideological theories - explanatory concepts such as ‘surplus

value" and the ‘dialectic’® put some distance between the Marxian
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concept of man and the world to be explained; whereas in
Liberalism there is a more direct relationship between rational
man and an irrational world.) Furthermore, the actual content of
the explanations must relate to how people are constituted. For
the Nazi, race is the crucial feature of human nature and he
explains the state of the world in terms of race, with the
present being a critical phase in the world-historical struggle
between Aryan and Jew. But what for the Nazi explains all, for
the Liberal and Marxist explains nothing whatscever. For the
Marxist the principle explanatory category is social class; but
behind class is the notion of property, which by definition
systematically distorts the relationship between man and the
world he has created. Thus, ideclogical man, as the standard of
good and bad, is the source of what must be explained, while at
the same time, is an essential part of the explanation.

it is the value content of ideological description and
explanations that makes it possible to infer prescriptions from
what purports to be factual accounts of the world. What is
prescribed is the ideal and how to reach, or defend, that ideal.
Much attention is paid to the prescriptive element of ideclogy
since it is that aspect which, one might sau, engages directly
with the actual world. The detail of social and political action
is understood and justified in terms of moving from the present
to the ideal, of transforming a morally incoherent world into a
coherent one, or preserving a coherent one from disintegration.
ldeological explanations explain what is good and bad in the
world and ideological prescriptions prescribe the promotion of
the good and the elimination of the bad; such explanations and

prescriptions are therefore closely linked by values. But they
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are also linked in other ways.

One of the functiones of ideclogical theory must be to
guarantee the efficacy of the prescriptions in closing the gap
between what is and what ought to be. Explanation and
prescription are linked in the sense that; often as not, the
solution is implicit in the euplanation. If man’s ills flow from
some great lack (liberty, equality, discipline, education,
national self-determination or whatever human nature ic deemed to
need), then making good that lack is self-evidently part or all
of the splution. On a more practical level, the nature of man
must determine what solutions are possible and permissible. For
example, education is not a possible solution to the Nazi’s
problems, for, given the nature of man, it is futile; only
struggle will suffice. For Kant, the "republican constitution’
could be brought about by violent revolution, but as a means it
was not for him permissible. Then again, the explanation of
society’s ills may be in terms of social forces, which in turn
are related to human nature; in which case solutions may well
involve the harnessing and exploitation or directing of those
very forces (which, for example, is to some extent true of HMar:u,
especially as interpreted by Engels, and of Herbert Spencer).

Finally, explanation and prescription are closely related
in two further ways. Ideological theory identifies what is good
or i1l for manj what conduces to, and is an obstacle to, the good
society; and this implies the identification of friends and
enemies. Enemies are those who constitute the obstacles or
threats - Jews, the ruling class, tyrants, bigots or the ignorant
mass — and who must be overcome. PBut the power of enemies alone

cannot account for why the truth held by the ideologist and his
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adherents is not common property. Christians traditionally
explain this in terms of sin. Liberals have the simplest
explanation, namely ignorance (although totalitarian propaganda
is now a secondary source). Marx developed an elaborate theory
of ideology, while Hitler attributed wrong thinking to the
pervasive influence of Jewish thought. In both of these cases
the solution, whether the overcoming of enemies or the spread of
right thinking, is implicit in the explanation.

Thus, the conception of man i1s both the centre of the
value-sustem and the centre of the thecretical explanation of the
world, the fusion of which is what makes ideology logically
special. One might say that ideology consists of two interlocking
spheres: with, on the one side, a value-laden conception of man,
an evaluation of the world and an ideal society forming one
unity: and a conception of man as actuality and potentiality, an
explanatory theory and practical prescriptions forming another
unity. It is through ideclogical man that the two are fused
together to form an ideological theory which can both explain and
evaluate the world at the same time. Ideological man is the
lynchpin of the ideologicel structure, “a hyphen that joins, a
buckle that fastens’ the values and the facts; although in the
process the facts become pseudo-facts and disparate elements are
transformed into a logically homogeneous system of ideas.

But the elements of ideological man that make this
possible are the very elements that prevent him from
corresponding to ordinary empirical humanity as he is supposed to
do. Ideological man is a theoretical construct. Just as is the
atom; and like the atom he is posited in order to explain.

Neither are observable; but the unobservability of ideological
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man is not a practical matter {(we have no problems with the
limitations of instruments), but flows from the value elements of
his composition. These make ideological man incorrigibly
metaphysical and incapable of corresponding to people actually in
the world. Furthermore, by infusing these values through the
whole ideclogical structure, ideclogical man renders all of that
structure both ethical and metaphysical. This iz because the
ethical content removes the apparaently factual and explanatory
out of the sphere of what may be observed, tested or otheruwise
deemed true or false. Consequently, ideological theory cannot
have a real grip on the world. It is not concerned with
explanation, prediction or truth in any ohjective, academic
sense, but with practice. Ideological theory, therefore,
embraces, links and unifies present actuality with the future
that is possible and desired. One might say that, being
centrally concerned with the practical, ideology is necessarily
precccupied with the present and its transformation into a
possible future. But ultimately all ideplogies address the human
condition as suchi it deals in universals. It must therefore

embrace the whole of human experience, past, present and future.
111

Clearly, if an ideoclogy explains the present and predicts
the future in terms of man’s ultimate nature and needs, then it
must be able to explain the past, explain how we came by our
present condition, in the same terms. Not all ideologists have
quite seen the need to do this, as Jeremy Pentham’s "considerable

disdain for history" [281 testifies. It is certainly true that
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the past and its explanation will mean more to a Marxist or a
Burkean Conservative than a philosophical radical, but,
nevertheless, explanations of the past must be possible.
Ideological man is universal man, not some phenomenan of the
present age. Thus Bentham’s lack of interest in the past can be
seen as a personal idiogsyncracy. No less a Benthamite than James
Mill had a clear Utilitarian version of historuy, developed in his
monumental Hristory of India, which is perfectly consistent with
the rest of Benthamite philosophy. [291 Thus, it is fair to
conclude that an account of the past is necessarily at least
derivable from all ideological positions. However, the result is
necessarily an ideclogical past and not an historical past, being
no more an objective account than is the ideological account of
the present. The present from an ideological point of view is
‘the condition we are in’, and the past is how we goft into this
condition; that is, where mankind went wrong or what it did
right. It is a selective and distorted view of the past, a
moralised view of the past. The ideological past is a function
of the ideological present; it is an understanding of the past in
terms of our present problems and precccupations. The past is
merely the preamble to the present; that is, the earlier part of
the story which will ultimately lead to the good society as the
happy ending.

Talk of stories is suggestive of myth. HMyths play an
important role in political beliefs. However, before looking at
their relations to ideclogy we need to be clear about just what
they are. ‘Myth’ is a much misused term, often used as a term of
abuse to denigrate any idea deemed to be false (as, for example,

is Gilbert Ryle’s characterisation of the Cartesian theory of
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mind as the “myth of the ghost in the machine’). [331 Properly
understood, a myth is a story which has significance for the
lives of those who believe it to be true. Archetypal examples
are the stories of the gods of the Ancient Greeks, which defined
their religious beliefs, duties and way of life, and explained
mysterious aspects of the human and physical world. Like
ideology myths purport to be true, are explanatory and have moral
significance. Of course myths are only called ‘myths® by those
who do not believe them {much like ideology); for the believer
they are simply the truth (witness the controversy provoked by
the book 7he Myth or God Incarnate and the response, The Truth of
God Incarpate) 1311

But myths can also be said to have a role in political
life, and there are political myths of various kinds. Henry
Tudor’s account of political myth [32] suggestsrthat there are
essentially two kinds, which he calls ‘foundation myths’ and
‘eschatological myths’, and which might be said to correspond to
religious myths of creation and the end of the world. For the
Russian Communist, for example, there is the foundation ﬁgth of
the Polshevic Revolution, which is a simplified version of actual
events excluding whatever might detract from its contemporary
significance (such as the role of Trotsky), which explains the
creation of the Soviet state in such a way as to bring out its
moral significance; that is, the values the state stands for and
which present and future Soviet citizens must live up to, as is
set out in the preamble to the Soviet constitution. [331 Other
examples include the American Founding Fathers, the World
Communist Revolution, the Anarcho-Syndicalist General Strike, Mao

Tse Tung’s ‘Long March’® and so on. Myths of this kind have an
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important place, though only a contingent one, in ideological
thinking. They might be said to be a significant structural
element in some, though not all, ideologies; as well as no doubt
being important in the psychology of ideological adherence.
However, it can be argued that myth plauys a much larger role in
ideology than this suggests.

This wider role is indicated by ideology’s tendency to
mythologise the past, to turn it into a story with moral
significance. But this is true not only of an aspect of history,
but the whole of significant time, past, present, and future;
that is, to see the present as one chapter (though perhaps the
climactic one) of an unfolding story. In other words, in a fully
developed ideclogy foundation myths and eschatological myths are
merely end pieces of a larger mythological structure. The model
here is also religious. Jewish and Christian myths of creation
and the end of the world, for example, enclose the story of man
in a cosmic struggle of good and evil. [34] What is peculiar
about such myths of universal history, unlike other types of
myth, is that the believer is necessarily part of the story, is
an actor in the dramaj; there are no neutrals, one has to make a
choice between good and evil. Such myths may be characterised as
participatory myths. That myths of this kind play a major role
in ideological thinking is easily demonstrated. For the Marxist
all history is the history of the class struggle and one must
take one’s stand with the oppressors or the oppressed. Similarly
for the Nazi, belief entails commitment to the racial struggle.
lLiberalism is more complex with many different versions of and
attitudes to history. BPBut Liberals are normally committed to the

concept of progress and see history as in some sence a struggle
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between the forces of darkness and enlightenment, although the
concrete enemies change from time to time: the traditional ones
are priests and kings as, for example, with Condorcet; for J.S.
Mill it is the mass mind: for modern Liberals it is
totalitarianism and bureaucracy. In all these universal dramas
the central character is Man, oppressed, alienated, the victim of
class, foreign or racial oppression.

It is with such an archetypal man that the adherent can
identify. The adherent therefore knows where he stands in the
world, can gauge his moral status, knows who his enemies and
comrades are, has a sense of direction, knows what part he has to
play, knows his social, moral and political identity. However,
this is to start to stray into speculation about what
psuchologically ideology does for us and our needs for it, which
will be touched upon in the closing chapter. Sufficient for the
moment to say that it would appear that a participatory myth is
an inevitable feature of a fully developed ideology, and that
this completes the set of structural elements, and of features
bound together by the concept of man.

The structure of ideology may, therefore, be summarised
in the following way. Ideology developes conceptions of human
nature in which observable aspects of humanity (rationality,
competitiveness, sociability, creativity, etc.) are compounded
with particular sets of values. Ideological man is the resultant
theoretical construct, which is then used to both evaluate and
explain the world as we know it. An ideological conception of
man on its own can tell us broadly what is good and bad in the
world: but for a fuller and more accurate evaluation it needs to

be supplemented with a conception of the good society. An
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ideclogy’s notion of the good society is usually little more than
the extension or filling out of its conception of man; it is the
values inherent in that conception made, so to speak, social
flesh. Put with such a conception it can be shown just how far
the present world lives up to, or, more usually, falls short of
the ideal, And just how this living up to or falling short is to
be explained also involves the same concept of man; only this
time extended and filled out into a wider theoretical framework
that explaine where we are in relation to the ideal, why we are
where we are, and how the gap can be closed or prevented from
widening. The process of explanation necessarily involves the
uniting of past, present and future into a unified whole, which
can then be aesthetically shaped into a universal myth, both

explaining the world and making moral sense of it.

J. Kant’s political ideas as an example of ideology

The structure of ideology outlined in the previous
section might be illustrated with any number of examples.
However, it is Kant’s thought that will be considered. Kant did
not set out his political ideas in a major work on the subject,
though he did have a coherent and individual view which is worth
studying. Put more importantly, Kant is among the greatest as
well as the most fastidious of philosophers, so that showing him
in certain aspects of his thought to be an ideclogist - that is,
a confuser of logical categories, a speculative metaphysician and

maker of myths — is particularly telling and instructive.
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Kant did not accept the conventional view of his age that
it was reason as such that differentiated man from the animals.
Insofar as reason was, in Hume’s phrase, "the slave of the
passions’ then it was just a superior piece of equipment to that
possessed by other animals for the satisfying of their needs, the
difference being merely one of degrees. As they pursued their
interests and sought to satisfy their needs, men belonged to the
same ‘phenomenal’ world governed by cause and effect as other
creatures. What genuinely made men special, and qualitatively
different from the animals, was their capacity for moral choice.
This meant that men were capable of acting for moral reasons
alone, independently of their needs and desires, and in so doing
step outside that realm of necessity shared with the animals and
into the realm of freedom. It was precisely when they did act
for moral reasons alone, in despite of what their needs and
interests dictated, that men were fully rational, fully free and
fully human.

Freedom was, therefore, a condition of fully developed
humanity. Put what Kant meant by ®freedom’ was conformity to the
moral law, which, being completely rational, was equallu binding
upon all rational beings. We remain free because the law we have
to follow is precisely that law which, as rational beings, we
give ourselves. We are free because in moral matters we are
self-determining; we legislate our own moral law. But since the
moral law is wholly rational, it will be the same law for allj; it
is both our own and universal. The very fact that we are capable

of such rationality in itself confers a special dignity upon man
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as a universal legislator, giving him intrinsic and absolute
worth, since "Rational nature exists as an end in itself". [35]
And since the rational being is ruled only by his own laws he is
truly autonomous, and autonomy is "the ground of the dignity of
kuman nature and of every rational nature'. (p.97) HKant
conceived of all rational beings, human or otherwise, as
potentially members of a "kingdom of ends’, since all are subject
to the same self-imposed moral laws. The foundation of this
system of universal laws is what Kant called "the supreme
principle of morality® (p.37), which is his ‘categorical
imperative’ in its various formulations. This first of all
enjoins us to act only according to those maxims we would
willingly see as universal laws; it then requires that we treat
each and every human being as an end and never merely as a means;
and finally, it demands that in determining those maxims that
will guide our actions we should do so as though we were
legislating for a kingdom of such ends. (pp.67,91 & 95) Whether
these three amount to the same thing, as Kant believed, may be
doubted. However, the important things is that the categorical
imperative provides the basis of a rational moral life. If we
lived up to its demands we would always act unselfishly according
to self-imposed universal principles, always treating others with
respect as autonomous beings possessed of dignity and worth, and
as fellow members of a kingdom of ends. This is the basis of a
morality all men could live by, irrespective of their social
circumstances.

However, this analysis also has implications for man’s
social and political life. While even a slave has some scope for

moral choice, and therefore for living according to universal
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principles, nevertheless the life of a slave or serf is not
consistent with the dignity of man as an autonomous moral being.
Following Rousseau, whom he much admired, Kant believed that his
status as a moral being gives man fundamental rights, and in
particular a right o freedom. Men must have freedom in order to
make moral choices and thereby live as fully rational and fully
human beings. It is not sufficient to live an outwardly good
life because constrained to do so by law, like the man Plato
describes in the Myth of Er. [361 The genuinely good and fully
human life must be freely chosen; and all men, even the depraved
[371, must have the opportunity to choose, even though they may
choose wrongly. Futhermore, the demand of the moral law that men
be treated as ends and not means (that is, the second formulation
of the categorical imperative) implies that all men must be
treated equally (i.e. equality of opportunity and equality before
the law [38D.

The good society, therefore, is one where all men are
treated equally and a1l possess the maximum freedom consistent
with good order. ZPut ‘good order’ requires coercive laws, and
Kant’s problem, as with Rousseau, is how coercive laws can be
justified if men are to be free. J.G. Murphy writes:

Kant quite clearly believes that freedom does

not stand in need of any positive

justification, for it is good in itself.

Rather it is coercion, bad in itself, that must

be defended ... coercion is justified only in

so far as it is used to prevent invasions

against freedom. Freedom itself is the only

value which can be used to limit freedom, for

the use of any other value {(e.g. utility) wouid
undermine the ultimate status of the value of

freedom. [391]

Men have a right to be free to pursue their own ends. Put this

inevitably will bring men into conflict, and the purpose of civil
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society is to ensure justice between conflicting claims. Kant
writes:
Justice is ... the aggregate of those

conditions under which the will of one person

can be conjoined with the will of ancther in

accordance with universal law... Hence the

universal law of justice is: act externally in

such a way that the free use of your will is

compatible with the freedom of everyone

according to a universal law. [40]

Thus, for Kant coercion is justified if it is used as a
hindrance to a Aindrance of freedom”; that is, freedom may be
limited only for the sake of greater freedom. (p. 134)

The kind of civil society that embodies these ideals is
what Kant called *Republican’; by which he meant a system of
government with a sovereign representative assembly based on a
franchise limited to the independent and properted (pp. 29, 78 &
100-1). Though he is vague about just what institutions,
procedures and franchise his ideal government should have, Kant
is nonetheless clear that: "the repubiican constitution is the
only one which does complete justice to the rights of man". (p.
1125 see p. 99). MWithout a representative system a government
cannot:

accord with the concept of right ... and

without it, despotism and violence will result,

no matter what kind of constitution is in

force. (p. 102)

In the frifigus ofF Fure Asason of 1781 he wrote of a Republican

constitution:

A constitution allowing #he grestest possible
Auman fresdom in accordance with laws by which
the freedom of each is made o be consistent
with that orf all cthers - 1 do not speak of the
greatest happiness, for this will follow of
itself - is at any rate a necessary idea, which
may be taken as fundamental not only in first
projecting a constitution but in all its laws.
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Kant regarded this as an ideal, like Plato’s Aspubl/ic, to which
all societies should aspire and approximate to as far as
possible. He believed it to be not only the society most
conducive to happiness but also one where, because men exercised
their reason to its fullest extent, they would become
increasingly rational and therefore increasingly good. He goes
on:

The more legislation and government are

brought into harmony with the above idea, the

rarer would punishments become, and it is

therefore quite rational to maintain, as Plato

does, that in a perfect state no punishments

whatsoever would be required. This perfect

state may never, indeed, come into beingj; none

the less this does not affect the rightfulness

of the idea, which, in order to bring the legal

organisation of mankind ever nearer to its

greatest possible perfection, advances this

maxim as an archetype. [41]
This was the kind of government appropriate universally to
rational creatures. The principles underlying it and the kind of
laws it ought to enact are universal principles. As an ideal,
Kant believed it was "our duty to enter a constitution of this
kind® (p. 187); that is, to make the ideal of a kingdom of ends’,
referred to in the third version of the categorical imperative,
as far as possible a human reality. This involved both striving
to bring about & Republican constitution by peaceful means, but
also striving to bring about permanent universal peace as a
necessary condition of the ideal society being permanent and
universal, since war is the "destroyer of everything good® {p.
187) and states with republic constitutions are "incapable of

bellicosity" (p.184). And although Kant did not believe a

Republican world-government was feasible, he did believe that a
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league of such states was both possible and, eventually, would be
created (p. 104/3). For history is the history of freedom, and
progress towards universal freedom was, even if delayed, an
inevitablity. (p. 184).

Contemporary society fell well short of Kant’s ideals.
His criticisms of it are often more by implication than direct,
but they are clear enough for all that. Living in an absolutist
authoritarian state marked by hereditary privilege and the
absence of civil liberties, Kant’s advocacy of republican
government, equality of opportunity and maximum political freedom
was criticism enough. More generally, we have just seen that in
the good society men will be happier and more moralj there will
be greater obedience to the laws, more honesty, charity and
greater sense of honour, and generally less conflict and
violence. (p. 187/8) This is because as a result of their
freedom they will have developed into mature rational beings.
Put in the meantime: "mankind groans under the burden of evils
which, in its inexperience, it inflicts upon itself". [421 It
would therefore seem to follow that in contemporary society an
absence of freedom stunts that development and is responsible for
much unhappiness and immorality. Again, Kant’s ideal future is
characterised by permanent international peace, which will only
come about when all governments are Republican. Unfortunately:

.«.the world’s present rulers have no money to

spare for educational institutions or indeed

for anything which concerns the world’s best

interests (for everything has already been

calculated out in advance for the next war)

{p.31)
To the objection of the "supposedly clever stateman" who says

that all this is unrealistic because you have to take men as they



are, Kant replies:
But ‘as they are’ ought to read ‘as we have

mzde them by unjust coercion, by treacherous

designs ...’. For that is why they are

intransigent and inclined to rebellion, and why

regrettable consequences ensure if discipline

is relaxed in the slightest. (p. 178
What modern man needs, Kant believed; is not discipline but
enlightenment.

In his essay Miat iIs Englightenment (1784) Kant defines
‘enlightenment’ in terms of maturity. It is essentially thinking
for oneself and not relying on others. Unfortunately, because of
laziness or cowardice, too many people allow others to do their
thinking for them, and this is exploited by those in power who
argue that such independent thinking is highly dangerocus. In a
later work he argues that paternal government is the "greatest
conceivable gespotism*. (p.74) This is at least part of the
reason why men are less free than they might be. But although
Rant admitted that he did not live in an enlightened age, it was
nevertheless an age of enlightenment in the sense that
enlightenment was spreading. (p.38) Mankind was moving in the
right direction and the trend could not be reversed.

Kant’s confidence that mankind was moving towards an
ideal future was based on more than an increase in general
rationality through tolerance and education. He also believed
that human progress was guaranteed by nature. In his Joes Ffor a
Universal History with a Cosmopalitan Purpose (1784) he wrote:

The history of the human race as a whole can

be regarded as the realisation of a hidden plan

of nature to bring about an internally - and

for this purpose also externally - perfect

political constitution as the only possible

state within which all natural capacities of
mankind can be developed completely. (p. 50)



The good society {or rather, the good societies in a state of
organised international peace; i.e. the ‘external’ political
constitution) is all part of nature’s plan, which is “hidden’ in
the sense that its aim is attained by roundabout, even perverse,
means. The means, implanted in man by nature, is what Kant calls
man’s ‘social unsociability®. Man is naturally a sqcial animal,
while at the same time his behaviour displays a strong bias
towards the anti-social: he is ambitious, egocentric and
aggressive. But while these lead to conflict, crime, tyranny and
war, they also, ultimately lead to their opposites. For the
horrors of crime and civil strife force men to create orderly
societies with laws and institutions, and eventually to recognise
the nesd to live within a rational legal order based on the
principles of freedom. (pp. 44/35) Much progress, Kant believed,
had been made along these lines; though much still remained to be
done in domestic politics and even more in international
politics. Here states were in a state of nature in relation to
each other. PBut in time the horrors of war would teach men the
same lesson. MWithout an international order progress and
security were threztened by continual preparations for war. But
Kant had no doubt that in the end: "... the highest purposes of
nature, a univérsal cospopsd I tan evistence” (p.31) will be
realised.

Put althought this end is inevitable, Kant is someuwhat
ambiguous about exactly how it will be realised. GSometimes it
seems that the growth of a general enlightenment will be
sufficient, while at others man appears to be entirely dependent
on the appearance of enlightened rulers, but at yet other times

it seems that it will be providence alone, working not through
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men’s rationality so much as the evil side of their nature to
force men to do things in their ocwn interests that they would not
otherwise do. Hence, on the prescriptive side of Kant’s theory
there is often an air of inconsistency about some of the things
he says. For example, he repeatedly insists in all his political
writings that resistance to established rulers, however bad, is
wrong (g.g. p. 81-2), while at the same time he is openly
enthusiastic about the achievements of the French Revolution as a
major step in human progress {(p. 182-3). All of this perhaps
reflects a deeper uncertainty about the nature of man, and in
particular his capacity for evil. From this point of view the
theory of man’s social unsociability might be seen less as a
solution to the question of man’s nature as a restatement of the
problem. There is, as Howard William suggests:
.. & fundamental tension in Kant’s philosophy

which manifest itself in a dualistic view of

man as rational and yet capable of radical

evil. [431]
This generates a certain doubt as to whether man’s capacity for
evil will, in true Liberal progressive manner, be eliminated by
the spread of enlightenment, or whether what Kant sometimes calls
in his more Augustinian moments "the depravity of human nature”
(e.g. p. 103) will make the ultimate good society (a combination
of the ideal republic, the kingdom of ends referred to in the
categorical imperative, and the religious ideal of the kingdom of
God on earth [441) a practical impossibility. This ambiguity has
implications for the role of education, as we will see below.
For the moment it is sufficient to note this possible element of
inconzistency within what is otherwise a clear and fully worked

out theory of human nature, and the good society that is



appropriate to that nature.

11

This account of Kant’s political thought, though no more
than an outline, is sufficient to demonstrate its ideological
character. To begin with, Kant holds certain values which are
embodied in his conception of man and inform his account of the
world, and which are the basis of his ideal society. His
principle values are rationality and individual freedom which he
contrives to intertwine logically with each other, and with his
notions of moral good and human nature. Thus, men are only fully
human when they are free, and only fully free when they
rationally pursue the moral good. Other values - such as
republican government, equality, tolerance and peace - play a
supportive role, to be understood in terms of the conditions
under which man can be at his free, rational, moral best.
Altogether, these values define a society in which humanity can
flourish and develop itself to the full. The good society in
turn becomes a standard by which we measure existing societies.
Where freedom is denied men’s development is stunted, they are
prone to crime and to unhappiness, and the majority remain
immature and fail to reach their full moral stature. Men have a
clegar moral duty to work to transform the present world into the
ideal one, for the enlightenment and freedom of mankind.

Kant’s version of ideological man is thus the bearer of
values that find expression in an evaluation of the contemporary
worid and are the foundation of the future one. It is also the

foundation and the focus of a wider explanatory theory that
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embraces all of reality. HKantian metaphusics divides that
reality into two spheres and places man at their juncture. On
the one side is the sphere of ‘phenomena’, which is the perceived
physical world governed by causal necessity. On the other side
is the "noumenal’ sphere, which is both the unknowable world of
the "thing-in-itself’ behind perception and also (although how
they are connected Kant never makes clear) of freedom and reason.
Either can determine man’s behaviour. But the moral good lies in
the extent to which man chooses to accept the promptings of the
noumenal world (i.e. do his moral duty). The whole of reality is
apparently =o constructed as to give man every capacity and
incentive to live up to his full moral potential; he is "secretly
guided by the wisdom of nature" {p. 48).

Nature has laid down man’s telos, and has so formed him
that he is compelled to pursue his own perfection. The working
out of this process through time, from man’s barbaric state to
the achievement of his telos, is the connecting threat of
history. History is the story of man’s climb from barbarism to
the perfection which is his ultimate destiny; and it is a story
in which we can all participate. It is substantive philosophy of
history; or, put another way, it is speculative metaphysics and
grand myth. Thus, Kant’s values are not merely built into his
definition of man, but pervade all reality to the extent that the
good society appears to be the culmination of that reality.
Kant’s account of the human condition insists that we occupy a
thoroughly moralised universe. The noumenal world has superior
moral standing to the phenomenal, while nature is infused with
moral purpose, is designed as a setting for man and imparts to

him his telos together with the impulses that, over time, will
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compel him to fulfil it. Thus, “noumena’ and ‘phenomena’,
‘nature’ and "history’ are all pseudo-descriptive concepts, as
much as the more ocbviously moral: ‘freedom’, ‘autonomy’,
‘turanny’ and ‘war’. Thus, Kant’s values are embodied in nature
and above all in man, so that the good society is “natural’ in
the Aristotelian sense of what is needed for man to fully develop
himself and fulfil his telos.

However, before finally deciding on Kant’s status as an
idenlogist there is a possible set of objections that should be
considered. Someone might argue that there are certain aspects
of Kant’s thought where he did no more than follow the common
beliefs of his age - God’s providence, human perfectibility, a
benign and man-orientated nature, etc. - which seemed reasonable
to most educated people of his time but somewhat implausible
today. These 18th Century assumptions, compounded by a doubtful
metaphysics, account for the ideological content of Kant’s
thought. They can be easily dispensed with, especially since
Kant only accorded them the status of Ideas of Reason. This
leave us with a rational core which is as philosophically sound
now as it was then; a coherent moral and political philosophy fit
for modern man. [451]

The first thing that might be said about these objections
is that one cannot just dismiss as dross those ideas of a thinker
one finds to be inconvenient. The ideas of Kant that we find
implausible today are not optional extras but are integral to his
thought. Put even. if we could dispense with Kant’s 18th Century
assumptions and doubtful metaphysics what remained, the supposed
rational core, would be just as ideological as the original; we

would still be left with a moral ideology pointing towards a
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political one. At its absolute bare minimum, we have a
particular conception of man whose nature demands a certain way
of life which is morally desirable. Man’s humanity resides in his
moral rationality which must have freedom to be exercised. The
good society is one which recognises man’s moral autonomy and
consequent right to freedom, (thought today ocur assumptions make
it self-evident that this must mean democracy - which Kant
abhorred). This is the classical ideological formula: a
conception of man with particular values defined into it, from
which can be inferred a good society in which those values form
the principles of social organisation, Only if it could be
demonstrated that this conception was grounded in reality and
that the values, because inherent, were logically superior to any
others, might Kant’s political ideas avoid being properly
classified as ideoclogical.

But in fact there is nothing in Kant’s substantive ethical
theory that logically compels assent. His values and ideals may
be attractive, but this is not to give them the logical status
Kant and his followers attributed to them. Despite Kant’s great,
and deserved, reputation as a moral philosopher they are no more
rational than any other values and ideals, some of which may be
equally attractive. The foundation of his substantive ethics is
the categorical imperative, the first formulation of which is an
empty formula (the MNazi, for example, can consistently will that
all Aryans persecute all Jews [4461), from which the other two
vercions, which do have content, simply do not follow. Treating
all with dignity and legislating for a kingdom of ends, however
desirable they may be as ideals, have no higher logical status

than any other statements of value. It simply does not follow
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that because human beings are rational, or capable of moral
choice, every single one of them has infinite worth or right to
political freedom. In fact in Kant both ‘freedom® and ‘reason’
are pseudo-descriptive terms reflecting his own values rather
than any standard usage. This is fairly obviously the case with
‘freedom’, since for him being free means conforming to the moral
law as he defines it; but ‘reason’ is equally a carrier of
Kantian values. The concept of ‘rationality’ in Kant is not an
objective one. It is used pseudo-descriptively: associated with
the moral, with the superior noumenal world and identified with
God and the angels. Kant does not use it in the everyday sense
as a means to work out mundane problems {(in which case one way of
robbing & bank may be more rational than ancther), but rather as
the instrument of man’s moral purpose. Like Aristotle, the
rational life is the morally good life. And it is Kant’s account
of reason which is central to his definition of human nature.
Put his use of ‘man’, ‘freedom’, and ‘reason’, are arbitrary
usages, not demonstrably better than anyone elses. They reflect
his values which have not solid foundation in the sense that they
arow from the categorical imperative, where the first formulation
is empty and the others, because they do not follow from it, are
merely assertions. Thus, there is no basis for assuming that
Rant’s substantive ethical theory is superior than any other, and
consequently no further reason to accord his political thinking
any special philosophical status.

Kant’s political thought fulfils all the criteria for
ideology developed in previous chapters. Thus, we have a
value-loaded conception of man, a pseudo-descriptive vocabulary,

an ideal society, explanations, prescriptions and a participatory
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historical myth; that is, all the ingredients of a fully
developed ideological position. And Kant is, therefore,
demonstrably a confuser of categories, a speculative

metaphusician and a maker of myth; in other words, an ideclogist.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

OBJECTIONS AND REFINEMENTS

The conception of ideclogy developed over the last four
chapters is no doubt open to many objections. Three, however,
are worth considering in detail. This is partly because they are
important in themselves and need to be replied to, but alsc
because in answering them we may refine and extend our

understanding of ideology.

1. Ideology and ‘Academic Political Theory’

The first objection concerns the place of ideology within
the wider field of political theorising. #As was noted at the end
of the opening chapter, Miller and Siedentop make a distinction
between ideology and what they term ‘academic political theory’,
and if such a distinction were sustained it would put the present
analysis at risk. In fact a number of arguments deployed in the
intervening chapters point to it being a false dichotomy. But
Miller and Seidentop use arguments not hitherto considered and so
their position needs to be looked at afresh. We will concentrate
on their account of political theoru in 7hs Mature of Political
Theory [11 as representative of views widely held, dealing first
with their defence of ‘academic political theory’ and then with
their theory of idecloqu.

What Miller and Siedentop attempt to do is to update and
strengthen the defence of political theory offered by John
Plamenatz (to whose memory their book is dedicated) in his

article "The Use of Political Theory’ and elsewhere. [2]1 To do
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this they criticise Plamenatz’s account in an attempt to
eliminate what they take to be the unnecessary positivist
elements in his work. Plamenatz accepted the curvent positivist
wisdom that there are just three types of theoretical activity in
relation to politics: conceptual analysis (i.e. political
philosophy), empirical theory (i.e. political science) and
normative theory (i.e. "political theory’ in its traditional
meaning). But whereas the positivists would only allow the first
two to be legitimate academic activities, and doubting the
validity of the third, Plamenat:z sought to defend political
theory as legitimate by insisting on its intellectual rigour and
the need for academically acceptable criteria, though without
specifying precisely what these should be. Plamenatz’s error,
according to Miller and Siedentop, was to concede that political
philosophy and empirical theory were value-free and quite
independent of normative theoruy. This, they insist, demotes
political theory to the status of "poor relation” {(p. 12} and
deprives it of "the requisite intellectual credentials". (p. 9)

The positivist objection to political theory is that its
value content and prescriptivity rule out any possibility of
ohjective knowledge, and Plamenatz does not really answer the
point. Perhaps the obvious answer to the positivists is to argue
for or assume the possibility of an absolute ethics. But
Plamenatz does not take this line and neither do Miller and
Siedentop, although they correctly understand that Plamenatz’s
demand for greater rigour is not enough. They have the quite
different strategy of denying the validity of any alleged
divisions between political theory and either empirical theory or

political philosophy that are based on ethical content. They
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insist that in fact ethical content pervades all three, and that
there can be no fundamental division between them in content or
method. The three form a continuum:
««.the boundaries drawn between these three

forms of intellectual activity are conventional

in character, representing a convenient ‘

academic division of labour, but no clear-cut

differences of method. (p. 1Z)
The implication is that the unchallenged academic respectibility
of political philosophy and empirical theory is transferred to
political theory, thereby giving it the academic status that
Plamenatz wished to confer on it without succeeding.

The first and obvious point to make is that even if all
these claims to continuity were demonstrably true they would
still not establish the objectivity and academic credibility of
political theory. All it would do would be to cast doubt upon
the objectivity and academic credibility of political philosophuy
and empirical method. BPut these claims are not true, at least
not on the arguments presented by Miller and Siedentop. The
crucial question is the pervasiveness of values. They base their
claim that empirical theory is necessarily value—laden upon tuwo
arguments that are equally thin. The first is Charles Taylor’s
notion of ‘value-slope’ [31; that is, social scientific theories
may not be directly prescriptive, but indirectly favour one view
of the world by ruling out another. But, as we saw when
discussing Hollis, this will not do. To take a moral example, if
*Hume’s law’ is true then Natural Law is not, but this does not
make ‘Hume’s law’ value-laden; it would be a bit like saying that
because Vesuvius destroyed a Roman c¢ity it therefore had an
anti-Roman bias - it just does not follow. £41 Their second

point is that in social science a given body of evidence may be
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accommodated by more than one theory, and there may be no
empirical way of deciding between the rival theories. The
choice, therefore, must be on other than empirical grounds, and
it is here that value considerations operate. PBut then even if a
choice must be made (and it is not made clear why, or by whom, or
for what purpose), these non-empirical grounds need not be moral
or politicaly it could be on the basis of simplicity or elegance
as in physical science. Pesides, it is not claimed that all
social scientific theories are in thisz situation. It is
therefore difficult to see how this can support a claim that all
social scientific theories are value-laden. Nevertheless, it is
upon the basis of what are at best two rather shabby arguments
that Miller and Siedentop conclude:

Taking these two observations together, we are

led to the conclusion that the theoretical

position adopted by a social scientist must be

value-related, inasmuch as it supports a

political standpoint of a particular kind...

{p. 113

Put this is an unwarranted leap that will not support the
contention that there is no clear division between empirical
theory and political theory

The case for the necessary value—ladenness of political
philosophy is equally unconvincing. Their argument is based upon
what they take to be the nature of political concepts and how the
philosopher responds to them:

The concepts used in political argument are

typically contestable concepts, in the sense

that each may be interpreted in a variety of

incompatible ways without manifest absurdity.

Such contests cannot be resolved by formal

means...establishing a preferred meaning for

such a term involves engaging in substantive

political argument, bringing forward both

empirical evidence and moral principle to

Justify the general perspective to which the
preferred meaning corresponds. {(p. 1)
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From this Miller and Siedentop conclude that political philosophy
is value-laden; that it employs both moral and empirical criteria
to reach its conclusions; and that the difference between
political philosophy and political theory consists "at most in a
difference of emphasis" (p. 10). However, these arguments do not
bear serious examination. In the first place, there is no resason
why the philosopher dealing with contested concepts need go
beyond analysing their different meanings and relating them to
political beliefs, and good reason why he should not go further
{53. Miller and Siedentop quite rightly point out that such
disputes cannot be settled by formal means, and that they "can
only be resolved by taking up and defending a political
standpoint® {p. 14). But such a resolution could not be an
objective academic resolution, and it therefore cannot be the
business of the philosopher to attempt it, since he is restricted
to *formal means® and te the ideal of objectivity. It is solely
a matter for ideoclogists and their adherents to defend their
‘preferred meanings’. Secondly, not all political concepts, as
Miller and Siedentop imply, are ‘essentially contestable’:
*democracy’ is, but ‘constitution’ is not. However, the
situation is not quite this clear-cut. The account of
pseudo-description in Chapter Four suggests three possible types
of political concept in this respect: the intrinsically
pseudo-descriptive {i.e. ‘essentially contested’), the ethically
neutral, and those otherwise neutral concepts that have been
drawn into an idenlogical theory and invested with ethical
significance (such as the Marxist concept of the "state’), and
therefore have had, so to speak, pseudo-description thrust upon

them. It is the business of political philosophers to point out
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logical distinctions of this kind, but not to take sides in
ideplogical conflict by defending their own versions of
ethically-loaded terms. It is significant that in the passage
Just gquoted ‘empirical evidence and moral principle’ only come
into play when philosophers are justifying his "preferred
meanings’. But it is precisely when philosophers attempt this
kind of justification that they cease to be doing philosophy and
begin engaging in the quite different activity of political
theory or ideology. Thus, political philosophy can be clearly
distinguished from political theory, both in terms of ethical
content and methodology; and the same is true of empirical
theory. Miller and Siedentop’s idea of a continuum must,
therefore, fall; and, on their own criteria, must lack the
‘requisite intellectual credentials’ for academic status. What
then of their view of ideclogy?

What, for Miller and Seidentop, distinguishes ideology
from political theory is that ideclogy expresses class or group
interests (p. 1), and has an economic basis (p. 2), which makes
it systematically biased in a way that they believe “academic
political theory® is not. BPut we saw in Chapter Two that the
expression of class or group interests cannot be a satisfactory
basigs for ideology, while the economic theory of ideology was
also shown not to be viable. It is logic alone that can
determine what is and what is not ideology, and ideology as it is
analysed in the present work embraces all that Miller and
Siedentop would count as academic political theory. In fact they
seem somewhat unsure themselves. On the one hand, they count
liberalism as an ideology (p. 4), while giving the status of

political theory to Rawls® Theary or Justice and Nozick’s Anarchy
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Anarchy State and (/fopis, both recognised as belonging to the
Liberal tradition. Indeed, if the central arguments of this work
are correct then ‘academic political theory’ is a contradiction
in terms.

It is not particularly difficult to see how Miller and
Siedentop have fallen into these errors. Much of what passes for
empirical theory and political philosophy is indeed value-laden
and connected (logically connected) with one or other ideological
position. Marxian sociology is the most obvious example in
social science, while much of what is accepted as political
philosophy is concerned with the determination of values and is
bound up with Liberal beliefs. Many standard works of political
philosophy are in fact works of Liberal political theory [61],
such as D.D. Raphael’s "Problems of Political Philosophy’, in
which, for example, a discussion of the concept of ‘fdemocracy’
merely consists of a rather idealised description of the British
Constitution from a Liberal point of view. [7]1 We have noted
that it is characteristic of ideclogy to influence the apparently
factual through the process of pseudo-description, thereby giving
to the disparate sources of any particular ideoclogical theory a
certain homogeneity based on values. Miller and Siedentop have
observed theorising that has been influenced by ideology and
Jumped to the wrong conclusion that all empirical theory and
political philosophy must be like this. At the same time it
could be said that they are particularly prone to this mistake in
that they share Plamenat:z’s conviction that human beings need
‘practical philosophy’ and they are clearly attracted to
political theory’s "practical, action-guiding character® (p. 1):

...political theory is associated with a more
active impulse than either "the study of
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political thought® or ‘doing political

philosophy’. It involves, at least implicitly,

the assumption that shaping social and

political concepts is also, in the longer run,

shaping social and political institutions. (p.

2)
What they do not seem to recognise is that the existence of a
human need for objective political theory does not guarantee that
such a thing is possible; we might say that there is an acute
human need to be able to predict the consequences of our actions,
but unhappily reality is not such as to make this possible
either. In the end all Miller and Siedentop are doing is
attempting to invest ideology with an academic status it does not
and could not have. This is not to say, however, that the
creation of ideology is necessarily a waste of time (any more

than the creation of art is a waste of time). But that is

another argument

Z?. Positions and Traditions

The second objection is the essentialist argument that a
political doctrine is first and foremost a set of principles, and
that various theories of man and society may be used to justify
them at various times, but it is the principles that are
essential while the theories are not. This may be said of
Conservatism or Socialism or some other doctrines, but 1t is most
often and most readily said of Liberalism, which can stand for
the rest. The argument might be used against the present
analysis in one of two ways: either the analysis is basically
wrong, or the analysis is correct but does not appluy to
Liberalism which is, in consequence, not an ideology.

For this objection to hold water at least three things

must obtain. First, there has to be a single core of principles
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to which all recognised Liberal thinkers subscribe. This means
that such thinkers must share the same values, and that terms
like " freedom’, ‘reason’ and ®justice’ must have the same meaning
for all. Secondly, this set of principles must be sufficiently
clear—-cut to enable anyone to identify who and who is not a
Liberal. Thirdly, it must be possible to separate these
principles from the various theories of man and society that are
used in their support. In fact none of these conditions can be
met.

In the history of Liberal thought there are many instances
where theorists have differed profoundly over principle. Usually
the differences are masked by the procese of using the same words
in different ways. PBut sometimes they have been quite open.
Competition, for example, has been an important value for various
Liberal thinkers from Bentham to veon Hayek. [81 For Herbert
Spencer competition was the means by which man and society
reached ever higher stages of civilisation [21; while for Leonard
Hobhouse competition was anathema because quite incompatible with
*harmony’® which was the highest human good and only achievable
through cooperation. [10]1 However, differences of principle that
turn on differences of usage are much more common. Freedom is
one such case. ZPentham, for example, believed a man‘ta be free
when he could pursue his own self-interest without hinderance;
while for Kant man was not free at all when pursuing his
self~interest, but only when acting according toc some
self-imposed moral rule against his self-interest. These
conceptions of freedom are closely bound up, as we have seen,

with different theories of rationality and what it is to be

human. This was also true of the radically different views of
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the proper eutent of state activity put forward by T.H. Green and
such contemporaries as Herbert Spencer. [11] A more recent
example is the very different notions of justice entertained by
John Rawls and Robert Nozick. [12] Many more examples could be
cited, but the point need not be laboured.

Nor, if the point has been well made, will it require
elaborate demonstration to show that the boundaries of Liberal
thought are uncertain and controversial. It is sufficient to
point to examples of thinkers deemed Liberals by some but not by
others, including such diverse figures as Rousseau, Hegel, Edmund
Burke and R.H. Tawney. For example, John Plamenatz in his
Feadings From Liberal Mrifters [131 writes: "It is not often
claimed for Rousseau and Hegel that they were liberal
philosophers, and I am not now concerned to argue that they
were.” (p. 25). Put he goes on to insist that Edmund Purke was a
Liberal (p. 36), and to include passages from R.H. Tawney among
his essential Liberal texts. Burke and Tawney are more often
claimed by other ideologies than as a Liberal [143, while Hegel
is more problematic. He is often claimed as a Conservative; but
a passage of his is included in J.5. Schapiro’s, Liberalism: its
Meaning and History [151; while he is clearly not regarded as a
Liberal by E.K. Bramsted and K.J. Melhuish in their destern
Liberalism 1163, The idea that Liberalism is essentially a set
of fixed principles, to which everything else is secondary, must
he rejected. [171]

However, there is another version of essentialism that
can be ronsidered briefly, which takes the opposite course of
locating the essence of Liberalism in theories of human nature

rather than principles. This case is most forcefulluy put, and in
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great details, by G.F. Gaus in his boock 7he Modern Liberal Theory
of Man L1181, Gaus writes:
The account of the modern Liberal tradition
defended in this book might be called
‘essentialist® in the sense that it asserts
that the essence of modern liberalism is a
particular theory of human nature. (p. 9)
This theory, he claims, is shared by all modern
Liberals and underpins their various, though broadly
similar, political proposals. However, ‘Modern
Liberalism® is not to be equated with ‘contemporary
Liberalism®, nor with the ‘new Liberalism® of the turn
of the century. In fact Gaus ends up confining his
concept to just siw thinkers: J.S5. Mill, T.H. Green,
i..T. Hobhouse, John Dewey and Bernard Bosanquet.
There may be something to be said for linking
these thinkers in terms of certain shared features of
their thought, but to insist that they all share the
same conception of man is to overstate the case
greatly. Gaus himself notes that:
-« .we are struck by the tremendous diversity
of ethical and metaphysical views that ‘new
liberals’ have put forward to support their
prescriptions,..utilitarianism, idealism (and
the common good), harmony, instrumentalism and
the social contract all have been offered as
the basis for a revised liberalism. (p. 1)
But clearly, these thinkers could only be said to share the same
concept of man if these wider theoretical frameworks have no

bearing on the matter; which is hardly plausible. To take just
one example, J.S8. Mill was an atheist who believed an individual
could develop himself on his own, while for T.H. Green we are all
manifestations of the divine consciousness and none of us can

develop ourselves in isolation but only as part of a wider moral
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community. To say, therefore, that Mill and Green have the same
concept of man is absurd. Even less plausible is his contention
that the ethical beliefs of modern liberals have no bearing on
the matter either. He writes:
«.«1f the theory of human nature is so
central, one may wonder if my account of modern
liberalism allows any significant political
role for modern liberal’s ethical theories..
Well, it must be acknowledged that the main
thrust of my account is that, indeed, they are
not of central importance...modern liberals
very often argue in support of liberty,
democracy and economic proposals directly on
the basis of thelr theory of fuman raturs, with
little or no refersnce to (heir foraal ethical
theories., {(p. 272)
Put this is naive. Gaus simply treats terms such as ‘growth’,
*harmony’, ‘development’®, ‘happiness’, ‘democracy’, ‘liberty’ and
above all "man’ as simply factual terms, as purely descriptive
{as does Ryan, as we noted earlier). These theories are not
factual, nor the concepts simply descriptive, but are the
vehicles for expressing the ethical beliefs of their respective
authors. [191
The ‘modern liberal theory of man’® which Gaus puts forward
is in fact his own construction. It is pastiche achieved by
selecting and arranging points and arguments from his six
thinkers; and by emphasising similarities and ignoring
differences, sometimes at the cost of some vigorous Procrustean
stretching:
.x.by positing additional psuchological
dynamics or by reconceptualising notions like
private property...Posanquet can quite
consistently embrace the modern liberal theory
of man...(p. 233)
In spite of such contortions Gaus’ theory of man is not tightly

drawn, but is a rather broad elaboration of the view that the

development of the individual is bound up with the developments
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of others. But putting a hand in that bag one could just as
easily pull out a Socialist or Anarchist {(or Hegelian or Marxist
for that matter) as a Liberal. Furthermore, Gaus admits that
modern Liberals embrace a variety of not always compatible
political prescriptions, and that if these all relate to the same
concept of man then the relationship can only be a "loose’ one.
Nevertheless, he insists that these "loose’ connections amount to
good philosophy and not “mere ideology" (p. 5).

Fut ideology is precisely what all this is. And this is
not because of loose connections or baggy concepts, but because
of its ethical content. Even though Gaus may indeed be
identifying similar features in the work of his six thinkers, the
‘modern liberal theory of man® is still his construction, and one
that eupresses his own ideological viewpoint. This is especially
apparant when he adds his own points to it {(eg. p. 18B2), and
when, even more surprisingly, he criticises one or other of his
six for straying away from it {e.g. p. 7Z). The idea that the
individual can only develop in conditions of political freedom,
and where all are equally free, and that denial of these freedom
inevitably leads to "behavioural pathologies" (pp. 135-9), is not
a factual theory but a set of ethical beliefs. Like most
ideologists, Gaus believes himself to be dealing with the
objective facts of human existence, when in reality he is
articulating his own moral vision of the world.

Thus, the essentialist objection, whatever its form, does
not appear to stand up to examination. However, the disposal of
this objection only throws up others. If the boundaries between
ideologies are so fuzzy that it is a matter of controversy who

does and does not belong to the rankes of a particular ideologu
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and different ideologies can claim the same thinker, then how can
it be said that ideclogies are incommensurable? Furthermore, if
ideologies have no fixed core, then how can we say that, for
example, Kant, PBentham, Spencer, Hobhouse and Rawls all belong to
the same Liberal ideology? By what criteria can it be decided
who belongs where? In the absence of an essence what holds the
disparate sets of ideas together as one ideology?
HEE

The idea put forward in an earlier chapter that different
ideological beliefs are incommensurable tends to suggest that
they are hermetically sealed, and that there can be no
intercourse between them. Yet we can find instances of Liberal
Socialists; Conservative Liberals, Liberal and Socialist racists,
Maruist Catholics and other unlikely combinations. Part of the
reason why we are inclined to think these combinations strange is
our habit of thinking in essentialist terms: we think Liberalism
ought to be one distinct doctrine and Socialism another. But it
makes more sense to think of ideologies in terms of traditions of
thought, each composed of a number of variations or positions,
with a mainstream and a number of subsidiaries, rather than a
fixed core of essential doctrine. Essentialist thinking,
however, is not the only reason why we find ideological
combinations strange. Ideclogists spend so much of their time
contradicting each other and insisting that their views are
diametrically opposed, that we presume that they are
irreconcilable; which is a view that the notion of
incommensurability was designed to confirm and explain. How then
is it logically possible for ideclogies to overlap, or for the

ideplogical allegiance of a particular thinker to be ambiguous?
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We can look briefly at an example of this overlapping in
the history of Liberalism in the 1%th Century. In the first half
of the century Liberals and Socialists had rival and incompatible
accounts of a situation where a labourer, because of the state of
the labour market, had to accept below subsistence wages. The
Liberal deemed him a free man and insisted that there was no need
for the community to interfere in this situation, which would
only diminish freedom in general; while to the Socialist the
labourer was forced to accept poverty and squalor precisely
because he was unfree, and that it should be the business of the
community to interfere in this situation in order to extend
freedom. Put later in the Century some Liberals, such as T.H.
Green, partially accepted the Socialist argument while remaining
Liberals. This was achieved by reinterpreting the Liberal
conception of freedom and the role of the community in fostering
it, so that state interference (in such matters as contracts of
employment) was interpreted as removing obstacles to freedom,
which was now conceived as developing one’s inner potential (and
therefore involving a new conception of human nature). This was
neither Socialism nor traditional Liberalism but a new position
synthesising some elements of both, and to a large e:xtent
incommensurable with both. [203 In this way the Liberal
mainstream shifted through Mill, Green and Hobhouse in the
direction of welfare socialism, while Spencer’s purist
individualism, which was much closer to classical Liberalism,
seemed increasingly obsolete.

Changes of this kind are possible in ideology because of
its logical nature. The possibilities of reinterpretation and

adaption, of overlapping and merging, lie in the almost infinite
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flexibility of ideological language. All concepts, and the
theories which sustain them, are to some degree adaptable; but in
science and other intellectual disciplines there are controls and
limits to flexibility which are bound up with the relationship
between assertion and evidence, or some other test of validity.
Put ideological concepts, because of their value content, are
non-referring, and consequently there is no control provided by
fact or evidence, and no authoritative test which can be appealed
to in case of doubt. Values are the determining factor in
ideology: the theory is changed in response to changing values
and they in turn determine the logic of theory. There are no
rules or logic forbidding overlapping or merging. In this
situation compatibility and incompatibility between doctrines
become a matter of choice and ingenuity. If an ideologist feels
compelled to develop doctrine across ground occupied by other
theories then only his own creativity need limit himj though
where the will exists a theoretical way will uwsually be found.
In this sense it might be said that in ideological thinking
reason is the slave of the passions.

There is no logic governing the direction in which
ideologies evolve. They respond to their times. How they do
this is comprehensible when we think of an ideologu as a series
of positions linked to each other in a variety of ways within a
tradition. Each thinker contributes to the tradition, while at
the same time his system of ideas is autonomous. Any ideoclogy
that persists beyond a generation will develop a variety of
positions, and there is no control over this. There are no popes
in ideology (the nearest equivalent was perhaps the "Moscow line’

which was authoritative within Marxism—Leninism for a time), and
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anyone is free fo develop their own version. What the main line
of development might be is largely a retrospective judgement.
The development of ideclogies is practice-led in response tg
current need. Or, to look at it another way, we might say that a
kind of evolutionary law of survival of the best-adapted
operates, in that of the various ideplcgical positions available
some will gain adherents, grow and develop, while others will
not. HWhen a theorist feels his inherited beliefs are no longer
adequate to the times and need revision, then anything is
possible, including the absorption of values hitherto associated
with another ideoclogical tradition. This, of course, is fo
create ancther variation or position. It may fall on deaf ears
and wither, or inspire a sect; or it may attract wide support and
be followed by other variants. If the latter, then we may speak
of ideplogies overlapping or merging. It is in this context that
‘strange combinations’ become comprehensible. The need of the
time may dictate that successful variants are closer to cther
ideclogical traditions than rival positions might be.

As to the limits of a tradition, that depends on what
adherents will accept. It just so happened that Green
articulated what many other Liberals were coming to feel, and the
future lay with the revised Liberalism that Green helped to
develop. More generally, this is part of the answer to the
problem of identity. That is, how do ideologies hang together?
What then determines the identify of an ideological tradition?
How can Kant, Bentham and Hobhouse all be Liberals when their
beliefs and values were so different? The identify of a
tradition is not determined by any logical process, but rather a

combination of contingent factors, including consciousness of the
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tradition, use of traditional themes and vocabulary, reference to
revered thinkers of the past, and ultimately the recognition of
other liberals. This later may not be forthcoming, or it may
come from some but not others. This helps to account for the
fuzziness of the edges, for there is no logical means of
determining identity of this kind.

What then of incommensurability? There seems little place
for it within this picture of overlapping and merging doctrines.
But incommensurability is a function of ideological conflict,
both between and within ideologies [Z21], so that in a stable
situation of rivalry it does operate. BRBut in situations of
change and adaptation, where new answers are called for and old
ones reassessed, then incommensurability becomes less of a
barrier to ideological intercourse. In Kuhnian terms,
incommensurability belongs to periods of “normal’ ideological
controversy, while in periods of revolutionary change all things
become possible.

In dealing with the essentialist objection it has been
necessary to develop a more complex and flexible notion of
idenology. Dealing with the next objection opens up & wider

conception still.

3. Neo-Aristotelianism and the Range of Ideclogy

Another important objection to the present analusis is
inherent in what has been called ‘neo-Aristotelian® ethics (the
phrase is W.D. Hudson’s [221), as most vigorously expressed in
A.C. MacIntyre’s widely read and widely admired book A7fer
tirtus. 1231 A consideration of this work suggests that a wider

conception of ideology is needed.
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Macintyre’s thesis may be stated roughly thus. The modern
world is morally and culturally degenerate, and modern man has
lost his sense of identity and sense of purpose. Part cause and
part reflection of this state of affairs is the collapse of moral
thought {(both everyday and in philosophy) into a meaningless
subjectivism. MWe still use a traditional moral vocabulary, but
it has no real meaning for us because the traditional framework
or context of thought within which it was developed, and from
which it derived its meaning, has been lost. He writes:

<. o modern moral utterance and practice can

only be understood as a seriesz of fragmented

survivals from an older past and that the

insoluable problems which they have generated

for modern moral theorists will remain

insoluble until this is well understood.

(pp. 104-5)

What we use this vocabulary for today is manipulating each other;
and we do so because the language of morality is more effective
than the language of personal preference, so that "It is your
duty® is more compelling than ‘1 want you to’. Indeed, we live
in a manipulative world, governed and persuaded as we are by an

<

endless array of bureaucrats, technocrats, ‘experts’ and
‘therapists’ who employ a technical-rational mode of thinking
which in reality is pseudo-scientific and ignores the real nature
of human beings. All this is shrouded in ideology which
reassures us that everything is for our own good. So effective
and benumbing have these forces of modernity become, Maclntyre
believes, that we are already living in "the new dark age" {(p.

245) without even being aware of it.

MacIntyre contrasts the modern condition with a happier
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past when morality did cohere and did make sense because the
framework that sustained it was in place. This framework may be
called "Aristotelian’® because it was Aristotle who firet laid
bare its logic. It has three elements. First, there is
man—as-he—happens—-to-be; that is, untutored human nature.
Secondly, there is man-as—he-could-be-if-he-realised-his
-essential-nature; that is, if man fulfils his "telos’. Finally,
there are the values to be adhered to and the virtues to be
cultivated if the individual is te progress from the first to the
second. There were several versions of these elements, both
classical and Christian, during the millenium in which this
framework remained in place. But in the 17th Century the uwhole
Aristotelian system came under attack. Aristotelian metaphysics
and science were rejected along with the whole apparatus of
essences, potentialities and teleology; and since Aristotelian
ethics was bound up with these notions, it too fell under the
general condemnation. Consequently, from the 1Bth Century various
thinkers, including Hume, Kant and Kierkegaard, all attempted to
put morality on new foundations. Put all such attempts were
doomed to failure because they only had two of Aristotle’s
elements to work with: man-as-he-happens—to-be and moral
prescription. What they lacked was the concept of a telos, the
fulfilment of the human essence, which gives coherence and
meaning to the other elements. The ultimate consequence of their
inevitable failure has been the moral and cultural emptiness of
the modern world.

In somewhat Hegelian fashion, Maclnture takes philosophy.
especially moral philosophy, as summing up the age in which it is

written {each moral theory, he thinks, implies a sociology and
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vice versal. The moral philosophy of the modern world is
Emotivism: that is, the view that moral utterances only eupress
personal preferences and are essentially persuasive in purpose.
But the natwre of Emotiviem has been misunderstood. It is not,
as it has always been assumed to be, a theory about the @msaning
of expressions, but in reality is a theory about their wse. It
tells us how people today actually use the moral vocabulary,
which is to manipulate each other. With this interpretation,
Emotivism is made to embrace Neitzschean ethics, Existentialism,
Hare’s Prescriptivism and other modern theories, on the grounds
that they all reduce morality to personal preference. This
reflects the reality of moral life today, where, devoid of
objective moral purpose or criteria for moral judgment, modern
man is the victim of bureaucrats and “experts’® who claim to know
what is good for him.

What Maclntyre is in fact doing is telling a story of how
Western Civilization went wrong and lost its way, through the
loss of a sense of the sssence and telos of man, and of the
cultivation of the virtues which that way of thinking sustained.
He is deeply pessimistic about the prospects of recovery. Put he
does have a tiny sliver of optimism based on the possibilities of
practice and community. Practices, in Maclntyre’s sense of the
term, are complex activities like art or agriculture or sport
which have their own internal goods, vigorously and healthily
debated within a tradition, which provide a basis for identifying
virtues and cultivating them. What is needed to bind these
practices together into a coherent way of life is a conception of
the good for man as such. Another essential condition of a

coherent moral life for man is an adequate sense of community,
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which is difficult to achieve in the modern world where it is
constantly undermined by the dominant culture of liberal
individualism. However, it is only through the:
s« .construction of local forms of community

within which civility and the intellectual and

moral life can be sustained through the new

dark ages which are already upon us. {p.243)
that there is hope that civilization might be rebuilt. It is the

one small glimmer of hope in MacIntyre’s otherwise entirely bleak

picture.

11

in terms of the present analysis ‘After Virtue’ bears all
the marks of a work of ideology. But this cannot just be
asserted, since Maclntyre directly attacks many of the
assumptions upon which this present work is based. Clearly, if
MacIntyre is correct then the present analysis falls, and indeed
will be seen as just another example of modern man’s fragmented
consciousness. Maclntyre’s case has to be shown to be fatally
flawed before it can be shown to be ideological.

After Wirtus is indeed a much flawed book. Its sweeping
generalisations, unsupported assumptions and clear
inconsistencies go well beyond the allowances normally made for a
book of this scope. To take just two of many examples: the
assertion that we live in an emcotivist age and use moral language
mainly for manipulation begs countless questions and ignores the
evidence of common experience. Secondly, debates over ends and
values within practices are taken as being healthy and right, but

when the practices are politics and phileosophy Maclntyre regards
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such disagreement as a sign of deep malaise. Houwever, in
relation to the present work one aspect of the central thesis
deserves particular attention. Maclntyre’s picture of modern man
lost in a cultural and moral desert involves large
value-assumptions, as does the view that all this stems from
certain 17th and 18th Century thinkers finding Aristotelian
teleology difficult to swallow. Such grand evaluations would be
difficult to justify even if MacIntuyre could show that ‘Hume’s
law® was false and merely a manifestation of the collapse of
coherent moral thinking. Nevertheless, there are two points
which MacIntyre must establish if his case is to have any
plausibility. He must show that the fact/value dichotomu is
false, and he must also show that man does indeed have a telos.
If these points cannot be established then his work has little
defence against the charge that it is ideological.

MacIntyre’s main case against the abscolute separation of
fact and value relies on what can be called the good man/good
farmer argument {p. 533). This view makes use of the fact that
the statement *X is a good farmer" can be cashed out in purely
factual terms: "X looks after his animals, obtains good yields,
maintains the soil® and so ong from which it can be argued that
there is no good reason why similar factoal criteria cannot be
found for the judgement "X is a good man®. But this view rests
upon a confusion. "X is a good farmer" is a technical evaluation
related to function, much as we call a watch a ‘good watch® if it
performs its function of keeping accurate time. But moral
evaluation is not the same as technical evaluation. Men as such
do not have a function. The technical use of "good’ in relation

to man only makes sense within the context of certain specific
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practices, such as farming or medicine or war, which have
recognised ends. It does not make sense for life in general.[24]
Furthermore, for MacIntyre’s argument here to be comprehensible,
let alone true or false, he must demonstrate that human life does
have an overall purpose or telos, a purpose that can be specified
and demonstrated in purely factual non-evaluative terms. PRut
this task Maclntyre fails to perform.

Despite the vital importance of a conception of man’s
telos to Maclntyre’s whole thesis, the nearest he comes to
of fering one is when he says that "the good life for man is the
life spent in seeking the good life for man® {p. 204). But this
strange and admittedly "provisional conclusion® is
self-defeating, if only because presumably knowing what is good
for man we no longer need to search for it, so that finding it
deprives us of it. But it will not even do to be going on with,
since it could hardly bear the weight Maclntyre needs to place on
it. It is difficult to see how it could sustain 3 social ethics,
or express that sociability which is essential to Maclntyre’s
conception of human nature. MNor is it clear that it could
justify the cultivation of all the desirable virtues. B8till less
rould it justify Macintyre’s wholesale condemnation of the modern
world, particulariy since the pursuit of the good of man has been
at least as vigorous over the last two centuries as at any
previous time, even though, according to MacIntyre, this is just
the time that civilization has been going steadiluy downhill.
Thus, "life spent in seeking for the good life® is not much use
even as a provisional telos, and would have to be very different
from the ultimate telos, whatever that might be. Maclntyre

cannot so much as make a guess at what the ultimate telos could
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be like, and this undermines his entire case. He is in no
position to maintain that only a teleclogical ethics is viable,
or that the fact/value dichotomy is a fallacy, or that the moral
vocabulary has lost its meaning in the moral world. Even less is
he in a position to reject the present analysis which would
characterise "After Virtue® as a work of ideology.

"After Virtue® has all the features of an ideclogical
position, although not all of them are fully developed. It
purports to offer a factual and euplanatory theory about the
human world, which in reality is an ethical evaluation of that
world. Past, present and future are turned into & moral story in
which forces of oppression and (much weaker) forces of good are
at work, and man’s present predicament is explained. All is
couched in a morally charged language, where, for example,
‘bureaucracy’, ‘therapist® and ‘expert’® denote bad things, while
fcommunity’, "practice’ and “tradition® {(properly understood)
dencte good things. Put on two vital points Maclntyre is not
wholly explicit: the nature of the good society and the nature of
man. However, we can infer a number of things about each with
some confidence. Modern man has an alienated and fragmented
consciousness and lacks a sense of moral community, the
restoration of both are essential to his nature and would
presumably be accomplished in the good scciety. However,
Macintyre is less interested in showing how the good society
could be organised than in the problem of restoring to man a
coherent moral life within a genuine community. This has the
implication that if this could be achieved then the good society
and an appropriate political theory would flow from it {all

modern political tradition being exhausted, p. 244). A necessary
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condition of this is that man must put his thinking straight.
The pervasive influence of spurious technical-rational reasoning
iz a central feature of Maclntyre®s condemnation of the modern
world. It appears that MacIntyre believes that a key element in
man’s restoration is the recovery or development of true
reasoning; that is, a form of reasoning which overcomes the false
dichotomies of fact and value, and of individual and society, and
enables man to come to a true understanding of himself {(the model
here would seem to be Hegeli. C(learly, the concept of
rationality is central to Maclntuyre’s concept of man (as we have
seen above with Bentham and Kant and with Hollis).
Unfortunately, MacIntyre does not tell us what his concept of
rationality is. Perhaps this is difficult to do in the absence
of a theory of man’s telos. Nevertheless, he does promise an
account in a later book (p. 242), which has so far not appeared.
Thus, there are good grounds for characterising "After Virtue® as

a work of ideology, even though not an entirely complete one.

I1I

MacIntyre’s thesis is interesting as an ideological
position, but perhaps more interesting for what i1t might suggsst
about ideplogy as such. That Maclnture offers us moral
prescriptions rather than political ones, with only the
implication that the fulfilment of the first would lead to the
second, suggests that we could classify "After Virtue® as
primarily a work of moral ideology rather than political, and
that this might be true of other ideclogical positions. This

suggests that the concept of ideology may be further developed
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along one of two possible lines. The first is that moral
ideology is the core concept and that a political ideologu is
only an extension of a moral ideologu; or secondly, that the
moral and the political are, or can be, two distinct forms of
ideology.

The first of these suggestions has a certain initial
plausibility. We have seen in the case of Kanty for example, a
political ideology {2 variety of Liberalism) that is simply an
extension of a moral ideology, so that for Kant, as Paul Hassner
points out:

In principle, politics is simply the

application of that legal doctrine whose theory

is morality. Any conflict between politics and

morality is to be resolved by the pure

subordination of the former to the latter. [251]
An similar cases could perhaps be made for a number of other
political thinkers such as Aristotle or Bentham. But the idea is
much less plausible in respect of other thinkers, such as
Rousseau or Hegel, and it is difficult to see what Marxism or
National Socialism would amount to without their political
dimension. It seems reasonable, then, to suppose that there are
at least two forms of ideclogy, the moral and the politicali with
perhaps, as Maclntyre suggests, the logic of the former having
been explored by Aristotle. There are a number of possible
examples of purely moral ideclogies among the Hellenistic
*philosophies’ {notably Epicurianism) and perhaps back to
Socrates, which might or might not have provided the basis of a
political ideology (again we might follow MacInture, this time in
his A Short History of £thics, where he argues that all ethical

theories imply a conception of man [261). Perhaps the most

interesting case in this context is Existentialism, which while
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displaying many features here identified with ideologu,
nevertheless appears at such a distance from politics that the

notion of an Existentialist state or political party seems

absurd.

v

There are manuy varieties of existentialist thought and
some fundamental differences between major existentialist
thinkers, some of whom will not even accept the title
fexistentialist’. [271 MNevertheless, some generalisations are
possible which will be sufficient for present purposes.

A1l versions of Existentialism begin with an analysis of
‘existence’, taken as that form of being peculiar to man. This
means not creating abstract theories but analysing man as a
concrete reality by concentrating on his individual unigueness,
his "wholeness® as a willing and feeling as well as a thinking
being, his "finitude’ and awareness of death, the ‘facticity’® or
‘givenness’ of his individual sxistence; and, most importantly,
his capacity for “transcendance’, for transforming himself from
whatever he is at the moment to some future state. This latter
characteristic of man’s existence means that every individual has
the capacity to make of himself whatever he likes; he is frees tfo
create his own being and is unavoidably responsible for what he
makes of himself. This has certain implications for how men
should live. John Macgquarrie writes [ZB1:

By the very way humanity is constituted, one

iz driven to talk of a "true’ humanity (and

presumably also af a *false’ humanityl. For if

man is not a nature or essence that is simply

given, but rather “makes’® himself what he
becomes by his ocwn deeds and decisions, then it



would seem that he can either become what it is
in him to become, or fail to becomes it...Man
must decide who he will be, and more than this,
gach individual must decide the gquestion for
himself. Each one’s existence ic his own,
characterised by a unigque ‘mineness’. There is
no universal pattern of a genuine humanity that
can be imposed on all or to which all must
conform. Indeed, to impose such a pattern
would mean to destroy the possibility of a
genuinely human existence for the persons
concerned. They become truly themselves only
to the extent that they freely choose
themselves., (p. 141}

Existentialists use the terms "authentic® and ‘inauthentic’ to
dennte an individusl’s proper use of ill use of his freedom and
power. Macguarrie continues:

Existence is authentic to the extent that the

existent has taken possession of himseif and,

shall we say, has molded himself in his own

image. Inauthentic existence, on the other

hand, is molded by external influences, whether

these be circumstances, moral codes, political

or ecclesiastical authorities, or whatever.

{Ibid. p. 162/3)
The central value here is the individual’s freedom and power to
determine his own destiny, the exercise aof free choice being more
important than the content of that choice. On the other hand, as
Macquarrie points out, "no major existentialist philosopher has
taught that everything is permitted® (ibid. p. 16Z) and adds that
in his view the concept of existence itself suggests the general
"direction of human fulfilment® (ibid. p. 1&4) which presumably
rules oput such choices as being a murderous dictator, a master
criminal or whatever else we think undesirable:; and it certainly
rules out the decision to be a conformist. This is a general
problem with Existentialist ethics which is dealt with by a
variety of means {usually involving the introduction of some

principle from outside Existentialism, but that need not concern

us here). But however it is dealt with, the starting point is a
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value laden and therefore pseudo-descriptive conception of man
and the human condition by means of which the world and the
individual’s circumstances can be svaluated.

Each significant Existentialist thinker has developed
these basic ideas in thelr own way, but we may take Sarire as
reprasentative [293. Whereas, for example, Heidegger took man’s
existence to be his essence, Sartre took the more radical view
that man’s essence precedes his existence (p. 438), thereby
taking much of what other thinkers had regarded as man’s
“factity’ to be the individual’s own responsibility, including
his genetic endowment, his social circumstances and his
psychological make up. Consequently theories, such as those of
Freud, purporting to explain human behaviour are deemed worthless
{p. 4@). What does euxplain human behaviour is human choice; we
are inescapably "condemned to be free" (p. 439}, though people go
to endless lengths to escape the anguish of freedom (p. 44); that
is, to deny to thems2lves their own responsibility for whalt they
do. This self-deception iz what Sartre calls “had faith’
{mawvarse rory, and it is only by learning to live without it,
and by rejecting all moral codes and making one’s own choices,
that one can live, as far as it is possible £301, honestly and
authentically. He writes:

«..my freedom is the unique foundation of

values and that noftsing, absolutely nothing,

justifies me in adopting this or that

particular value, this or that particular scale

of values...My freedom is anguished at being

the foundation of values while itself without

foundation. (p. 38) {311
There is nothing comfortable about a life of freedom, since one

must iive with perpetual anguish and uncertainty. Not even other

people are any consolation, since our relationships are marred by
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our ceaseless, frustrated desire to have power over them. [32]
Human reality is "by nature an unhappy consciousness with no
possibility of surpassing its unhappy state® {(p. 90) The only
consolation is the awareness of living an authentic existence.

Other Existentialists have different though similar
analyses of the human condition. Some put greater stress on the
individual’s relationship with fellow human beings, or with
nature; while others smphasise the particular threat of modern
society to individual freedom. These accounts each have their
different conceptual schemes, with concepts such as "mass man’
{Jaspers), ‘PBeing-towards-death’® (Heidegger) and ‘superman’
{(Nietzche), by which the world can be evaluated and the means to
the "good life’® prescribed. At first sight at least, there is
something odd about Existentialists prescribing anything beuond
the injunction to exercise one’s freedom. PBut as suggested
earlier ‘philosophers of existence’ never stop there, but have
additional values beyond the self-conscious exercise of freedom
{331, which they recommend in order to assist the individual in
working out his unique salvation. For Existentialists the "good
life’ is not of course equated with the good society, nor even

T

‘good® in the sense of “happy’; it is the life that is
‘authentic’. Whether this is achieved through Kierkegaard's
*leap of faith’, Nietzche’s *will to power’, Heidegger’s
reordering one’s life in the face of death, or whatever zlse
Existentialist philosophers recommend, it will not be comfortable
and it will be individual rather than collective.

Peing concerned with personal and not group salvation,

Fuistentialism has little to say about politics and society. And

this remains true despite the fact that Heidegger joined the
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Mazis {albeit briefly), and that Sartre became a Communist. Both
can be seen, as with Kierkegaard's Christianity, as an
existential choice or ‘leap of faith’; that is, not dictated by
their Existentialism [341, nor a choice their admirers have
necessarily felt any need to follow. Possibly connected with
lack of a collectivist dimension is the lack of any consistent
Existentialist view of history. Exicstentialist analusis can
always encompass the past in the sense of dealing with individual
biography: but, apart from a tendency to reject views of
progress, the need to deal with society or mankind as a whole has
not been universally felt. Kierkegaard had nothing to say on the
matter {351, while Heidegger saw history in terms of decline
[36]1, a view shared with Nietzche who had added on his revival of
the classical conception of eternal recurrence. BPut none, as in
political ideology, szee mankind as having a destiny to which the
individual might contribute. It is the individual’s destiny
alone that has significance.

Thus, we have in Existentialism a doctrine of personal
salvation that has most of the structural elements previously
identified as ideological. We have a conception of human nature
and a theory of the human condition which embodies certain
values, expressed in a pseudo-descriptive vocabulary, by means of
which the individual can evaluate his immediate and his
historical circumstances. He can determine whether his actions,
his lifestyle and his relations with others are authentic;
whether he is a member of a genuine communityj; whether he is a
victim of modern mass society and so on. And having assessed his
life he can seek in Existentialist writings guidance on

reordering and living it more honestly in the light of
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Existentialist ideals of human fulfilment. All that are
‘missing’, in the sense of not being universal features, are the
political and historical (in the sense of a history of society or
mankind) dimensions. From which it is reasonable to conclude
that Existentialism is not a political, but some form of moral

ideology.

If Existentialism is some form of moral ideology then we
have established two kinds, the moral and the political. This
prompts the question as to whether there might be more, perhaps
many more. Could there be, or potentially be, a different form
of ideology for every variety of human activity: a farming
ideciogy, a sexual ideology, a sport ideclogy? Indeed it
sometimes seems that this is just what we do have. But there
has to be some limit, if not in principle at least in practice.
There are two problems. The first is that not all practices are
amenable (realistically amenable) to the notion that they may be
the means by which humanity might achieve fulfilment. This might
be possible in the case of art, but hardly so in the case of,
sau, bricklaying. The second problem is subsumption. It would,
for example, be difficult to conceive of an economic ideology
that would not be subsumed under some wider political ideology.
An interesting case here is education, where both subsumption and
non-subsumption seem possible. Put we will discuss this question
in the next chapter when we return to the nature of esducational
theory. For the moment it is sufficient to say that confining

ideology to politics appears to be too narrow, and that other



- 319 -

forms of ideology seem both possible and actual.
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Existentialist analysis.

Hence the most famous line in Sartre’s entire literary

output: "Hell is other people", from his play “No Exist’.

Even Sartre, the nearest to relying upon justification by
free choice alone, would not accept the free decision to
become a bourgeois conformist as morally acceptable.

This is a contentious matter about which ecritics
disagree. In the case of Heidegger he did have a notion
about nations being able at some point in their history
to choose their destiny, just as the individual can. So
a case can be made for seeing some connection between his
ideas and his association with National Socialism. On
the other hand, it is doubtful to what extent his ideas
about national destiny can be reconciled with his
ptherwise sitrong individualism.

The case of Sartre is more complex. It might seem that
the Existentialism of feing and Nothingness must flatly
contradict any conceivable variety of Marxism; for the
reason, amongst others, that Sartre’s absolute insistance
that nothing determinas the self, not even psychological
make-up let alone social circumstances, renders the need
for social revolution to give men freedom unnecessary and
irrelevant. However, Sartre himself did not see it like
that and attempted to synthesise Existentialism and
Marwism in his (rifigus of Pialectical fsascn, (Vol. 1,
tr. Alan Sheridan-Smith, New Left Pooks, 19746, and also
Bearch for a ANethod, tr. Hazel Barnes, Alfred Knopf,
1963). But this is a notoriously obscure and
unconvincing work which Sartre never completed.

Except, that is; for expressing the conventional
Christian view of the Incarnation being the most
important event in human history.

See for example, Martin Heidegger, #H7 Infrcduction to
Metaphysics, tr. Ralph Manheim, Anchor Books, 1961,. p.
130.



CHAPTER NINE

IDEQLOGY AND EDUCATIONAL THEORY

We can now return to the knot of guestions concerning the
nature of educational theory and its relationship to political
theory which were left unresolved at the end of Chapter One. In
that chapter educational theory was analysed into a number of
different ftypes, one of which was problematic. This was ‘general
educational theory’ which sunthesises the factual and technical
with prescriptions, values and ideals. The analysis of this kind
of theoru suggested that it be provisionally classified as
ideplogical, pending a fuller analysis of idenlogy as such. A
second and related question was whether there could be such a
thing as objective or "academic’® educational theory of a general
kind. Once these questions have been answered it will then be
possible to examine the significance of political ideas in this
area and develop a general account of the relationship between
ideology and educational theory.

All of the last five chapters tend to confirm the initial
Jqudgement that general educaticnal theory is properly classified
as ideological. 1t has much the same structural elements as
nolitical ideology - concepts of human nature, pervasive ethical
values, 2xplanatory theories, prescriptions, ideals of the good
man and the good society, and so on — which relate to each other
in much the same ways. Indeed, the more complete analusis of
political ideology makes possible a much fuller understanding of
general educational theory: demonstrating, for example, how by

means of pseudo—description values can penetrate every nook and
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cranny of a seemingly factual theory; why an ideoclogical theory
cannot by its nature fall within an overarching and
knowledge-validating framework like science or historyj; and in
what way an ideological conception of human nature necessarily
has a central and unifying role in theories of this kind.
Furthermore, elements such as concepts of man and the good
society are in many cases shared between political and
educational theories, as was seen in the opening chapter with
Plato, James Mill, John Dewey and {(though less straighiforuwardly!
Rousseau: that is, in cases where education and politics form a
continuum.

However, the similarity of form between these two types
af theory has never been much in dispute; it has rather been the
nature of the common form itself that has been contentious.
Consequently, conclusions arrived at concerning one type of
theory should, in most cases, be directly applicable to the
other. Thus, we saw in the last chapter that ‘academic political
theory’ is not a possibility because of the pervasiveness and
radical incommensurability of values, and this is directly
applicable to any argument for an “academic’ version of general
educational theory, which can be dismissed on exactly the same
grounds. Egqually applicable to both forms and equally false are
the assertions (respectively of Miller and Siedentop and of W.T.
Moore, described in Chapter One) that either political or
educational theory can be broken up into their constituent parts
and each separately justified by its own criteria. Houwever,
there is one assertion of the possibility of aobjective general
theory that does seem to be peculiar to education alone. This is

what might be termed the "Peter’s argument’; and it is necessary
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to deal with it before moving on.

R.5. Peters is perhaps the most distinguished and
influential educational philosopher of the last thirty years, and
has written extensively on what the proper aims and content of
education should be. At the same time he maintains that it is
not the business of philosophy to determine values or make
prescriptions. He resolves this conflict by arguing that all he
is doing is bringing out through analysis what is inherent in the
concept of education itself. [11 Thus, while he insists that
"moral decisions can never be extracted from conceptual analysis®
{p.17} he goes on to argue that we can see mhét ‘education’ means
by unpacking the meaning of ‘being educated’ (p.18) and the
“principles implicit in educational procedures” (p.21), from
which is deduced a vision of an educated person of wide
understanding, devoted to pursuing intellectual activities for
their own sake, to freedom, respect for persons, tolerance, and
so on. Put as more than one commentator has pointed out the
concept of education is essentially contested {(or as we would say
in the light of the present analysis, it is a value word, like
*freedom’ or ‘democracy’, which is unavoidably
pseudo-descriptive) in a way that Peters does not admit; and what
in fact he is doing is reading his own values into the
concept (2], A society may regard Peter’s vision of educating an
individual as the cultivation of a free and tolerant intellect as
a principal source aof evil, and that what "education’ really
means is understanding the will of God and learning to submit
one’s pwn will to it. How it could be shown that this usage of
‘education’ was incorrect is difficult to say. Peters,

therefore, is doing just what he says he is not doing, namely
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cffering a persuasive or stipulative definition as a conceptual
truth. {(p.36).

Classifying general educational theory as ideological
opens up a number of questions as to just what this means. The
analysis of ideclogy so far has concentrated on the political
kind, although other possible forms have been suggested. Is
genaral educational theory, therefore, merely an extension of
political theory or is it, or can it be, autonomous? Can it be
linked to other, non-political kinds of ideoleoguy? What different
kinds of relationship can exist? We will first examine the
relationship between general theory and political belief, then
proceed to look at possible relationships with other forms of
ideologuy, concluding with an examipation of the possibility of an

ideology that is purely educational.

1. Political Ideology and Educational Theory

Ideology is concerned with how men should live. One may
regard this as a matter of individual conscience and will, but if
it is taken as a matter for éocietg as a whole then there are fwo
main ways that the good life may be achieved: through the way
society is politically organised, and through education. At
least since Plato it has been recognised that these two areas of
practice are complementary. In conseguence, most political
theories have educational implications, and most educational
theories have implications for the political. Most educational
ideals require a certain sort of political framework for their
fulfillment, and there is a sense in which the political
ideologist needs education. It is crucizl that men see the world

aright, and the younger the better. Men have been kept from the
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truth of the world because of ignorance or falee consciousness,
or some other means that education might rectify. The family is
a conservative institution and an inevitable block on radical
social change, and for the radical ideolegist it must be
by-passed if a new generation with new values is to be created.
Plato had just such a scheme, as did the Bolshevics. But for all
ideologists, radical or otherwise, the good society must be in
some way static (that is, wholly static as in Plato’s "Republic’,
or allowing change within an unchanging framework) and it must be
a central task of education to maintain it. On the other hand,
there 1s no single necessary relationship between the two kinds
of theory, but several possibilities which vary from case to

Case.

In zome ideclogies, educational ideas amount to little
more than an appendage, in the sanse of merely requiring that
children learn the ‘truth’ of their doctrine and absorb its
values. This was the case, for example, with Nari educational
thought and practice. [31 On curriculum matters within the
German national education system, greater emphasis was placed
upon Nazi-approved versions of German language and literature,
history and biology: physical training was accorded much greater
importance; and girls were required to do more domestic subjects
and discouraged from higher academic work. But these apart, the
Nazis were not greatly interested in the naticnal education
sustem, despite the large number of schoolteachers who joined the

party. This can be partly accounted for by the
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anti-intellectualist bent of Nazi thinking {("We think with our
bloond"), but also because of the importance given to
organisations which the Nazis created outside, and to some extent
in conflict with, the school system. The most important of these
was the Hitler Youth, which emphasised political training,
elitism and the cultivation of leadership. Thus, Mazi
educational theory and practice was no more than an instrument of
the political will, used as one instrument among others to shape

the people in conformity to the political doctrine.

It

Soviet education has a similar subordinate role, though
it is a more integrated part of a totalitarian system than in
Nazi Germany. As might be expected, the aims of Soviet education
are strictly subordinate to the political aims of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union. Officially the overall, long-term aim
is for the Soviet Union to transcend its present condition of
spcialism and ultimately achieve a full communist society. The
purpose of education is to turn out Soviet citizens dedicated to
building communism, which will involve the creation of a new type
of human being. 3 Kruschev put it at Elgt Congress of the CPSU:
"To arrive at communism, that most fair and perfect society .. uwe
must start right now educating the man of the future'. [47 But
as many have observed, the ideal Soviet citizen, the dedicated
builder of communism, the "new man®, is in many ways the very
model of Victorian rectitude: honest and forthright, disciplined
and industrious, and wholly devoted to the welfare of his

fellows. He is, however, no individualist. He must be imbued
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with the ideas of Marxism—Leninism and recognise the necessary
leadership of the CPSU. HMuch time in schonls and other
educational institutions is taken up with the study of
Marxism—Leninism, and egalitarian and communal values are
stressed. Teaching is highly formalistic and much influenced by
Pavlovian psuchology, which fits well with the rather mechanistic
version of Marxism derived from Engels and Lenin. Apart from a
few years of experiment following the October Revolution, Soviet
education represents a somewhat dull and mechanical application
of Marxism.

Marx and Engels themselves wrote nothing on educational
theory, and outside the Communist world Marxists have made little
positive contribution to the subject. There are; however, good
theoretical reasons for this. In the bourgeois world education
is necessarily a part of the capitalist system {(in Althusser’s
rather brutal phrase it is an ‘ideological state apparatus’ [351),
and most Marxist educational theorising is devoted to analysing
the functioning of bourgecis education in disseminating ideology
and reproducing the clase system. Rachel Sharp puts the matter
starkly:

Those who wish to undersetand education should,

if necessary, forget about it for a number of

years and concentrate their attention instead

on more significant issues concerning the

nature and dynamics of capitalist societies.

[&61
Her advice to the Marxist teacher is to preach Maruism at every
available opportunity and otherwise try to subvert the system.
Put really there is no salvation through education. And there is
little point in speculating on how education will be after the

final communist revolution (agart, presumably, from lacking
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ideological features and overcoming such false dichotomies as
between theory and practice, and physical and intellectual
labour), since not only will society be transformed but so too
will human nature itself. We can neither prescribe nor predict
what changes will occur, nor what the educational needs of the
new humanity wiil be.

There has, however, been some dissent from this orthodos
Marxist line. The New Left Marxists of the 1950°s 60°s put much
greater emphasis upon the liberation of consciousness than on the
inevitable collapse of the capitalist system, and they left their
mark on educational theory. An example is Madan Sarup’s Aaryiss
and foucation in which he writes:

Deterministic Marxism is rejected because it

transfers political initiative and

responsibility from self-conscious human beings

to structural entities. This is why

consciousness is so important ...{p. 193)...

Seeing the educational world as aone of

alienation, my starting point is a

consideration of the ways in which sociclogy of

education can become a mechanism for

transforming social reality. [71
It is the transformation of consciocusness rather than the
transformation of social structures that has the greater
significance on this view. Yet even here the centre of concern
is the analysis of the existing repressive system and nothing of
substance is said about what education should be like: esducation
is still secondary to a social transformation into an essentially
unfathomable future.

Thus, in the Soviet system, as in Nazi Germany, we have a
strict subordination to party ideology, while the broader stream

of Marxist thought requires a postponement of creative

educational thought until such times as the dust of world
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communist revolution has settled and the new world can be planned

and created, but in the meanwhile remaining a secondary matter.

Il

Educational thinking within a Liberal framewori, however,
presents a more complex, various and creative picture. There are
cases of strict subordination, such as Herbert Spencer. [B1 But
more interesting are the cases of parallelism, as perhaps with
Kant; of integration, as with John Stuart Mill:; and even cases
where education predominates over politics, as is arguably the
case with John Dewey. We will take Kant and Dewey as
representing this wider variety of relationships.

Kant did not devote the interest and energy to
educational theory that he later came to believe it deserved.
What we have of his educational thought is a series of lectures
he was obliged to give as part of his academic duties. [91 They
show the influence of Rousseau’s £msie combined with his own
philosophy. He follows Rousseau in insisting that a child must
be treated as a child and not as a miniature adult, and he spesaks
of education "in accordance with nature®. (p. 110) On the other
hand, in keeping with his own general philosophy, he took nature
to be the realm of necessity and reason the realm of freedom; and
saw education as leading from one fto the other, from the animal
to the human. There is no Romantic view of the childlike or
primitive of Kant. The young child is at the animal stage and it
is essential that it learns conformity to rules. He wrote:

Evil is only the result of nature not heing

brought under control. In man there are only
he germs of good. (p.l13)
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The aim of education is to develop a trus human nature, by
which he meant autonomous, moral, rational individuals. Early
education is negative, helping to bring out what nature provides
rather than adding to it. Put following this there should be a
gradual progress towards freedom, progressively encouraging the
child to think for himself.

One of the greatest problems of education is

how to unite submission to the necessary

restraint with the child’'s capability of

exercising his free will. {(p. Z7)

Obedience to the rules is learnt early, but in time the child
will learn to perform right actions not from habit but from an
understanding of the principles invelved.

Kant considered physical education and practical
education (in the sense of mastering skills) as both highly
important. But his central concern is the development of
character. The pupil must be taughé‘that his duty to himself is
to maintain the dignity of mankind in his ouwn person - which
covers honesty, temperance, cleanliness and similar virtues.
Equally important, the child must learn that his dutg towards his
fellows is reverence and respect for their rights. They must
lzarn tolerance and cooperation {(which is one reason why Kant
preferred schools to private tutors). Put while the helping of
others was desirable, Kant stressed that it was not benevolence
that was important but acting from a sense of duty and a rational
understanding of, and adherence to, principles. Reason and not
feeling was the essential quality, for feeling was too closely
bound up with nature and instinct, and it is precisely in the

overcoming of insetinct and feeling that man is truly human and

free. He wrote:



But is man by nature morally good or bad? He

is neither, for he iz not by nature a moral

being. He only becomes a moral being when his

reason has developed ideas of duty and law.

One may say, however, that he has a natural

inclination to every vice, for he has

inclinations and instincts which would urge him

one way, while his reason would drive him in

another. {p. 108)

The primary task of education was, as William K. Frankena puts
it, to "make good men - men who will rightly®. [10]

Like Rousseau, Kant deplored the degeneracy of much of
contemporary culture, and the related tendency of parents to
concentrate on worldly success for their children. Put Kant had
hope of a better world, that history would eventually lead men to
the ideal society: & kingdom of ends, of rational autonomous
individuals united under universal law. It is to this future
world rather than the existing one that his educational thought
is directed. Hence his demand that the basis of any "scheme of
education must be cosmopolitan' (p.13), for education must lay
the foundation for the fulfilment of the destiny of all mankind:

It is delightful to realise that through

education human nature will be continually

improved, and brought to such a condition as is

worthy of the nature of man. This opens out to

us the prospect of a happier human race in the

future. (p.8}

But although Kant’s ultimate educational aims are essentially the
same as his political ones, his educational thinking is
nevertheless independent. It is not that one derives from the
other, but rather that both are separate extensions of his moral
theory. Education and politics are complementary routes to the
same moral goal: the full development of human potentiality, or,

what for Kant amounted to the same thing, the moral perfection of

Mman.
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However, this is not to say that Kant had a clear view of
the respective roles of education, politics and for that matter
history. Indeed, he sometimes seems to dither between different
alternatives, which might, superficially at least, be explicable
in terms of a sense of impotence. At the time he was writing
political activism tended to mean revolutionary activity, which
he would not countenance, stressing over and over again the
citizen’s duty of obedience; while the kind of peaceful promotion
of political views through parties and pressure groups that we
take for granted was unknown to him (though no doubt he would
have found it congenial). He would not advocate anything with
which the political authorities might disagree {(as is seen by his
response to political pressure concerning his religious
writings). In these circumstances he is uncertain how his ideal
world will come about. Sometimes he seems to put all his faith
in education. In a moment when he was perhaps carried away with
his subject he declares that it is "through education that all
the good in the world arises". {p. 13) At other times he pins
his faith on the enlightened ruler like Frederick the Great, the
hero of his pamphlet Aist is Epglightenmenit? in which he argues
that only rulers who:

.».have themselves thrown off the yoke of

immaturity, will disseminate the spirit of

rational respect for personal value and for the

duty of all men to think for themselves. [111]

Put at yet other times the rough side of politics and war also
appear to play the major part in human progress. This is where
Kant falls back on his theory of "social unsocialibility® (which

is effectively a providential theory of God working through

i

history). We learn from cruel experience as well as from books,
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and on this theory Nature, in somewhat Hobbesian fashion, bangs
men’s selfish heads together until they learn what is in their
long-term interests.

These alternatives no doubt reflect Kant’s reasonable
uncertainty as to how the world will go. But they alsoc might be
said to reflect a deeper dither over the question of man’s
perfectibility. We have just seen above that in his short series
of educational lectures Kant on the one hand says that in man
"there are only the germs of good", which is redolent of
Enlightement optimism, while a little later he sauys men has a
"natural inclination to every vice", which rather smacks of
original sin. Looked at from this point of view, Kant’s theory
of 'social unsociability’ could be seen less as an insight than
as a Ccompromise, or even an equivocation. PBut however that may
be, within the framework of a faith that in the last resort
providence would eventually deliver the good scciety, Kant sees
both politics and education, either working together or
separately, as both viable routes to the "universal good and the
perfection to which man is destined® (p.13), without either
claiming priority over the other.

We see in Kant, then, how politics and education can be
complementary in the sense of being two poseible routes to the
same ideal. With J.8. Mill and John Dewey, however, the
relationship between education and pelitics becomes cignificantly
closer. J.5. Mill, in fact, wrote very little directly on
education; nevertheless, it could be said that the education of
mankind was his central theme, and that he regarded the political
suystem as a vital part of that process. He supported

representative democracy precisely because it was the most
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conducive to mankind’s improvement, and was in itself (despite
its dangers, of which Miil was acutely conscious) educative. In
other words, participation in the democratic process was an
essential part of the rational man’s education. @arforth, with
some justice, goes so far as to sum up Mill’s entire social
philosophy with the phrase ‘educative democracy’. [121 Dewey, on
the other hand, wrote a very great deal directly on education.
He had much to say about the nature and purpose aof formal
schonling, but saw this as only part of an ideal of an educative
society. Indeed, in the case of Dewey it sometimes seems that
what is good about democracy is that it provides the optimum
conditions for mankind’s education of itself; that the good
society is merely a bu-product of the good education.

In contrast to Mill, however, Dewey had great faith in the
common man and little respect for the great tradition of western
learning. “Higher learning’® was revered because it was in the
interests of those in power that it should be, for it kept the
common man in awe. Similarly, it was in the interests of the
power ful that schools teach the useless abstractions and habitual
thinking essociated with this sanctified knowledge, since it
tended to fortify the status quo. [131 The modern world had not
changed the old inequalities, since "the new industrialism was
largely the old feudalism, living in a bank instead of a castle".
[141 And the concern here was not so much with traditional
spcieties of the 0ld World but with America, the land of freedom,
democracy and individualism. Dewey believed that in fact a
preoccupation with formal principles and traditional formulas had
led pecople to ignore the reality of the growth of "a condition of

dominant corporateness" [15] which had made the freedom and



- 338 -
democracy of which Americans were so proud increasingly
meaningless:
Individuals are groping their way through
situations which they do not direct and which
do not give them direction. [161]

The concept of individualism had become restricted to economic
individualism, which in turn was equated with capitalism, the
modern development of which had the effect of diminishing
people’s power over their own lives, and consequently the
development of their individuality. What was needed was a new
and fuller conception of individualism, with a new epistemology
and new conceptions of society and education to go with it.

Crudely, Dewey’s "Instrumentalist philosophy" teaches that
Ytruth’ is “"what works® (though the ambiguities of who it might
work for are not explored). Science is based on trying things
out with a view to controlling nature and solving practical
problems. Unfortunately this is not the way we tend to approach
human problems. Here our thinking tends to be dominated by habit
and traditional formulas, which tend to favour established social
authority. The problems of scciety can be solved if we could
apply a scientific or "experimentalist’ approach to them; what
Dewey calls "the method of intelligence”. his is essentially a
democratic approach since it does not involve authority or
esoteric ‘"knowledge’® but the "collective intelligence"; thatl is,
the collective efforts and wisdom of all of us. Dewey was aware
that this change of direction would involve some drastic changes
in the distribution of wealth and power in society and a
rekindling of a spirit of community. He wrote:

A stable recovery of individuality waits upon

an elimination of the older economic and
political individualism, an elimination which
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will liberate imagination and endeavour for the

task of making corporate society contribute to

the free culture of its members. [171 ... We

should either surrender our professed beliefs

to the predominant material orientation, or we

should through organised endeavour institute

the socialised economy of material security and

plenty that will release human energy for

pursuit of higher values. [181
However, hopes for such a transformation lay more with education
than with politics. Dewey was not in fact much interested in the
form of democratic politics in the sense of constitutions and
institutional arrangements. He was far more interested in the
idea of democracy as a way of life. From this point of view what
really mattered was not how things were organised but (as with
Machiavelli) the quality of the citizenry; and this was the
business of the educational system. In this sense Dewey sau
politics as firmly subordinate to education.

It was in education that he could develop his ideas about
knowledge and its social conseguences. His ‘Instrumentalism’; he
believed, was the kind of approach that should be the foundation
of a modern educational system. Experiment, problem-solving and
working together are the themes of Dewey’s educational thought.
It was above all through education that he believed a truly
democratic society could be built. This would be a genuinely
participatory society, which would involve everyone in the
running of their own lives, and in so doing encourage everyone to
develop themselves to the full. This would be a true
individusalism; one that encouraged the full development of
everyone through extending their experience and responsibility.
People would have the opportunity to ‘grow’; and "growth’ was for

Dewey the ultimate human good, the "only moral end” [171. By

"growth’ he meant the full development of human potentialities,
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an idea closely associated with his notions of evolution, which
he conceived in terms of ‘progress’, and which were inspired by
Darwin. [201 This ‘growth’ was the ultimate aim both of

education:

Since in reality there is nothing to which
growth is relative save more growth, there is
nothing to which education is subordinate save
more education. [Z11]

and of democratic society properly conceived. A true democratic
spciety was therefore an extension of education. This is not in
Mill’s more narrow sense of participation in democratic
institutions rounding off the rational man’s education. For
Dewey it is the whole of the good soceity that is educational:

When the identify of the moral process with
processes of specific growth is realized, the
more conscious and formal education of
childhood will be seen as the most economical
and efficient means of social advance and
reorganisation, and it will also be evident
that the test of all the institutions of adult
life ig their effect in furthering continued
education. Government, business, art,
religion, all social institutions have a
meaning, a purpose. That purpose is to set
free and to develop the capacities of human
individuals without respect of race, sex, class
or economic status. Democracy has many
meanings, but if it has a moral meaning, it is
found in resolving that the supreme test of all
political institutions and industrial
arrangements shall be the contribution they
make to the all-around growth of every member

ey

of society. [22

Thus, for neither J.5. Mill nor Dewey is education subordinate to
politics; indeed, in Dewey’s case education is much nearer
subordinating politics than the other way round.

These examples drawn from Liberalism, Marxism and National
Socialism indicate a variety of possible relationships between

political ideology and educational theory; and no doubt closer
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examination could reveal more subtle ones. But what has been
shown is sufficient for our purpose. What we now need to
determine is whether sducational theory can be linked with
non-political ideology. We will look briefly at Existentialism
as our example of moral idenlogy, and see if educational theory

can relate to it as readily as it does to political theory.

2. Education and moral ideology: Existentialism

Py far the most common and significant relationship of
educational thought to ideology is that of being an eutension of,
or partner of, a political ideology. But other relationships are
possible. An educaticonal theory arising out of a moral ideology
is one such possibility; and this can be illustrated with the
case of Existentialism.

None of the major Ewistentialist thinkers - Kierkegaard,
Jaspers, MNietzche, Heidegger or Sartre - has written any
significant work on education. BRut if Existentialism is an
idenlogy, and therefore possessed of a vision of the morally good
life for man, then it must have some educational implications if
only of a negative kind. And indeed, where major thinkers have
neglected education, others have taken up the challenge on their
bhehalfy seeking to show that the work of one or other thinker is
an adequate foundation for education. Even Sartre, the bleakest
of Existentialist thinkers, has his sducational followers. There
is now, in fact, a substantial literature of Existential
education, of which VYan Cleve Morris’ book Lyvistentialism in
Foucstion is among the best known and which may be taken as
representative. [231]

Une of the striking things about Morris® conception of
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Existentialist education is how late it begins and how restricted
is its scope. Because childhood is deemed "a pre-Existential
phase of human life" {(p. 11Z) Existentialism is "officially
indifferent to and disinterested towards elementary educational
theory” {(p. 116). The child, it seems is simply not very
interesting until such times as it experiences what Morris calls
its "Existential Moment" {(pp. 11ilf.}, which for most of us occurs
some time around puberty. [241 This is:
... tha moment when the individual first

discovers himself as existing. It is the

abrupt onset, the charged beginning, of

awareness of the phenomenon of one’s own

presence in the world as a person. Prior to

this point there is no such awareness. {(p. 112
Thus, the human condition, as Existentialists describe it, only
fully becomes a reality for each individual at a particular
moment, usually in adolescence, when they become self-conscious
and aware that they are free to choose their conduct and
consequently are ultimately responsible for their own lives.
This is necessarily a very personal experience, so that although
formal education involves groups of pupils:

..« they may still be understood as

subjectivities existing alone as individuals.

It is the latter aspect of human growth and

development that can rightfully become the

subject matter of an Existentialist theory of

education. (p. 104)
It is upon the insight and awarensss that the Existential HMoment
involves that the Existentialist teacher has to build.

The task of education, therefore, is to give the
individual a sense of his own human situation, as entirely

responsible for not only his own conduct but for endowing with

meaning and value a world that is otherwise devoid of meaning and
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value. This sducational tashk:

...Ccan be stipulated somewhat as follows: to
provide the occasions and circumstances for the
awakening and intensification of awareness. To
be more specific and concrete, education must
become an act of discovery...let education be
the discovery of responsibilify! Let learning
be the sharp and vivid awakening of the learner
to the sense of being personally answerable for
his own life. {(p. 117)....An education which
reminds youngsters that they are constantly,
freely, baselessly, creatively choosing in this
way 1is the kind of education we are in pursuit
of. {pp. 110-111)

The central concern of Existentialist education, therefore, is to
bring home to the individual the meaning of his own humanity and
its potentialities.

Morris claims that all other educational philosophies
fail to do this, even those that aspire to achieve something of
the sort. Reviewing rival theories, he writes:

geach viewpoint makes the same mistake, the
mistake of believing that the uoung are fings
to be worked over in some fashion to bring them
into alignment with a prior notion of what they
should be...In every case the process of
education is understood to have its aim and
point outside the learner. {p. 108)

These strictures also apply to Dewey and his followers. For
despite their insistence that their methods above all help the
learner to develop himself, the criteria for judging that
development is public and not personal. ‘Community’ is for them a

central value, and consequently they;

... deliberately play down private, individual
decision-making in favour of social
determinants. They intentionally make of the
schonl  an arena in which the group mind is
shown to be superior to the individual mind.
All the apparatus of Progressive educational
theory...has been installed in our schools
hecause of our abiding belief that the growup
thinking, the group considering, the group
choosing is a more authentic and reliable
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avenue to true humanity than the sroivigusi
thinking, considering and choosing. {(p. 128)

It is Existentialist education alone which "assumes the
responsibility of awakening each individual to the full intensity
of his own selfhood" (p. 134)

In fulfilling his educational aims the Existentialist
teacher has no new subjects to teach, but works through a
modified version of some parts of the usual secondary curriculum.
Cognitive understanding of all the standard subjects is necessary
{p. 123), but as George F. Kneller writes:

The existentialist attitude towards knowledge

radically affects the teaching of those

subjects which are dependent upon systems of

thought or frames of reference: it states that

school subjects are only tools for the

realization of subjectivity. [251
For one thing, "the Existentialist educator would seek to
intensify the normafive aspect of all subject matter®. (p. 139)
Furthermore, Existentialist epistemoclogy, Morris insists, views
knowledge not from the point of view of the spectator, but:

.o from the standpoint of the scfor, on stage

and actively implicated in the "role" of

man...he must decide which propositions, among

the world’s billions of propositions, are

meaningful and significant and therefore worth

believing. He is the actor, the active agent.

He chooses his knowledge. (p. 133}
indeed, the whole curriculum is not there to be "mastered’, or
‘experienced’, but ‘chosen’:; it has to be "opted for, sought out,
and appropriated "by the student. {p. 124)

On the other hand, Morris admits that some subjects are
more appropriate vehicles of Existentialist teaching than others.
It is the arts and humanitites that are most stressed in what

Morris calls "the curriculum of the free existent” (p. 123). all

creative arts are important as means of individual expression, of
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which drama is perhaps the most powerful of all the arts in
"evoking existential awareness” (p. 138). History and literature
are also important for different reasons. The purpose of
studying history is moral:
-« that is, such study presents to us various

hypotheses as to how life in the present might

be lived, how we might solve our problems. (p.

126) [261
This being so, it is up to the individual student to accept or
reject what is being taught according to his own purposes.
{(p.142) The study of lifterature is "equally relevant for the
awakening of strategic choice on the part of the learner". (p.
i24) That is, choice relating to the shape and direction of
one’s whole life. Great literature is capable of arousing "the
existential awareness of the learner® (p. 127); through it the
learner can begin to confront the central human experiences of
love, freedom, gquilt, suffering and the "most existential of of
all human problems" {(p. 140}, death. Even the gquestion of
nuclear anhiliation, which "somehow stands at the gate of
authenticity® (p. 127) can be dealt with in this way.

The teacher®s role is one of "awakening learners to
themselves as learners and seeskers and creators of their oun
truth from the starting place of the awareness of their own
ignorance'. (p. 132) This is a delicate task where much depends
upon the relationship between teacher and taught. As might be
expected the conception of the proper relationship between
teacher and pupils which Morris suggests is one of very personal,
special and unigque rapport between individual teacher and
individual learner; a profound contact between two human beings,

which cannot be covered by any social scientific theory. [27]

Furthermore:



The teacher’s guest for awakening an awareness
of freedom in the learner obviously requires a
surrounding medium of freedom in the learning
environment. (p. 13%)

Fortunately, the "Existentialist esducational revolution® (p. 131}
which Morris believes is coming already has a model school to
look to. This is A.§. Neill’s ‘"Summerhill’® which, though not
directly inspired by Existentialist thinking (which Morris does
not make entirely clear), nevertheless fulfills many of the
ideals of Existentialist education. In particulaer it has been
based on the principle that:

The free child eventually becomes the
responsifde child; it is freedom itself which
makes this awareness possible. He who becomes
responsible becomes capable of authenticity.
MNeill is creating authentic individuals. (p.
1507

Morris also describes Summerhill as a @

...Close approximation to a society of
subjectividies - free, autonomous, independent
selfhoods, each determining the essence and
meaning of his own life. (ibid)

In other words, Summerhill is not just a model for an Existential
school but also for a Existential society.

Morris does speak of such a society (which presumably he
also believes is coming). He writes:

If the authentic man is our aim, then the
authentic society is also our aim. That
society is authentic in the degree to which it
fails to provoke in the individual citizen
these urgings to escape from his freedom. That
society is authentic which refuses to specify
the "good" to its citizens. That society is
authentic in the degree to which it summons the
citizen to stand by himself, for himself, in
shaping the direction of his life, and
therefore the meaning of his existence. That
saciety is authentic which never achieves a
"national purpose’, which is, in fact,
uninterested in achieving one, but interested
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only in being the host to individual purposes
in its gitizens. (p. 103}

How this society will be organised we are not told, except that
it will be a society in which: "each individual takes gersonal
responsibility for the laws he oheys, the conventions he consents
to, the values he appropriates for his own life". It looks like
a society with very little in the way of common rules or values
or organisation (in fact it is difficult to see in what sense it
could be a society at all) but for Morris it hardly seems to
matter what kind of political organisation there is so long as it
is minimal and people do what they like. On the other hand,
Morris makes a number of remarks suggesting some larger
collective moral purpose. For example, he suggests at one point
that any "life which hopes to be existential® must personally
care "about the increase of good in the world" (p. 50), which
seems to evoke universal moral standards that are not derived
from Existentialism itself, and be in conflict with the notion of
the individual being the sole source of his own values. This is
a recurring problem with Existentialist thought that was noted in
the discussion on Existentialism in the last chapter. However,
the purpose here is not to criticise but merely to illustrate the
possibility of an educational theory being derived from &
non—-educational ideclogy; and the vagueness and inessentialness
of the political content of Morris® educational ideas suggest
that Existentialism is adequate for this purpose.

All that is now required is an example of an ideology that
is not derived from political or moral ideas but from education
itgelf. This is difficult because once one goes beyond political

and moral idenlogy the exercise begins to look rather tenuous.
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However, one example at least seems to fit the requirements.

This is the theory of ‘Deschooling’, which we will now examine.

3. Deschooling as an educational ideoclogy

The ‘deschooling movement’® developed in the early 1970%s,
it is not an organised movement with an agreed programme and a
card-carrying membership, but rather a loose collection of
theories, projects and sympathisers. Several writers have
contributed ideas, others have advocated similar proposals, uwhile
still others have acknowledged the influence of deschooling
theory. The ideas of at least one dictinguished educationalist,
Paulo Freire [28], can be said to overlap, and at least one other
distinguished writer, Paul Goodman [291], is recognised as a
precurser. Nevertheless, two works are regarded as seminal:
Ivan 1llich’s feschooiing Sociedy [301, and Everettt Reimer’s
Srhpol 75 Pead 311, It is upon these two works, together with

Ian Lister’s collection feschooiing L3213, that the analysis will

largely concentrate.

The starting point for deschooling theory is a criticism
of formal education, or ‘schooling’ (which, following American
usage, includes all institutional learning up to and including
university), defined as:

«.»the age specific, teacher-related process

requiring full-time attendance at an obligatory

curriculum. (Illich quoted in Lister, p. 2}

This now universal phenomenon is, according to Illich and Reimer,

universally bad and universally ineffective. Schools simply fail
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to do the job they were designed for: they fail to teach what
they are supposed to teach. For example, the majority of
children in school spend years and years failing to learn such
subjects as mathematics, physical sciences and languages.
Further, there are millions of children who are hostile to school
and there are conssquently massive truancy and drop-out rates.
The failure of schools to educate is paralleled by their failure
to fulfil their related function of providing equality of
opportunity. Despite this, faith in the efficacy of formal
education remains indestructable: the more it fails the more
billions are poured into it. Put these vast expenditures do
nothing; if anuthing they are counter-productive since they seems
to produce less real education not more, more inequality not
less. Educationalists themselves hide their failure behind
labels like "low I.Q.° and ‘culturally deprived® which imply that
the fault lies with the material they are given rather than with
themselves or the system they operate, & necessary deception "to
preserve their mental heslth" {Lister p. 3). They also point to
successes, to those who progress and gain qualifications. But
Illich especially is anxious to expose all this as a sham,
arguing that certification is no more than a self-perpetuating
and self-legitimating device to preserve the system, and that
certificates only demonstrate that the individual has been
institutionally processed in the standard way, not that they are
particularly fitted for a given occupation, still less that they
have been educated.

What then needs to be done? A minimal first step is the
*disestablishment’ of schoole {(one of many analogies with

religion, usually more ingenious than convincing) and the
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constitutional right of the child not to be schooled.
Ultimately, Illich and Reimer want the complete abolition of
schools and their replacement by wholly informal systems of
learning where the onus is on the child (or parent - there is
some ambiguity here) to learn as and when they please. These
alternative systems are more than a little vague. They consist
of various networks: there would be skill centres where students
could meet actual practitioners and learn about any skill, from
mending cars to speaking a language, through drills. There would
also be networks giving students access to educational objects of
various kinds from record players to power stations. Finally,
for more intellectual pursuits, a different kind of network is
required: some kind of contact service, perhaps using computers,
to put studentz with a common interest in touch with 2ach other
so that they might meet and discuss. The role of the
professional teacher would not be built into this system, but
wowld be limited and entrepreneurial; selling his wares on the
open market, yet released from those aspects of his school role
which effectively prevent his form being a genuine educator. The
esgence of the matter is that students are free to conduct their
own education. For all true learning, it is assumed, must be
natural and spontaneous and s=2lf motivated; only then do we have
rea/ education. Ultimately, Illich and Reimer believe, the uwhole
af society must become an educational environment in which all
rcan develop freely without the distortions of institutions or the
meaningless race for qualifications.

Now if this were all that deschooling amounted to we
would not classify it as ideclogical, but as a practical

educational theory of a technical kind. That is, it would be
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making factual claims about the sffectiveness of formal education
that could be tested, and making predictions as to the outcome of
its proposals which could in principle be confirmed or falsified
by experience. However, deschocling theory does go much further,
going far beyond what can be observed or tested. The criticism
of schooling and the advocacy of alternatives are only, so to
speak, the operational part of a much wider theory which embraces
the whole human condition. Schools fail teo educate because their
nature makes success an impossibility; they positively prevent
education, and conseqguently human emancipation and flourishing.
Thus, schooling is not merely condemned as inefficient, it is
morally condemned. It manipulates, oppresses and alienates, and
keeps the human mind in thrall. Accordingly, Illich and Reimer
insist that deschooling must be "at the root of any movement for
human liberation® (Illich p. 523,

Il1lich and Reimer see formal education as merely part of
a much wider network of institutional oppression. It is one of
the great bureaucratic structures of the modern corporate state.
Illich is particularly scathing about the sheer incompetence and
waste of these structures: state medicine that does not make the
pecple healthier; state welfare that does not eliminate poverty;
state defence that does not ensure security, and so on. Indeed,
these structures create the very problems they are supposed to
eradicate. The whole system is rather more successful in its
undeclared purpose of fitting populations for the modern
capitalist consumer economy, which is no less effective than the
communist world in manipulating the lives of the people for its

ouwn purposes:

There are many roads to ensalvement, only a
few to mastery and freedom. Technology can kill
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by poisoning the environment, by modern
warfare, by over—population. It can enslave by
chaining men to endless cycles of competitive
consumption, by means of police states, by
creating dependence on modes of production
which are not viable in the long run. {(Reimer
p. 20

Technology and bureaucracy are the modern instruments of the
domination of the many by the few. It is only the latest phase
of a long process that is the essence of human history:

When techniques, institutions and ideclogies
were primative, man lived in relative equality
and freedom, because there were no adequate
means of domination. As technigues,
institutions and ideclogies developed, they
were used to establish and maintain relations
of domination and privilege. From that time
on, the societies which succeeded in dominating
others, and thus world history, were also
characterized by inter-class and inter-personal
domination, in tension with efforts to
establish equality. As technigques increased in
efficiency and as ideologists gained in
insight, they repeatedly threatensd to upset
the privilege structure of society.
Institutions were used to counter these threats
by controlling the use of the techniques and by
perverting the ideologies. When revolutionary
breakthroughs occcurred, institutions were
re-established on a broader base, extending
privilege to more people, but always at the
same time maintaining the structure of
privilege, {Reimer, p.7}

At this point in its historu mankind has a choice between
submigsion to further oppression or taking active steps towards
liberation. In the name of justice and humanity, not to mention
survival, mankind must choose the latter. The first step in
creating a truly free, equal, just and democratic world is to
deschool society.

While much of their criticism is directed at western

consumer society, Illich and Reimer are concernsd with the modern

bureaucratic state in general and the role of the school within



it. Illich writes:

In a basic sense schools have ceased to be
dependent an the ideoclogy professed by any
government or market organisation. Other basic
institutions might differ from one country to
another: family, party, church or press. But
everywhere the school system has the same
structure, and everywhere its hidden curriculum
has the same effect ... in spite of contrary
efforts undertaken by teachers and no matter
what ideology prevails. In other words schools
are fundamentally alike in all countries, be
they fascist, democratic or socialist, big or
small, rich or poor. This identity of the
school system forces us to recognise the
profound world-wide identity of myth, mode of
production and method of soccial control,
despite the great variety of mytholegies in
which the myth finds expression. (Illich, pp.
76-7).

Thus, Deschooling is a creed for all mankind that is independent
of all regimes and seemingly of all ideologies.

In their criticisms of modern society Illich and Reimer in
fact share a good deal of the analysis of capitalism and official
communism current amang American radicals (mainly Maruist “New
Left? thinkers but also liberals such as J.K. Galbraith} of the
1940’5, They depart from the Marxist analysis most substantially
in seeing education as the key to social transformation. They
have, not surprisingly, been criticized from this quarter for
being ‘naive’, for "not realising’ that radical political and
economic change is the necessary precondition of all other
change. But the deschoolers reject this. They argue that the
key to liberation is men’s minds; transform schooling and you
will transform men’s minds. Reimer writes:

Schools have grown so fast partly because they
happend to be doing what was important to a
technological era when this era began. Their
monopoly of education has been achieved as one
aspect of the monopoly of technologu. The main

reason we need alternatives to schools is
because they close the door to humanity’s
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escape from this monopoly. They ensure that
those who inherit influence in a world
dominated by technology will be those who
profit by this domination and, ewven worsse,
those who have been rendered incapable of
questioning it. Not only the leaders but their
followers are shaped by the school game to play
the game of competitive consumption - first to
meet and then to surpass the standards of
others. Whether the rules are fair or the game
worth plading is beside the point.

School has become the universal church of a
technological society, incorporating and
transmitting its ideoclogy, shaping men’s minds
to accept this ideology, and conferring social
status in proportion to its acceptance. There
is no gquestion of man’s rejecting technology.
The question is anly one of adaptation,
direction and control. There mauy not be much
time, and the only hope would seem to lie in
education - the true education of free men
capable of mastering technology rather than
being enslaved by it, or by others in its name.
(p.1%)

Deschoolers reject the left’s insistence on violent revolution
{although Reimer at least admits some violence may be necessary
to achieve total transformation of society - see chapter 13) and
zee at least the possibility of peaceful transformation through
deschooling.

This possibility derives from the fact that schools are
the lynchpin of the system and the most vulnerable to
transformation. This is because over and above the overt
function of education, which they perform so miserably badly,
schools perform certain other functions which are critical to the
maintenance of the system. These further functions include
custodial care, social role selection and indoctrination. In
performing them schools rule out the possibility of genuine
learning and education. The reason is that these extra functions
alienate those who are subject to them, and the necessary effect

of this alienation is to deprive education "of reality and work
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of creativity" (Illich, quoted in Lister, p.2). 1Illich calls
schooling "pre—-alienation® (Illich p. 31), a preparation for the
alienation of adult work and society. It i= only the privileged
and the very clever who survive (if that is the right word) this
deadening process:
Those who conform to the rules become the

dependable producers and consumers of the

technological society. Those who learn to beat

the school game become the exploiters of this

society. {Reimer p.19)

Yet at the same time, all are victims, for none experience true
learning, none receive a genuine education.

Il1lich and Reimer do not exactly deny that a little true
learning might take place within & school environment, but it
could only be an accident. Reimer writes:

0f course exceptional teachers can teach and

exceptional students can learn within the

confines of the =chool. As school systems

expand, claiming an increasing praportion of

11 educational resources, absorbing more

students and teachers and more of the time of

each, some true educational experience are

bound to occur. They occur, however, despite

and not because of school. {(Reimer, p.31)

Reimer goes on to gquotes the work of Paulo Freire and Paul Goodman
as providing support for this view. What he means bu this is
Goodman’s view that schools can only teach "aliesnated knowledge’,
which, because divorced from its origins and applications is
‘dead knowledge’. Freire holds a similar view, arguing that true
learning only takes place in the process of people:
... becoming conscicus of their true life
situation, eventually seeing this situation

clearly under circumstances which permit them
to act effectively upon it. (Reimer p. 157)

Presumably this means that people are educated to the extent that
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they understand that they are oppressed and what means can be
used o over—come it. Acguiring ‘dead knowledge’, according to
Freire, amounts to ‘domestication’ not education; it induces
conformity and mythical explanations of whatever does not fit the
taught pattern. According te Goodman it induces a sense of the
absurdity of the world, insofar as ‘dead knowledge’ has any
effect at all. Reimer thinks that in their different ways "hoth
men are probably right" (Reimer p. 168).

It is not entirely clear whether Illich and Reimer fully
accept the views of Goodman and Freire, nor indeed whether the
views of Illich and Reimer are always identical. Certainly both
decry the divorce betuween formal education and the adult world of
work and social life. Illich seems to put more emphasis on man's
relationship to, and need to trust in, nature; although Reimer
doss echo this when he writes:

If proper boundaries are established between

men and nature; and if his weapons are removed

before he enters her, nature can continue to be

man’s mentor. {p.112)

But it is Reimer who particularly stressecs the necessarily
political character of true education:
The basic objective of education must be an

understanding of the world we live in and a

world we hope for, understanding which can lead

to effective action (p.99) ... In a free, just

world, or in progress towards one, all people

need to know how the universal values of their

society are created and distributed and how the

methods of creation and distribution are

governed, i.e. how the society is governed (p.

102) ... How society works needs to be lsarned

by every responsible member of a free, just

world. {p. 103}

Reimer admits all this would inveolve considerable knowledge of

political science, economics, psychology and other subjects (p.
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120)  What he does not explain is how these apparenly essential
elements of true education will be acguired bu all when in a
deschooled society all are left to their own esducational devices.
Reimer appears to make the rather implausible assumption that in
a deschoolad situation this is what all would want to learn. At
present we are schooled to ignorance, apathy and the belief that
the world is as it should be, or at least could not be otheruwise.
But once the ideological scales fall from men’s eues all will see
the world aright, and all will want to set the world aright.
Reimer assumes, again somewhat implausibly, that all the freely
sglf-educated will clearly recognise all the injustices and

absurdities of capitalist zociety and refuse to tolerate 1t. He
urites:

True education is a basic social force.
Present social structures could not survive an
educated population ... An esducated man
understands his world well enough to deal with
it effectively. Such men, if they existed in
sufficient numbers, would not leave the
absurdities of the present world unchanged. (p.
137).. an educated minority, above a certain
size, would have to opt for justice and sanity
.+« Nation states as they exist today could not
for long survive an educated population.
MNations made up of educated citizens, or
containing a substantial minority of such
citizens, would tend to merge with other
nationg ... Class distinctions would also tend
to disappear in educated societies ...{p. 138)
«as They would realize, for example, that
competitive consumption is an impossible way of
life for more than short periods or small
minorities. (p. 139)

All this, and all the other absurdities of the modern world -
from the military—industrial influence on public policy to
traffic jams (p. 138) - will be plainly seen by anyone who is

self-sducated and whose perception of the world has not been

distorted by schooling. Thus, the deschoolers view of the world
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iz the pure truth obvious to anuone with an unclouded eye; and

iz

any contrary views are merely ideclogical distortions. Set men

in

free from school and all will come to the same conclusion
without the need for instruction or prompting. And if this be
regarded as breathtakingly naive it is only because we have baen

in people and in

r

schooled to think so. 2But "if one helieve
fresdom” (Reimer p. 148} one knows that once men’s minds are
truly freed then mankind will spontaneously set about creating a
truly free, just and humane world.

involve the dismantling of the whole system of oppressive
stateinstitutions — beginning with education - and of the
competitive consumer economy. The consumer sconomy, which
manipulates and distorts social life, and which pollutes man’s
environment, must be replaced by an alternative economy with an
alternative technology based on human need. Similarly,
institutions have to be recreated to fit human nesd; instead of
people being manipulated to fit institutional need. People must
gain control over their own lives; it is the only way to freedom,
gquality and justice. Only when people are free from sconomic
and institutional manipulation, and therefore free from
alienation, can they creates their own lives and their own
society. Only then can there be true human flourishing, with

education playing its proper part.

I1

We can now see how far deschooling conforms fo the

criteria for an ideoclogy set out above. To satisfy the first

[

riterion deschooling must be, or at least claim to be, factual

i}
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and explanatory on the one hand, and value-laden and morally
prescriptive on the othery and it is clearly both. It is claimed

stated aims and that

3]
ot
-+
u

that formal schooling fails to achiev
such aims would be far more effectively achieved if schools did
not axist. Put these apparently factual claims are accompanied

by others to the effect that mankind ic the victim of universal

Dl

1

injustice and oppression of which schonling plays a significan
part and that deschooling is a necessary step towards human
liberation and social justice. Now this second group of claims
is moral in nature: it involves a moral evaluation of the human
condition and moral prescriptions which anyone who accepts
deschooling theory is bound to prompte. Thus, there are both
factual claims and moral claims which are intimately connected.
To understand these connections it is necessary to examine the
kinds of descriptions and explanations and in particular the
kinds of concepts which deschoolers employ.

The vocabulary used to express deschooling theory

contains, on the face of it, a mixture of descriptive and

‘social

evaluative concepts. Terms such as ‘oppression’,
Jjustice® and ‘liberation’ are not descriptive terms that can
correspond to anuthing in reality. They are terms of moral

avaluation which people apply differently according to their

different values. This is alseo true, although perhaps less

such an "manipulative’. ‘convivial’® and

1}]

obviously =o, of term
‘alienated’. If a followsr of Illich calls institution
‘eonvivial? and imstitution “manipulative’, we then know that he
morally approves of X and morally disapproves of Y without

knowing what either of these institutions actually do. The

concept of alienation is less simple. It derives from Maruism
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and roughly signifies a state of existence in which individuals
are "alienated® from their trus human selves, in which their
humanity is distorted and stunted, and in which they are
prevented from developing their full homan potential. Yet it is
not to be identified with any parficular psychological conditiaon
- unhappiness, hopelessness, disillusionment or whatever - nor
are there any set of necessary symptoms, so that it is not
possible to observe or test for the condition. It is wholly a
theoretical construct, so that if an individual exists in certain
relationships - lives in a certain kind of society, is a wage
garner in a capitalist enterprise, or, as in the present case,
haz been thoroughly schooled - then the theory requires that they
must necessarily be alienated. Put whatever reality "alienation’
may be thought to refer to, it has to be a great evil, just as

its antidote, ‘liberation’, must be a great good; its application

1503

iz & function of the wvalues of the user, not a feature of any
state of affairs he may be observing. Alienation iz necessarily
a bad thing and its badness is built into the concept, uwhich must
vitiate its status as a descriptive term.

However, when we come to the most central concepts of
deschooling theory - *schooling’, “schooled’. "deschooled’ and
related terms - we might seem tTo be dealing with = different
case. They may appear to be descriptive because they are drawn
from ordinary language wheres they are used descriptivelys and.
when, for example, deschoolers point to particular failures, like
langquage or mathematics teaching, we feel we know just what they
are talking about. But this is deceptive. To bagin with,

schooling is & process that is morally condemned as a

f state institutional

1]
-t
o
E
w)

strategically vital part of the sy
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oppression. Schooling is part of the process of alienation, and
=0 of a system of domination and manipulation which has always
denied men their natural liberty and has consequently been
responzible for all man’s self-inflicted miseries - injustice,
poverty, ignorance and war. ‘Schooling’, as deschoolers use the
term, is different from its ordinary meaning; it is defined in
terms of alienation and oppression and consequently has moral
badness built into its meaning. It can, therefore, only be used
to evaluate and not to describe. That being so it would be
logically inconsistent for deschoolers to allow anything good to
be associated with schooling. In ordinary language we associate,
though we do not equate, schooling with learning and education,
which we regard as good things. But deschoolers make a point of
denying that “real learning’® or ‘real education’ can come from
schooling. Illich and Reimer do concede that a little real
schooling might go on by mistake, so to speaks; but it could not
be part of schooling. So schonling, for the deschoolers, cannot
simply mean ‘what goes on in schools’® as it does for the rest of
us; it means ‘what goes on in schools that is bad’. This may
cover most of what schools do, but there is a certain flexibility
in the term, as there is with all evaluative concepts.

Whatever good may bs thought to come out of school, the
deschoolers must deny (e.g. the children have learnt it in some
other way), or else redefine as not good, or not the true version
of what is good. Hence, trus education and true learning cannot
result from schooling by definition. And if it is cobjected that
at least schools impart a certain amount of knowledge, then the
deschoolers reply by redefining knowledge. It is not real

knowledge that schooling imparts, but only "alienated knowledge’,
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which is apparently some kind of pseudo-knowledge which corrupts
the mind and deadens the spirit. Deschooled learning is, by
contrast, necessarily good. It is free, spontaneous, self
motivated and results in genuine =sducation and personal and
social liberation. Someone, therefore, whom the deschoolers
describe ac ‘schooled® is someone in a state of alienation; and
this will manifest itself in the attitudes, values and view of
the world that they hold. These would, of course, be just those
values and beliefs that deschoolers disapprove of. This makes
‘schooled’ an evaluative term. If it were strictly descriptive
it would apply to anyone who had received a formal education,
including, presumably, all deschoolers. What deschoolers would
claim is that they had been schooled;, but had managed to
‘deschool’ themselves, meaning that they had achieved an
understanding of the human condition "as it realluy is’ - that is,
as described by deschooling theory and similar beliefs. This is
clear from Reimer’s insistence (p. 99) that the true purpose of
education iz to create a just world in which mankind is free from
bureaucracy, totalitarianism and capitalism. Thus, ‘schooled’
and ‘deschooled’ are really evaluative terms expressing the
deschooler’s moral approval of disapproval of uhatever attitudes,
beliefs or ways of life they are applied to. They may appear to
be descriptive but can produce only pseudo-descriptions.

What is true of descriptions is equally true of
explanations. Deschooling theory purports to explain many
things: large scale learning failures; children’s hostility and
drop-out rates; the failure of the system to improve
opportunities for the disadvantaged; the massive waste of

resources; the effectiveness of non-school learning methods; and
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s=g on. Ultimately all these things are explained in terms of one
explanatory principle, namely a particular view of the human
essence. For example, Illich stresses the sheer incompetence of
state bureaucracies, state education being one. He is not saying
that, as a matter of fact, these bursaucracies do not do their
job very well; he is saying that it is impossible for them to be
successful. Apparently this is because human nature is such that
it cannot respond to bureaucratic manipulation but is alienated
by it. The problems that bursaucracie=s are set up to solve
cannot be solved except by people themselves when they are wholly
in charge of their own lives, when they are completely free and
fully human. Schouling fails because it is alienating, whereas
non-school learning, self-motivated learning, is liberating and
therefore effective. Illich and Reimer do not use the terms
(although Paul Goodman does) but it is implicit in all that they
say that schooling iz ‘unnatural’® (i.e. distorts natural growth)
and that their alternpatives to it would allow individuals to
develop ‘naturally’. And not only in schooling against human
nature, so seemingly is the whole modern state, with its
bureaucracy, =conomy and technology. Modern society is simply
not viable because it distorts and suppresses human nature. Only
a radical anarchist libertarianism can be the basis of a viable
society in which there is freedom, eguality and justice and in
which human nature can flourish.

Deschoolers assume that schooling, and the schooled,
society it maintains are at odds with human nature, whereas a
deschooled one would be in harmony, and that our schooled world
should be destroyed in order to make way for a deschooled one.

The basic form of argument here is: #4775 is the nature of man,
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therefore fA75 is the kind of society, or kind of education,
appropriate to his nature, and against which all other societies,
or forms of education, can be judged. Now if the view of human
nature that deschooling assumes is factual and morally neutral,
hen we have a clear violation of "Hume’s law’. If there is so
then, since it is built upon a fallacy, the whole theory must
collapse with all its facts, explanations, descriptions and
prescriptions. Put if, as seems to be the case, the deschooler’s
concept of man has its moral goodness built into it then the
prescriptive inferences can be saved but only at the price of
divorcing it from any objective reality and nullifying any chance
of its explaining anything. It could only be another expression
of the deschooler’s values; a personification of them, rather
like a character in a morality play, and no more explanatory. It
certainly could not be used to describe or explain the facts of
educational failure, even if it were assumed that it was a real
world of actuaiities that deschooling theory purports to describe
and explain. But as we have seen, this world of seeming fact is
an illusion, no more than a tissue of pseudo-facts and
pseudo-descriptions. It is a moral interpetation of the world
dressed up to look like a factual account. Alienated man could
not exist, and so the world that the deschoolers’® condemn does
not and could not exist, any more than could their liberated man
in his liberated world. We could indeed abolish schools, but
whatever the individual and social conszequences there is no test
that could show that mankind had been restored to its true self,
or that human potential was fully actualised. Nor could any
logic show that this at last was the ‘good society’, nor prevent

it being despised by someone who held it to be the very
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antithesis of the good society. Even if this new world were all
creativity and joy, this would not prove the truth of deschoeling
theary, for it is just as immune to confirmation az it is to
refutation. Deschooling theory is not sustained by evidence but
by faith; its alleged facte, descriptions and explanations only
count as such for those who are of the faith.

Put this may be thought to go too far. For surely it
could bs sald that deschooling does deal in legitimate facts and
explanations up to a point, for example in the failure of schools
to teach languages when other non-school methods can be highly
effective? BPut facts such as these were known anywau, and one
does not have to be a deschooler or he attracted to their
remedies, in order to acknowledge them. These facts are not as
such part of deschooling theory. It could have been deschoolers
who first pointed out these or other facts, but that would not
alter the case. The point of deschooling theory is not to
discover facts but rather to reveal the significance of the
facts, and in particular their moral significance. The facts are
to be ‘euplained’ in terms of the theory and thereby shown to be
sumptoms of a desper sickness of education and of society as a
whole. At the zame time, these facts may appear to stand as
evidence for the theory. PBut this is not so, if only because
facts are allowed to count oniy if they favour the theory but not
if they appear to contradict it. Other subjects may be more
successfully taught than languages; or perhaps some naw
techniques may suddenly make language teaching universally
gffective. But neither would be acknowledged by deschoolere as
evidence against their theory. A& sudden improvement in language

teaching would in no way disprove that the effect of schooling is
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to zlienate. Simple factual evidence of this kind iz quite

irrglevant to the truth or falsity of deschooling theory. It

might make the theory more or lsss plausible (and thus affect

recrultment, how widely the theory is discussed, and similar
matters) but could in no way prove or disprove it.

Indeed, nothing could disprove deschooling theory. Being

lbeit a disguised one - it is

]

an evaluation of the worlid -
immune to counter-evidence. Such is the flewibility of moral
evaluation that inconvenient facts can always be interpreted
away. If, for example, a sceptic were to point to somecne who
appeared to be educated as a result of schooling, this need not
embarrass the deschoolers who could deploy several lines of
defence. They could argus that this person must have gained his
education in spite of school; by his own efforts or through
parental or other influence. Alternatively they could argue that
thiz person was not really educatéd at all, but merely well
processed and stuffed with alienated knowledge. And if these or
other arguments failed fo move the sceptic, they could say that
he could not see the truth because he is "all schooled up®. Some
such defence would have to be deployed since if it were admitted
that even one person could be genuinely educated through
schooling it would imply that schools need only be reformed not

abolished, and so call the whole of deschooling theory into

s

uestion. (There might then be little to distinguish it from
“freeschooling’® theory, the other intellectual parent of
deschogling, but a despised oney a view attacked by Illich as
seducing children into school with a "mirage of freedom® [3373).

But there iz, of course, no danger of this. The integrity of the

theory will always be maintained because the impossibilituy of
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formal schooling producing real education, and the insvitabilituy

of deschooling producing liberated man and true =sducation,

aperate as necessary truths in terms of which all human reality
iz systematically interpreted. These "truths’ are articles of

T

faith at the centre of a particular moral vision of the world.
fan Lister’s call for research to establish how true the claims
of the deschoolers might be guite misses the point (Lister p.
15). PResearch into the facts could establish nothing because it
is simply not a factual theory. It does not describe or explain
anything. Its purpose is to evaluate and to point the way; to
identify friend and enemy; and above all to inspire, justify and

quide action. Deschooling theory is, in short, an ideclogy.

Il

This fuller analysis of Deschooling is designed to show

[ ]

that it has all those features of political ideology that have
been discussed in earlier chapters: an apparently descriptive and
explanatory account of the world, a pseudo-descriptive
vocabulary, a set of values embodied in a conception of human
nature and an ideal society, a series of prescriptions quaranieed
to bring forth a better world, and even s theory aof history.

Yet, although it is not entirely divorced from political ideas,
it would be eccentric to classify Deschooling as a political
idecloguy. It demonstrates that educational idecloay has to be

placed alongside political ideology and moral ideclogy as as an

i

independent, or potentially independent, form. Others might be

-+

added. Put enough has been said to indicates that if the analysis

of the nature of idenlogy offered here is correct then
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idenlogical thinking has a wider range of forms and plays a
larger role in owr thinking than is usually supposed. This in
turn provokes further questions as to just how important a role
ideclogy does have in our lives. These are guestions which to
some extent point beyond the scope of this work, but which are,

nevertheless, compelling.
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CHAPTER TEN

CONCLUSION: THE PLACE OF IDEOLOGY

It has hitherto been tempting to regard the concept of
ideology as more trouble than it is worth. Its use invariably
obscures more than it illuminates and arouses passions in an area
where there is already passion encugh. And even if we can
approach the subject with detachment we find that behind the
muddle of controversy is what seems a mustery that cannot be
solved. We are faced with sets of ideas so multi-purpose and
multi-faceted - with values, historical generalisations,
technical recommendations, ideal societies, explanations, moral
prescriptions, myths and much else besides — that it does not
seem possible that there could by any unifying principle or
logical cohberence. However, it has been the burden of this work
that the concept has to be persisted with; that the controversy
it generates is a measure of its significance; that a logical
unity can indeed be found; and that, whatever its limitations,
ideology occupies an important place in human thought.

The question of just what place ideology does have in our
thinking can be understood in two guite different mégs. on the
one hand, we may take the question as a formal one and address it
in terms of ideology’s logical character: its constituent
elements and how they fit together; how it relates to, and is
distinguished from, other forms of thought; and so on. In other
words, we can ask what area it occupies in the geography of human
thought. Put, on the other hand, the place of ideology might be

interpreted in terms of an altogether different set of questions,
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concernad with such matters as how important ideclogy is to us
and to what extent is it necessarys; what needs it satisfies that
it should be so pervasive: and just how far we could manage
without it. HQuestions of this second type are the more
problematic. It is not obvious that there can be clear answers
to them, and still less that the methods used to deal with the
first kind of question are at all appropriate here. Yet the
questions are sufficiently important and intriguing to risk a few
speculative suggestions; that is, once the formal guestions have

heen settled

1. Ideology on the Map

The nature of ideology is a mystery that requires two
keys: one to unlock its logic, the other its structure. At first
sight ideology appears to contain an incoherent mixture of
differentAkinds of thinking, and in particular an improper
cohabitation of the moral and the factual. But it is precisely
the illicit union of fact and value that is essential to
ideology’s distinctiveness as a form of thought. It is achieved
during the formation of theory, at the stage when concepts are
linked together to form a conceptual framework. Within any form
of understanding or theory concepts are connected into a nztwork
by being defined in terms of each other. In ideclogy, and other
forms of ethical belief, value concepts are used to define
factual ones, both descriptive and evaluative, which in turn can

be used to define further concepts. The outcome of this process



of pseudo-description (as it might be called! is a vocabulary
imbued with the values of the ideolpgy, so that all descriptions,
axplanations and accounts of the world are expressions of those
ralues.  In this way a certain logical homogeneity and a unified
moral vision are simultaneously imparted to all elements of the
ideology. The resultant picture of the worlid may appear to be
abjective, and yet at the same time it makes clear to the
believer, without apparant logical violence, what is good and bad
and where his duty lies.

Put, for this logical consistency and the reassuring
belief that true wvalue is firmly anchored in reality, there is a
price. The union of fact and value is an illicit one in that it
produces a kind of thought that is not what it seems, that does
not fulfil its promises in an honest fashion. Ideological
pictures of the world can have no truth, they only deal in
pseudo-descriptions and pseudo-explanations which cannot, because
of their sthical content, correspond to any reality. Deriving
prescriptions is possible only because values are artificially
built into the picture in the first place. Furthermore, it is
the ethical content of ideclogies that make them incommensurable;
their differing pictures of the world are absolute and
self-enclosed and unable to enter a dialogue with each other.
The nature of ideology ensures that they cannot be consistent; in
Strawson’s terms they form 2 world of truths that cannot be
systematised into a world of truth. [11 Each ideclogical
position, like sach religious sect, (and each work of art - there
are parallels here with aesthetic understanding) has its own
understanding of the world, its own moral vision, and therefore

its own answers to questions of what we should do and how uwe
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should live. This contrasts with academic disciplines, where a
framework of understanding exists that is quite separate from any
theories that manifest that understanding, and which provides a
nevutral context within which rivalries between thecries can be
decisively settled in a way that guarantees all successful
theories are (despite Ruhn’s assertions about science) ultimately
consistent with sach other and can claim, in the absence of a
viable challenge, the status of knowledge. Ideoclogies have no
such common framework: in each case the theory doubles up as the
understanding. Nor do they respect any one elses frameuwork, but
freely appropriate the conclusions of other forms of
understanding for their own purposes. Yet, however illegitimate
ideology’s claim to knowledge might be, it nevertheless does
possess the logical consistency and moral unity that fusing fact
and value bestouws.

The theory of pssudo-description broadly establishes
ideology’s logical identify as a form of ethical belief. What it
dogs not do is to determine what the essential elements of
ideology are and how they relate to each otheri they remain
separate and in need of a further principle of unity. This
further principle is the centrality of a conception of human
nature, a theory of man, which gives to ideclogy its
characteristic structure, and, incidentaly, differentiates
ideclogy (albeit imperfectliy) from other forms of ethical belief,
notably religion. Idenlogical man, so to speak, carries the
ideclogical world upen his shoulders. If it were possible (which
it is not) to substract from an ideclogy its conception of man,
then what would be left would just be a collection of elements,

which, despite a certain consistency, would not touch each other
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and could not form a whole. Ideclogical man ties all the parts
together into a system of ideas: he unites fact and value,
explanation and evaluation, and guarantees the rightness and
permanence of the ideal society envisaged, as well as the means
of reaching it. 7o view the world ideologically is not
necessarily to view it politically, for education or art or the
moral life may be adequate vehicles for the fulfilment of certain
idealsy but it is necessary to view it in terms of an

interdefined set of morally charged categories which centre upon

a particular conception of man.

11

The notion of a map of understanding was introduced in
Chapter Three in order to provide a context of analysis. That
analysis puts ideology firmly in the sphere of practice, the
sphere of acting and living in the world. It is a wide and
complex sphere which is concernsed with our actions, individual
and collective; with our plans and projects, hopes and
gupectationsy with what we can do and what we ought to do. To
understand the world in terms of practice is to conceive of
everything in terms of human purposes. The philosophy that
embndies the practical understanding, reducing all other forms of
thought to the practical level, is Pragmatism; and although its
limitations as a philosophy are great it does reproduce at a more
sephisticated level a process we all engage in at least for much
af the time. The categories of such an understanding include
means and ends, actions and decisions, utility, efficacy and

right. The sphere of practice is the sphere of choice, of
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reasons and justificatons, of morality and of ideals, of
technique and tradition. With almost any action, whether buying
a pair of shoes or declaring war, we are faced with alternatives
betwesn which we must choose. Even doing nothing involves some
kind of decision; we cannot escape choosing. This is not always
gasy and we seek guidance to aid our deliberations. Such
guidance may be moral or technical or in the form of information
or the wisdom of experience or homely maxims, according to the
particular need. But if the need is of a more general kind
concerning how to conduct one’s life, or how a society can
organise itself, or what aims humanity should pursue, then a
comprehensive vision is needed which perhaps only religions and
idenlogies are sufficiently wide-ranging to satisfy.

Thus, in the sphere of practice ideology shares with
religion a special place by virtue of its comprehensiveness. To
deliberate effectively there are three things we nesd to know:
the facts of the situationy what will be effective; and what is
right and wrong. As we saw in the analysis of educational
theorising in the opening chapter, different kinds of theory can
cater for these different aspects; it is only ideology and
religion which seek to answer them all. Ethical belief not only
answers to all these needs, it puts them in context of a unified
vigion with overall values and aims, a welfanchavung. 1t puts
everything intp perspective and tells us what is significant.
lLike Pragmatism, it subordinates everything to its practical
vision, including all we take to be independent knowledge. Put
as we have seen, this is where ideology has to make false claims.
The logic of ideology is such that what appesr to be factual

accounts of the world, together with all the descriptions and



explanations within and flowing out of these accounts, are in
reality disguised evaluations. On the map of understanding,
ideology occupies a place alongside religion that is wholly
within the sphere of practical understanding and wholly within

=3

the subsphere of the ethical. Apart from certain similarities

m
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with religious thought, ideclogy has a quite distincti

1

fructure and logic, combining a whole range of elements into
what is first and last an ethical understanding.

Howsver, it is a peculiarity of ideology that it is
constitutionally incapable of accepting such an assessment of its
place, since each ideology by its nature aspires fo be more than

what it is, or what it can be. It necessarily makes claims to
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it cannot sustain. It sees itself as; =o to speak, the
interconnaction beitwsen multiple worlds of sSense, between the

factual and the moral, the theoretical and the practical, the
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spiritual and the secular, the academic and the everuday.
disdains self-knowledge and demands soveresignty at the minimum,

accepting ne independent assessment of its claims. More often

than not it demands a kind of imperium, each seeing itself in the

ITJ

manner of mediaeval theology as "the Queen of the Sciences’, as
that which can pronpunce authoritatively on the rest, presuming
to pass judgement upon, to evaluate and sxplain anything and
everything of any kind of significance in human existence. It
aspires to subsume all fruth within itselif. Idenlogy shares with
religion the belief that scholarly fruth is a2 mundane truth, a
subordinate truth, that must be judged against the higher truth

of the moral purpose of the world and the destinyg of man.

Ideologies and religions offer, when necessary, their ouwn
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versions of history, philosophy, social and physical science or
whatever else is deemed of practical significance [Z2]1. Yet it
will allow none of these things to test or to conflict with its
own truth.

Ideology can only flourish by pretending to be what it is
not, by arrogating to itself an intellectual authority it cannot
possess, and claiming certainties that arg not there to be had.
To this degree it is a false and misleading form of thought. But
this raises an obvious questien. If ideology reallu is such a
faulty mode of thought, why does it persist? Do we turn to it to
provide the best answers we can find in the absence of something
better? Or does it answer some desper human need? In other
words, can we live without it?

Z. Do We Need Ideoclogy?

Virtually all theoretical discussions of ideclogy portray
it as an illegitimate manner of thinking which has to be exposed.
As we have seen, Conservatives,; Liberals and Maruists each in
their different ways regard it as an evil to be rooted out. The
present work, while it has not gone that far, has nevertheless
insisted that ideclogu is an inherently defective mode of
thought. Yet ideoclogy has been a persistent feature of human
exparience and continues to be so. It provokes the gquestion as
to whether we need ideologu, or at least some form of ethical
belief; or whether, as some still maintain about religion, uwe
will, so to speak, grow out of it. This is probably an
unanswerahle question, and certainly not a philosophical one;
predicting the future and speculative psychology are both best

left to ideologists. MNevertheless, some general points may be
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made concerning the role and importance of ideclogy in our
thinking that might cast further light on the nature of ideclogy.

The Conservative, Liberal and Marxist assessments of
idenlogy need not be taken at face value. In each case they use
‘ideology’ in a pseudo-descriptive way that expresses their ouwn
values, =0 that we need not dismiss ideology as a radical evil on
their testimonuy. This is equally true of much that passes for
political philosophy and political science, but which in fact is
ideoclogically inspired. But where ideology is not condemned as
an evil it is still condemned for being, in a factual sense,
untrus. Most accounts leave it at that, taking it as
self-evident that if it is false then it is ipso facto bad; man,
the assumption is, must live by truth alone. But it might be
questioned whether in fact man can live by truth alone; could
ordinary human life as we know it proceed in the complete absence
of ethical belief? Can we operate effectively in the world
without some conception or image of surselves that tells us our

-~
7

place in it, where we stand in the order of things? Isaiah

Perlin writes:

In the end, men choose betwsen ultimate
values; they choose as they do because their
life and thought are determined by fundamental
moral categories and concepts that are, at any
rate over large stretches of time and spsce, &
part of their being and thought and sense of
their own identity; part of what makes them
human. L31]

Thisz suggests that what it is that ideoclogy provides, the thing
we need, is a sense of moral and political identity.

This needs further clarification. The term “identity’
has several meanings and shades of meaning. In the oldest sense

A

it means sameness) in logic A = & has the same meaning as "A is



- 381 -
identical with A’. Dut in everyday language we use it with
varying degrees of looseness: “identical twins’, ‘identity of
interests’ and =0 on. Later; around two centuries ago, a new set
of meanings developed which were concerned with the individual
self; that is, with a person’s identity, who the person is. At
the mundane level a person may identifu himself by reference to
certain simple public facts: John Smith, white, male, working
class, English, of such and such address, occupation, religion
and similar details. These are the sorts of things that might go

dentity

e

into a buresaucrat’s file and go along with such items as
cards and the like. PBut this in itself suggests that we can go
more deeply into a person’s identity, who that person really is
beyond the official facts. There is of course an old
metaphysical problem about the self that can be eupressed in the
ancient philosophical categories of substance (i.e. that which
persists through time) and accident (that which does not persist
and is therefore inessential). What is it of the self, if
anything, that does persist: in what sense, if any, am I the same
person I was as a child? Less abstractly, though no less

Py

metaphysically, we speak of the ‘essential self’ or “true seif’
that is behind the public data and is implied in such locutions
as ‘who am 17, “being in search of himself’ and “identity
crisis’. This kind of thinking might be said to be legacy of
Romanticism with its insistance on the unigueness of every
individual.

But the notion of "true identity’® has outgrown that

* it has become a

assumption, so that like ‘freedon’ or "democracy
whore of a concept, there to be used by any theory in the

intellectual vicinity. Thus, a person’s essential identity might
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be conceivad in terms of a God-given soul, beneath the social
layers of John Smith, white, male, working class Englishman; ar,
at the other extreme, those social layers {or relationships) may
be conceived as onion-like, which, if stripped away, would leave
nothing left of John 8mith. There are many more such theories,
deterministic theories and voluntaristic theories; though on the
whole the Twentieth Century has tended to favowr the onion end of
the spectrum. But without stepping into this morass we might say
that most of us regard some, though not all, of the groupings
that form our sccial identity are part of our essential identify
- our sex or nationality, or perhaps our class or religion or
pccupation - some of which we choose and some not. Some may
regard one such feature as overwhelmingly important in their
lives - the IRA gunman his Irishness, the feminist her sex, the
racist his race - and there is much room here for variation and
choice.

A further step towards the metaphysical i1s taken uyhen we
make the move from the identify of the individual to the identity
of the group. MWe may indeed conceive of group identity in terms
of flat facts - "a minor Christian sect of northern Sudan® or
whatever - but we easily slip beyond the reach of the empirical.
This is even more dubious than with individuals. At least when
we speak of an individual we know we have a definite entity in
mind; but with national identity, or black or female or class
identity this is not always clear. MHMNational identify obviously
has some relationship with.the older notion of national
character, though this is itself a somewhat doubtful idea, and
there seems no esquivalent to such modern constructions as the

nation "in search of its identity’ or suffering "an identity
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crisis’. [ 4] On the other hand, the transition from individual
group identify can come about in two ways that seem reasonable
enough. One is through the locution "I identify with...’ an
individual or group or cause. Secondly, and not necessarily
connected with the onion thesis, there is the idea that the
individual’s identity must in some way be bound up with group
membership: nationality, sex, race, religion, family and the
rest.

The important thing from the point of view of cur purpose
here is the relationship between identify and action. My
understanding of my identify has implications for what I do, how
I conduct myself. The mundane dimensions of our identity - as
husbands, sisters, parents, motorists, gang members, citizens,
hockey players, Yorkshiremen, bank clerks, etc. etc. - are roles
which imply expectations, rules and conventions about what is
appropriate behaviour. These often have some kind of moral force
since they imply duties, as parents for example, or as citizens;
though not necessarily. There is a spectrum that runs from moral
to neutral to immoral, as in the following:

I am a doctor; there is a sick person needing help;

therefore...

I am a park attendant there is a beer can on the grass

therefore...

I am a prostitute; there is a customer; therefore...

I am a paederast there is a juicy doung boy therefore...
Thus, thz rules that roles imply are rules of appropriate

behaviour that may or may not be moral. But whern we pass beyond

fa—

zelf’, a metaphysical identitu, this

te

the mundane to an ‘essentia

iz inevitably an ethical conception which does imply moral rules.
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To look for one’s "essential cself’, one’s “true
identity’, is necessarily to try to penetrate beyond the surface
of everyday reality. This may be to escape from it or to find an
underpinning for it; to give one’s life a new meaning and
direction, or to give a deeper meaning to the life we have. BPBut
whichever it is we must go beyond direct euperience. We may do
this for either or both of what seem to be two quite contrary
reasons; either to discover our own unigueness, our separateness

for others, or to find our true relation to others. These two

are in fact compelementary, for it is when we know who we are

m

that we know where we belong. And it is knowing who and what w
are that gives us our orientation in the world. It is a
necessary prelude to answering the guesstion: what shall we do and
how shall we live.

We may pursue our metaphysical identity someuwhat in the
spirit of Rousseauw searching for the nature and duty of man as
such, independent of social roles, beneath the corrupting overlay
of the sophisticated society he despised. Or we may seek to
understand the "true identity’ of the groupings we belong to -
class, sex, race, nationality, etc. - in the sense of ‘what does

£ or German or a woman?;

n

it mear to be black 77 or working cla
and to determine which of these is the truly significant one.
For a Northern Ireland republican his Irishness is his true
identity and his British citizenship an alien imposition; for
some it is class identitu that outweighs all others, while for
others still, sexual or racial or religious identity may be
candidates for overriding significance. But significance in

relation to what? It is gignificant in relation to how we live

our lives and how we conceive cur humanity. These identities
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have varying degrees of significance in relation to the various
practices in which we engage: politics, education, family life,
earning a living, and so on. 2But also these identities are
significant in relation to what we take to be our essential
humanity. Thus, for example, groups who deem themselves to be
oppressed, such as blacks or women or working class, see their
liberation as the key to the liberation of humanity as a whole;
and indeed often see their race or class or sex as in some way
representative of humanity at its best. Their human identity is
expressed fArowgh their group identity. For to take one group
identity as all-important, as more fundamental than the rest, is
to imply something about the nature of man, about human needs and
what is important in human life, about what we should do and how
we should live. It is to manifest an ethical understanding of

the world.

But not all of us have the intellectual ability or
originality or emotional stamina to create such an understanding
unique to ourselves. Pesides, part of the point of such an
understanding is that it is shared. It is plainly one of the
functions that sthical belief has that it gives a sense of
membership, of belonging. Eric Fromm writes:

This identity with nature, clan, religion,

gives the individual security. He belongs to,

is rooted in, a structuralised whole in which

he has an unquestionable place. He may suffer

from hunger, or suppression, but he does not

suffer from the worst of all pains - complets

aloneness and doubt. [51]

Put ethical belief also provides a sense of common purpose and
gives expression to the felt nesd of many to do and to create

what is right and what is just. Ideology, like religion, can

matizfy these needs. But fthis is not to follow Fromm and others
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to the ewtent of assuming that these are absplute human needs
that grow out of man’s fundamental nature. These needs may be
iess or non-existent in some; and that they are the needs of
anuyone at all may be historically temporary. It is not necessary
to define man as needing ideologu, Aowo fgeciogicus, in the way
man used to be defined as a being needing to believe in God, in
arder to establish that ideology has an important part in human
thinking. (It would hardly be appropriate to set up ancther
theory of man when the futility of this exercise, in terms of
establishing demonstrable truth, has been so much insisted upon.)
The purpose here is not to offer any insight into the human
condition but merely to show the logical possibility of a
particular kind of understanding of the world that individuals
may choose to adopt, and, at best, to show that it is
comprehensible that such a choice is widely made.

Whatever its logical limitations, adherence to an ideologuy
is not as unreasonable as is often claimed (usually by those who
do not recognise their own ideological beliefs as ideological).
Idenlogy provides a total understanding of the world - as total
as needs be — that for the believer is satisfying. In order to
act in the world we need to be able to make sense of it, both
causal sense of it and moral sense of 1t. We need a total
understanding that is not fragmented but forms a factual-ethical
continuum, and this is just what ideology offers. Few of us
would opt to live in a bare cell. We humanise the world,
anthropomorphise reality, in terms of what we understand
ourselves to be. We create sense and must, for the sake of
sanity, create envelopes of sense that give meaning to our life

as such. We do this through creating ethical beliefs such as
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religion and ideology, which give us an understanding of who and
what we are, and thersby orientate us in the world. That they
make the world make sense to us iz more important than the
satisfaction of formal principles of logical coherence or
falsifiablity (and after all, do not the academics who insist
upon these principles disagree about everything?), much like the
practical problem—facing engineer for whom what is knoun to work
is infinitely more important than what some abstract theory says
should work. And if an ideology is congenial to our instinctive
outlook, appears to fit the facts, provides plausihle
axplanations and seems to coheres with what we think is right,
then it is perhaps better to accept it than be crippled
Hamlet-like by doubt {(which is in any case a luxuwry of the
privileged).

Ideclogy is a kind af practical understanding, and by
making a certain sort of sense of the world it facilitates our
living and acting together in it. That ideology may be logically
doubtful, that rival beliefs seem to shout uncomprehendingly at
sach other, that clashes of belief undoubtedly generate
bitterness and dangerous conflict, do net seem to outweigh its
advantages. This is perhaps because the demands of practice are
too immediate, and cannot wait while we philosophise, even if
that philosophising might produce something worthwhile, instead
of digging a deeper scepticism. We must solve the political
crises and educate the generations that are before us, using
whatever practical principles sesm most sound. In the end we all

have to live in the world and we must make the best sense of it

we Can.
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NOTES
Seze Chapter Six, part 2.

Many examples may be cited. Every ideology has a special
account of its own relation to one or other of the
disciplines (Liberalism is true philosophy, Marxism is
true social science, and so on) and all tamper with
history. Many make more general claims, so that for the
Nazi there is true Ayran science and philosophy and false
Jewish science and philosophy; while many Marxists have
sought to set the physical sciences on the right track,
from Engels’ Aislectics of Aafurse, through Lysenkian
genetics to ideological objections to gquantum mechanics.
The map of understanding is always distorted, and every
ideology {(rather like every kind of map projection) has
its own set of distortions.

h Berlin, #our £Esszys of Libssty, OUP, 1949 .
3 = % 3 9 pp

a -
-
s

ot o

sai
7i-
See W.J.M. Mackenzie, Azlitrical fdenéity, Penguin 1978,
especially Chapter 3. However, this book is not a very

good guide to the topic in general, and Mackenzie comes
to no very significant conclusion.

Erich Fromm, Fear oF Frescom, RREy 1940, pp. 28-%.
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