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ABSTRACT

The thesls is concerned with the logic ¢f the language of
political ideologies and their relation to political and mbral con-
duct. JXYirst, the view that ideology is the determination of the ends
of politicel and moral conduct, and the vational consideraticn of the
various 'philosophies' which thinkers have devised, is censidersd and,
after some analysis, rejected. This leads to a consideration of a
general scepticism concerning ideology, namely that ideclogy is an
essentiaily spurious form of reasoning and understandine. 7The notions
'‘rationalisation','false-conzociousness' and 'abstraztion' are those

given parvticular scrutiny. Ag a result, the scepticzl view of

ideology is rejected.

In the zecond part, &« perallel, oftea suggested, tetween
ideology and religion igs explored. 1t ie argued that ideclogical and
religious understanding is esszertially sul:jective, in a carefully
specified sense of the term, and that voth are views of the world sub

specie aeternitatis. These two Teatures entall their being under-

standings categoricelly distinet from thecretical understanding like

history or science. Bui religionz arnd laeclogies are net the sams
and the distinction between the two is dravm in the coatext of an
xamination of the notiong of e¢ternity and temporzlity. The paralilel

is continued, however, in 2 coiparizon of the leplic o3 ideological

snd theclopical refliecticn, where it is argued that & corpus of authoi!

tative literctore nay allow councrote znd reasoned reflectian,

Fart Thryee of {the thesis is courcrned wiil the place of

ideslogicenl seflecvion in conduct. Tt is cloimed that d-deologieanl

Jma

literature wey sustain the vocsbulary of an othicsl {traditioa end

Lhereby pr srve politdenl ddentily.

of
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PREFACE

This thesis is the philosophical elaboration of a certain
conception of ideology, of philosophy and of religion. Ideally, I
am inclined to think, a philosophical work ghould be written either
in the form of a dialegue (like those of Plato and Berkeley) or é
treatise, consisting in a set of syszstematically related propositions
(like Spinoz's Ethics or Wittgenstein;s Tractatus). The former reveals
the essentially dialectical character of philesophical reascning and
the laﬁter enshrines something of the complete clarity and coherence
that philosophy strives after. But both of theze ways of writing
philosophically, if they are to he successful, rveguire s greast measure
of skill and ingenuity. The argument I presant kere is neither the
one nor the other, though it has somathing of the appeavance of the
twvo. My intention has beeun, however, to think as clearly and as
carefully as I can about the nature of ideology, and to do so in the
coatext of a dialectical exchange bLetwesn a rationalist and o scepti-
cal viewpoint and the point of view 1 wigh to wdvance.

Though the questions raised are {21 from new, the probhleam
of jdeclogy is a relativaly recent councern iu academic inquiryi
Nevertheless, I hepe that my thinking is ceutrally-and recognisably
in the philosophical idiom.' As such, it owez everytbing, in 2 sense,
to its predecesscors. (Certainiy, there ig not a sgingle majer nhilo-

scpher whose work 1 have not read with profit e this conneciion.
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Special mention may be made, perhaps, oif the writings of Ludwig
Wittgenstein and Michael Oakeshott. The degree tou which they have
stimulated my thought will be obvious in what Follows.

At e rather more persconal level, T owe a great debt to all
those who have taught me and with whom & héve been taught. In parti-
cular, I should like to thank my supérvisor, Pr Davigd Manning and ny
friend and somctime colleague, Daniel Rasghid. My arpguaent oyGS'much'
to innumerable discussions with them and to their unfailing interest
in my concerns. Nezedless to say, they are not responsible for its
weaknesses,

And I nust thank ny wiie Elspeth, not only fox the severszl
points in this essay where, in the lign% of her comrents, what ié

sald is expressed with much greater clarity than would otherwisc he

f

the case, and for her correction of the typescript, hut also for &
sympathy which springs, I think, from krowing better then anvone,
what philosophy has meant io ne.

Lastly 1 should like toc mention my baly son, bWurray, who,
as ny constant ccmpanioun and sourcercf distraction during the time‘
in which I have prepared this thesis, also tiiz first two years of
hizs 1ife¢, has contributed, in ways he coulid nct uuderstand, to the
happiness of my work. ‘
to Wrg Giliian Gibogon fox 211 her co-

I am very grateful

operaticr and advice in the typing of the script.



CHAPTER 1

Introduction - The Study of ideoclogy




Not cvery cubject is a discipline. This, I imagine, is
obvious. Politics, for example, is a subject but not a discipline.
We may study politics in a philosophical, an historical or even, I
suppose, something approsching & scientific mauner. And when we do
one of these, though our subject is politics, we are engaged in the
discipline of philosophy oxr history or science, Ry subject is
ideology arcc the question I waht to ask in thesc inftroductory remarke
is,which of these disciplines provides the possibility of = concrete
and an on-going inguiry into ideology? It is not, Lowever, that this
chapter ig inteuded te provide definitive answers on the provlems it
raises. Indeed, it will at best touch upcen several large issuves which
it will leave only partially explorcd. Nor con it Lo pretended that
these introductory considerations grec, in som2 way, an account of the
deliberations Which have preceded the choice of philosophy as an
appropriate idicm, for these considera:ious are themselves philosophical
and require scme neasure o{ plilosophical sophistication. The argu-
ments of this firet chapter are, rather, pazrtly a way of denying the
importance of sone popul sy but esscnticslly inplausible studies of
ideology and partly a way of introduciup these problems conceraing the
rature of ideclogy which the main bLody of the thesis seeks to resclve.,

As a discussicn of the topics themselvss, then, the concluzions of

this chapter must be regavded as {entative.
The queztion of this chaptor is about the possibkility and

linits of approsching the probiem of idceology scientifically, higloric-

ally and pbilosophically, 1 do not clatm that fhaess are the caly



disciplines, though they are ihe least couiteatious, the oldest and

the nost familier. The term discipline is¢ itzelf highly anbiguous

and open to misuse. We may be azgreed thot politicz is a subject and
not a discipline, but agresment is less Jikely in the case of sociology,
psychology, economics or geography. 1 do not think, myself, that the
lagt-named are indeed disciplires, but even if we leave aside these
modern aspirants, the age-old case of mathemztics night séill'be
thought to be problematic. Since, however, thies chapter does not

claim to be a counclusive vesolution of these difficulties, but rather,
as its title suggests, the introducticn Lo an actual piece of philo-
sophising about ideology and related moiiers, it is, I thionk,reasonable
to ignore these peripheral quesiions. I egﬂll, then,sinply ask

whether scientific, historical end philoscephical studies of ideology

are possible and, if so, what the limit and extent of each is.

1. The question of the nature o science 1s very large and very
old. It can scarcely receive adequate {reatment herve. Indeesd, 1 do

not intend to suay much about the character of gcicace and will

to

resivict my discussion to one importanit aspect. A uncderstang it,
causation is one of tho principle categories of scientiific undorstanding.
A scicutific explavation, that is to say, will reveal the physicaily

I 1 & J v

~

conditions of the

{a
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occurrence of a given phenomenon. And to give the cause of something
in general is to give those conditions.

The centrality of causation to science, however, is not
crucial to my argument. It matters only in that I take a science of
ideclogy to consist in the revelation of such conditions for ideologi-
cal belief. Even this I neced not estahiish, for many have claimed
that this is what they have revealed and it is with claims such as
these that I am concerned.l Cne wyiter has sketched, so fto spesk,

the metaphyslces of such an inguiry in the following way.
A theory of the origins, acceptarce and persistence
of 'religious' beliels - whatcver that turns out to
include ... will simply set ont the several causes
psychological and sccial whiclh jointly account ior
the origins, aceceptance and persistence of those
beliefs,

Elsewhere, he télls us:

This line of argument can of couwvse be extended ...
both more broadly into the sociclcegy of kEnowlerdge

and more deeply into individusl pesycholsgy. More
broadly, the assoertien that belicls ave the product
of circumstences_ {or, as Marx th alf put it, ‘social
being determines consciousness'y can gencregte ambi-
tious generalizations ahout the countert of the reli-
gious aond the pelitical ideclogies of different
social strata. Nore deenly, tho assercticn that a
person way be uvnaware of the influences actini on

his attitudes and beliefis can gernerateelaborate psyclio-

analytic coajectures akout the vuconzcicus. These,
3 Amongst these we may nwsber Ingels, Marumhein and Fysenck

2 W G Runciman: nQC nlogy'in its place Cambridge 1970, pp.B2-43




however, lie well beyond the sconc of this paper.
I have merely been concerned to vindicate the

view that there can be a causal connectioun bhetween
Iinteresis (as I have deftined them) on the one hand
and belicfs on the other ... 1

It is clear from this that at least one wersion of a 'science’ of

ey
€
2
=)
=

ideology heas centered around the notion of the causes of beliefs,

g
this would, if my initial, rather bold, assertion is correct, he ifrue
of eny study of ideology which could reascnably be calilsd scientific.
It is pertinent, then, to inquixre into the notion of cause.

2. A causal relationchip must be between twe sepatabic eatities.

, - . 2 . ) .
This is not true of 2ll relationships™ wut i7 we are o claim generally

that 'A causes B' and 'B is thc effect- of A' and &
claim, A and B must Le separablé. That is, we musti e able to idsoliste
the two sides if we are to talk of a causal relation heotween than,

Now when we ask about the causes of beliefs it is noi clear that there
are two sides which are isolatable. Suppose we advaunce the hypulhssis
that 'Belonging to the middle class is the cause od hoiﬂing iiberal

o

beliefs'. Ve should he able to isolate two elepents here, one of

which brings about the other. These two elements must be '‘Belonging

to the middle~class' and 'Holding liberal belieds'.

1 ibid. pp.216-219., Originally publisihed a5 'Falge cougcious-
ness'in Philosophy  196Q

2 eg. Logical relaticushins., The coanvex anid concavae sidos 0f a

cuxrve zire distincet but net separable.



It is clear that our use of the term 'liberal beliefs' must
net involve any reference to middle-classness, for if someone is
regarded as belonging to the middle class on the grounds that he sub-
scribes to liberal belilefs, our 'hypothesis' turns out to be a tautology.
But in wuch of the talk of classes and belief? liberal beliefsz and
middle~class values are one and the same thing. It is doubtful, on
the other hand, whether any definition of the term 'middle~class' which
contained no refevrence to beliefs characteristic of 1liberal ideology
céuld genuinely capture the reslity of that'term. This is why 1 say
that it is not clear that the two elements of our hypothesis are
indeed separahle.

But let us suppose that such separation is possible. It is
8till not clear that a causal hypctihesis is possible. In faet I want
to suggest that the link between & state of affairs and tie holding of
a belief can never be causal,

Y sald that a causal relationship must pertain between two
scparable elesents. Thesc clements, it will be clear, must be events
in space and time, It{ is nonsense to talk of causal relationships bet-
ween states of affairs, The drepping, throwing, cyrumbling, pressing,
rolling of a stone, that is, scme movement of 2 stone, may be the cause
of an occurrence but never the stone itself. For, by itself, the
stone cannot 50 anything and caunot, therefore, cuuse anythiag. Anq
similarly any efiect must Le on an event., Vhere, in our formulations,
the effecct has the oppearance of & state of affaire, the effect is

actually the chonpge tco that state of affairs. Tor exesuwple, an inguiry




into the cause of 'a broken window' (s state of affairs) is reélly an
inquiry intc the cause of 'the window's being broken' (an event).

This means that 1f we are tc speak of the causes of beliefs,
the beliefs or at least ithe believing must be occurrences. OIf course,
the utterance or advocatiocn of a particular belief is an event; it
tekes place at a particular point in space and time, But the scienti-
fic thecory of ideology would, we have been told, produce éausal expla-
nations of the holding of particular beliefg by different social strata
and the content c¢f the belicfs held.'1

That beliefs and the holding of beliefls sre not occurrences
should, ¥ hope, require little argument. Somncilhing that takes place
in time may tazke a long or a short time., It can be interrupted,

believing I caunnot be

prevented, rspeated. None ¢f these is irue o

interrupted in my believing., I cannct believe six things befaore

breakiact. And so on., Talk of tempor duraticn cannct Legin when
we are councerned with beliecfs and the state of believing., And if
temporal duration has no place neither has talk of cuuses. It is true
thut we way gpeak ¢f having baliceved aﬁd ceasing to believe, but thisg

refers to 2 timg at which the fact X believes V' was true aund a tino

at which it was not, and not to an event which lasted a certain pericd

1 I awm swers that there are oiliey snciclogicsl theories which

errsloyvy the notion of historical specificity vather than cause,
but ncern here is not with €

ren,  Maanhelm's, 1€ wight be
of thiv kind rather than the
it happens,; T thiak et these
to dugurmountable log

i
.
)
kinre Runeiman en-

ave alse puscentible

b

col di
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of time. If I cease to believe sométhing, my believing does not etop.
Ceasing to believe is not like the end or even the finishing of a
process.

3. The upshot of my argument is that, on the réstricted view

of a science we have been considering, there can be no science of
ideology. And this conclusion is borne out, I think, in the fact that,
despite the best intentions and the greatest industry, modern writers
wbo have assumed the contrary haQe not, even in their eyes, mei with
any success,

This may seem to be rather a swmary disnissal of what has
been a promirnent and, to some, a persuisive, strénd of thirking. But
the conclusions advanced here are advanced tentatively. The peoint of
this discussion is not to dismiss theée writers but to explain the
ebsence of reference to their werk in the body of the thesis. hat I
have tried to show is that there is a great amount oif philosephical
clarification necessary before the meritis and demerits of the various
theories can be considered'and further, that it is atleast a possibi-
lity that such clarification would lead us to the view that they'capnpt

be s18id to have either merit or demerit.

II

1. Let us tuxn, then, tc the guzstion of how far, if at all,

it is possible to study ideclogies historically., Tt may seem so



obvious that if any study of ideology is possible it must be an
historical one, that the question need scarcely be asked. But I hope
to show that it is not at all clear what it is that is obvious here.
I do not want to deny, of course, that it is possible to recount the
histoery bf, say, the Liberal party in Britain; revolutionary Marxist
novements in Bolivia, or the nationdist libexration struggle in Algeria.
But it does not seem that histories such as these are always zll that is
aimed at by those who set out to write, for example, the history of
Nationalism., And so it seems pertinent to wonder how far the histori-
cal studies we may sensibly undertake are necessarily Iimited in their
scape,
2. History, it seems to m2, is easentially concernced with the
past,; and with the preudent as evidence for the past. 7The present is,
for the historian, the cutcome of past activity, hence the imgortance
of temporel séquence. Wow while clearly the rise end 7fall of
ideciogical movements, of groups and partles associated with sowe
particular ideological und;rstanding, do take place in o temporal
sequence, I connot sees thrat ideological ksliefs and doctirines can b¢
sald to be in-time at all. If this is true, then whilo the activities
of thoge in the past have directly produced the evidence ¢f the present,
the béliefs ayd doctrines of these in the past cannot hzve done so.
This I hopa can be made clcarer by a bricf examination of
the place of evidence in #he study of history. When higtorians give
accourts of the past, the truth ond Falsity of what they say cunuot ue

understood to lie in the correspoundence betwesen tncse accounis and e



facts of the past, as, for example, the truth or falsity of the claim
that there is a table in the room rests upon its corresponding or
failing to correspond with the state of the room. For the past is not
au entity 'out there' of which our statements are descriptions. What
saves our'claims about the past from the arbitrary direction of whim
and fancy, tharefore, is not the facts oi the past, but the facts of
the present. In short, we do unot have AirectKGXperienéé of the past

because the past is not 'there' te bLe experienced. But we do have

.direct expervience of the present and this serves as evidence for and

against our clzaims about thé past. It is against tihe facts of the
present that claims shout the past ave to be tested.

Te szy that the past 38 not 'there' te be described, newever,
is not to say that the accounts of the past which higtorians proffex
are 'really' peculiar sorts of descriptious of the present. They are
indeed acccunts of the past, but they are comstructive rather than

descriptive., The understanding of the hiqtoriau iiez i hip being
able, so to speak, to make an account of the past cut cf hisg direét
experionce of what is in the present. Me sces Durham Cathedral, for
example, as the cutcome ¢cf the activity of thoso in the paszt, th
builders, architecte, masons and so on, rather than, say, & piece of
architeccturs wexrthy of assthetic coutemplation. And it is, so 10 spesk,
this peculiar eye with which he laoks at the preseat which wcokes the
present evicence,

3. If, than, we want fo ask wihsther a history or ideological

helief is posgible we =hall have to ask whether tuce surject watier of
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'ideas' admits of this division between past and present, narrative anc
evidence. And I think that the answer to this question is that it does
not.

Historians ox ideas often speak of the origins, grcwth, spread,
or development of ideas 1ike natural 1law, toleration, civil rights
alienation, or, more generally, pirogress, evolution, science and so
cn. Now the qucestion is whether an account of sonzthing called,lfor
example, 'The development of Marxist thought' can be understcord as an
historical segquence. If it is to be so'understood, it ie cleur that
what we must have in the present is the resulit, thoe effect, ¢f that
development and nct that development itself. And the effect will he
cux evideuce.

Now I think we cazu see that such o division betvween past and
present, account and evidence, is notl involved whon peoplc-engage in
vhat is calléd the history of ideas. For, when we try to trace 'The

gevelopment of Marxist thought' we do not lock et pressnt evidence zuad

)

try to construct an account of thg past, we loock at the wioitiangs of,

for exuzmple, Marx, Engels and Lenin and txy to show how the ildeas cX

$
]
[

one arve & developmsrt upon i1he cther., But if thers such o develop-

ment we are not discovering it indirectly hy means of evidence but

1

directliy by reading the texts.” In other words, what Moerx aond Hagals

1 It & cicar sense tha studeat of ideas does not look at evidence ai
2ll, This is in part revecled by the fect that, 50 long as Ths

actual histori

pot of iwmportance Lo hin,

text 1o ¢

mniecte, the 2al 2dition,  the when and

wvhere of printing,
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and Lenin wrote is not evidence for what they thought; it is what they
thought, ©So to trace a development in that thought cau only be, if it
is anything, to trace a logical and not an histecrical development.

The same point can be made in another way. Suppose somecne
says 'When did Machiavelli die?; This is a question about the past.
If we were to have or to discover in the present a register recording
the date of, say,Machiavelli's burial and we were fairly ;ssured of
iﬁs authenticity, we would be able to say 'He died on such and such a
date'. Now this last statement ig not a descriptica of what we have
seen (the register); it is not a report cf the evidence but a construc-
tion upon the evidence. Cousider, in centrast, the case where scmeone
says 'What was Machiavelli's theory of polities?' This too, looks
like a question sbout the pegt. But in fact we could just as ensily

ask 'What is Machiavelli's theory of politics?' ‘For the way ve sct
-

s

about answering this is quite different from that in which we tried

to aunswer the question about his decth. WVWe read, let us say, 'The
Prince' and 'The Dilscourses' and now we do not try io construct an
eccount of his theory.out of what we read there, but we report what

ve find there., In shoit, the answver to the first question will be =z
construction vpon the evidence of the documentz we have or find; tle
answer to the second will be a report and, very frequentliy, an
abstraction from the documents we have.

4, I have suggested that fhere is no significant difference bat-
waen the gquestions as to what Machiavelli's thicory was and what it ig.

Theories, dectrines, idesas, councepts, I want to say, ave not in time
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at all,]ure not, therefore, in the past or in the present and arc unot,
therefore, susceptible to lilstorical investigation. The fumous
question 'Where do ideas comne from?'2 seems misconceived.to ne. But

i theories, doctrines, ideas, concepts are not in time at all, it

does not nsan that they are inaccessible. Many important features of
our life cannot sensibly bLe spoken of as being in time. One of these
is logic and, as I have hinted already, if an historical investigation’
into ideological belief and argument (as cppcsed to belicvers and
arguers) is not possible, we should perhaps consider a logical, or
more generally, a philosophical approach. .Beforse turning %n that,
however, it should perhaps be underlined that what I c¢laims to have
shown here 15 not that history is a uselesg discipline 1f what inter-
este you is ideology, but that an historical investigation cannot

include -an inguiry into the ideas and doctrines of partizulsr ideo-

logies but must confine itself to the actions of men and women whose

loyelties and purposes worve identifisbile within azu ideolugical

tradition.
e e - - e
1. Thisg asscrtion ls in direct conflict with what I regard as one
of the mozt popular intellectuzl dogmas of the tiwe, vamrely,

that idecs can only be understcod ip their historical centext.
However, theough this cften is neve dogma, it rec

cated treatwment at the hands of,
but 1 caunot deal directly with
to say that, though the contex’
text of language inay be Cmielnl,

eives sophisti-

s arpuncnt here, Euifice it
et
v

of time is irrelevant,

2 Mas Tse Tung: Foul Ecgsys

Linsonhv
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I have been asking whether a scientific study of ideology
is possible, and within what limits the historian may engage in an
inquify into ideology, but it would be disingenuous to suggest that the
question 'Is a philosophical study of ideology possible?' could
genuinely be raised here. For the main body of this thesis purpofts
to be just that., What I propose to do then is to sketch, if I can,
the principal features of philosophicalAinquiry as I understand ic,
and to say what these imply for a study of-ideology.

When we lock ot the encimous amount of literature, the wvast
range of gpeculations which go under the name of ideology, and when we
look at the conflicting claims of those who espouse Marxism, or
Nationalism, or Humanism,or Existeuntialism, or whatever, it is naturel,
if a little uéive, to ask which is true and which we are to belleve.
Now it is at this point that the puzzlement, characteristic of the
philosophic mind, begjns.o For it is not =2t all clear upon what criteria
the truth or falsity of the speculations of ideclugists is to be detex-
mined. 1t is-not even clear that such determination is possible, thsat
is, that any talk of truth and falsity is appropriate. Fox there sesuns
to be #0 much more invelved in disputes between ideclogiecs, like that
between Burke and Paine, or even controversies within the one ideclogy,
like that between Leaiil and the Norodniks, that they are quite unlike
the rather quiet disputations of historians or scientists, where we are,

verhaps, a little clearer ahovut the appropriatencess of talk ol truz anc
) PPIoy
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false.

The philosopher's questions about ideology, then, are in-
direct. Philosophy canncthove to answer the question ‘'Which doctrines
are true and which false?' 'What ought I to be].ieve?'1 but rather the
question of what counts as truth and falsity, rationality and irration-
ality. But even this latter remark may be misunderstood. It is not
as though philosophy can establish the criteria of truth ;nd falsehood.
Noxr does it discover them. As I understand it, philosophy is neither
-prescriptive nor descriptive, concerned neither with how things ought
to be nor how things are. Philosophy's province is the realm of
possibility and not normality (how things ought fto be) or sctuality
(bow things are). In other words, the questicen of what couvnts az itrue
and false, rational and irraticnal, is the question "Under whzt condit-
loas doves it meke sense to speak of true and falsc, rational and
irrational? What azre the logically necessary ceuditions for the
pessibility of such judgnents?"

Quesiions of philosophy are, if I am »ight, questions of
lagiczl pbssibility and necessity, and, since one claims the legically
iuposesible and denies the lcogically nccessary at the cost ¢f sense,
what is logically possible and what is logically necessary ics deter-

nined in the sense and noasense, coherence aud incohercace, of what we

b 'Philosophy can no more chow 2 man what to attech importance to
than geowefryy con show him where to ctand' Peter Winch
‘Moral Intemriiy® in Ethics and Action 1.19%1, Loundon 1871
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say and try tc say.

/Philosophy/ must set limits to what cannot be
thought by working outwards through what can be
thought.

Jt will signify what cannot be said by present-
ing clearly what can be caid.l

The theszis which follows these cursory, introductory remoarks
is an attermpt to present clearly what can be said zbout ldeology and,
where the questions convergé; ebout religion uand philosophy, and
thereby to indicate whatAcannot be said. Xt is neither a descriptive
report of facts discovered, such as & geograrher might coffer, nor is

it a ccuastruction upon facts discovered suech zu historiasn wmighty ofifcr,

It ig sn attempt to construct coherently a picece of logical space.

Ludwig Wittgenstein: Tracteius Logico~Philosophicus
= e - vl £ L

Trans Pears and Mocfuianese,  4.114-4,.115 London 1970
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PART ONE

PHILOSOPHY AND IDECLOGY

"One must krow when it is right to doubt, to
affirm, {0 subumit. Anyone who does otherwisa
does not understand the force of reason.

Some men run counter to these three principles,
either affirming that everything can be proved,
because they know nocthing about procf, or
doubting everything, because they do not know
when to submit, or always submitting because
they do not know when judgment is called for."

PASCAL



CHAPTER 2

The Province of Ideology

“"A cook iz not a man who first has a vision of
a pie and then {ries to make it; he is & man
skilled in cookerv, and both his projects and
his achievements spring from that skiil."

MICHAEL O&KIESHOTT




1. The word 'philosophy' has two quite separate meanings. Iu

one sense 'philosophy' is the name c¢f an acadecmic discipline, a form

of inquiry into the nature or logic of, for example, time, space, mind,
being, action, language, meaning, morality, religion, politiecs, and

the modes of intellectual understanding, hisfory, science aund philosophy
itself. This is philosophy in what we might call the professional's
sense, and it is what we could expect to engage in if we chose to pur-
sue g course in philosophy at o University.

In contrast, we can begin to see how very diiferent philosophy,
in what I shall call the layman's senge, ip by noting a few of the
phrases in which the term typically cccurs, 'philosoply of life!

‘that's my philosophy' 'the philcsophy of libevaliswm', Houghlyv, in

the layman's sense, philosophy asks questions of gen=ral ethical impors
(at their most general, about the meaning of life auc of all things)

and to philoscphise is to reflect and speculate on the conduct of life,
at an abstracted level, in order that oune's life may be the better lived.

The concers of Tinig thesis is with laymen's philesophy, wiih
how like and unlike it is to religion and to philosophy in the profes-
sional's sense., In particulax, my coacera is with the place that
gpeculation and reflection have i the conduct of meral and political
life, or, more properliy, with the place that rerfleciion could sensisly
be thought té have. 1 shall call layman's philosophy 'ideology', not
with the intention of otraching to that term any of tiie vprrobriwm which
normally accoirpsnies ite use, but becaure, since the distinction bat-

ween the two kinds of philesophy is central te my argument, two differ-
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ent terms will be useful. Further, it seems to me that, however little
agreement there is over the use of the term 'ideology', many of the
writings and beliefs referred to by that term are of the kind upon
which I wish to focus attention. I do not mean this term, ho&ever, to
confine our attention to those reflections and speculaticons wﬁich have
risen to promincnce chiefly in the sphere of politics,1 though it is
true, of course, that amonget the most prominent ideoldpies are those
of Marxism and Liberalism, and that these, more than any other perhaps,
_have generated a corpus of theoretical writings. Nevertheless, what

I have to say about ideology is meant to encompass such different
beliefs and doctrines as thosg of Stcidsm, Humenism and Exisfentialism,
nc less than the more femiliar political pcocrsuasions.

2. I have indicated some general dificrences beiween ideclogy
and philoscphy but Y could scarcely claim to have shown them to he
distinct. Showing this will in fact occupy me through mnogt of %the
first part of the thesic and indeced at several other points throughout.
One way in which this distinction can be shown to hold good, 1 think,
is by showing that to conflate the two, to think tha? ideclogy, though
different, is much the same sort of thing as professicnal philosophy,

leads to confusion and incoherence. It is this, so to speak, reductio

1 In fact very few cou be said to have bLeasn purely poiitical.
Nationalism (especially in Ireland and Iltaly) Jound wide~
spread expiession in the world of literature and music.
Marxism, or so 1t seenms to me, has had Far more iwpact iu
acadenic than in political life,
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ad absurdum approéch, which I chall adopt in the first chapter.

Laymen, and not least those who engage in layman's philosophy,
often suppose that ideological questions do fall within the province of
professional philosophy and, very often, when they find that professional
philosophers are not, by and large, much concerned with questions of the
meaning of 1life, or even with the truth and falsehood of the popular
Weltanschauungen oi the times, suppose that they ought to be.' fhis in
itgself is not a very interestiig error, if, indeed, it is an error at
all. PRut it is worth investigating, when the suggesticon that philosophezs
should interest themselves in ideolopical questions springs from the
view that, though philesophy and idsoclogy are aot the same thing, (for
we can clearly see that metaphysics and epistemology are not of ethical
import) nevertheless the kind of clear thinking at which the ph:ilosopher
is supposed to cxncel g of equal peritinence in philozophy and in
ideclogy. In short, som2 people have thought and do think that, though
there is a difierence in content between ideclegy and philoscsphy,

there ig not much diZference in kind.

This errcr, for I shall argue that it is an errcwy, is often
compounded by a supplementary acceunt of the place of such reflection
in the conduct ¢f ethical life, and in whut follows I shall try to
expose these mistakes also.

This accouast of the matter ig quites akii, it seems to me, to
the Rationsglist tradition in ﬁhilaso;hy. Perhaps because of the per-
vasive and popular place of Rationalism in the intellectuwl climate of

tae times, the principle virtue of the theory 2ies in its plausibilicy.



But in this chaptesr I shall show, if I can, that, however plausible,

the commonplace model 1is seriously defective.

1. The view I am about to consider of the nature of ideology
and its relation to conduct can best be introduced by two quotations.

Those great men, Pythagoras, Plato and Aristotle,
the most consummate in politics, who founded states
or instructed princes, or wrote most accurately on
public government, were at the came time most acute
at all abstract and sublime speculations, the clear-
est light being ever necessary to guide the mest
important actions. And, whatever the world think,
he who hath not much meditated upon Ged, tlie human
mind and the summum bonum may possibly make a

-~ thriving earthworm, but will meost indubitably make
a soryry patriot and a sorry stztesman. 1

I have known men who, with sipuificant nods and
pitying ccntempt of smiles, have denied all influ-

ence to the corruption of moral and political
philosephy, and with much solemnity have proceded

to solve the riddle of the French Revolution by anec-
dotes!t Yet it would not be hard to show by an unbrcken
chain of historic facts, fto demonstrote that the most
important changes in the commercial relations of the
world had their origins in the closets orx lonely walks
of uinterested thecrists. 2

3 Bizhop Berkeley Sirig:350

a 8 T Coleridge The Statcsman's Manual, ed., K J White

Cambridge 1G53, p.1l6
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The model which informs both of these quotations goes
something 1like this:-

Activity musttbe understood to involve two different aspects,
the purposive and the instrumental, the pursuit of ends and the employ-
ment of means. Both of these are necessary to concrete activity, for
it is the desiring of some end in view which moves men to activity, and
without some suitable means their activity will come to nothing. 'Néver—

/
theless, the two are quite different and this dif{ference can lLie seen
in the different ways by which each is determined and in the relations
betwecn them. Ends are primary,; they are, if ycu like, the ideals
towards which activity sirives, and thz means we tale are secondary,
chosen because of thelr power to realise the desired end.

Now the manncevy of choosing the ends zud the mearns of our
activities, and the kind of knowledge involv2¢ in these choilces will
ciearly he different for each. Knowiedge of the means appropriate to
a given task will be a knowledga culled frcem practical experience and
will be in the naturc of a practical ckill, a Lnowjedge of how hest to
set about whotever it 'is we desire to do and to achieve. Knowiedgg Qf
encds, on the other hand, will consist in a hrowledge of the ultiwmate
or essential naiure of thiags. The proper end of woral conduct will
be revealed in & knowledge of the true natuve ol man. The end to he
pursued in politics will be discovered in a knowlodge of the nature of
government and society. ©The wsroper ead in cducation is to be detor-
mined by answering the queziion of what cducation is, And so on. IZac

of theae inguiries will result in a knowledge of the uilimate naturs of
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things and from this we may derive certain courses of action and
general principles governing that action. Still, all this will not,
by itself, ensure concrete and satisfactory activity, for we shall
have to combine this knowledge of ends and principles with a hard won

practical skill. As the author of the Magna Moralia says:

We must therefore, as it seens,first say about

virture what it is and from what it cowes. For

it is perhaps no use to know virtue without

understanding how or from what it is to arise.

We rmust not limit our inquiries to knowing what

it is, but extend it to Low it is to be produced.

For we wish not only to know but also ourselves

to be such. 1

This twcfold scheme of things encompasses and relates, rather
neatly, two quite different sides to most of the activities with which
we are familiar., In education, for example, wec train our teachers in
the philosophy of education end this, according to the ccommouplace model,
is in order that they may know the end towards which their teachiug ise
aimed, At the same time we train them in the practical businesgs of
conducting a cluss, in the technique of teaching, so that they may he
able to realize that end. Again, in politics and moxality, the conduct
of é moral life begins with a consideration of the various philosophies

(what Y sm calling ideologies) which the great thinkers and writers of

our civilisation have devisad and developed, and it is a study sometbhing

1. Thig work has been attributed to Aristeotle, but ig now thoupgit
to have been written by one ol his students., Y quote from the
Warks of Aristotfle tromzlated into English, Vol IX.

Magna Moralia trans. 3t G Stock, Oxiord 1815, 1182a.



23
V]

like this that, very often, the layman expects to find in a University
philosophy course.

It should not bte thought that the formulation of an ideology
is a once and for all affair.

The consideration of the proper end of
man and of society, in short meditation upon

'God, the human mind and
thie summum bonum', is a life-time's

undertaking, and nothing less, it is
sometimes said, than the pursuit of

wisdom. Nevertheloss, the princi-
ples and ends of such activities as we engage ip must b2, in some sense,
prior to actual engagement in thosc activities.

And the business of
implementing those aims, of putting

into practice the ideals which our

reflections have led us to pursue, is.the business of practical acti-
vity.

We can clearly distingulsh, or so it will bhe said by those who
’ .

advonce some such view as this, between the practical pelitician whose
tack ig to bring about,

as best he can, the aging of h

his party and to
reject what may be desireble on the grounds

that it is impracticable,
from the 'uninterasted theorist' who determines the ends to be purused
and rejects what may he practicable on the grounds that it is not
desirable.

The firgt main feature of the comwonplace model thern, is th

nat
it holds the ends and the weans of activity to be distinct,

though both
are nccessary ito concvete and satisfactory endeavour,
Cecil tells us,

"Peel", Hugn

.. was azn example of thz nmistal

ke of supposing
that even the highest practical abilitiez axe
sufficlient, without phijosophic insight, to
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save a politician from error.1

2. As it dg2 at the level of ends and ideals that the idcologist's
role, very often by hils own account, is to be understood, it is worth
exploring the characteristics of this level a little further. I'irst,
since in order to prompt actual activity the end or ideal for that
activity must be desired vather then merely thoughi, the task of
reflective thinking is to discern or determinc the reason;bleuess or

as gome prefer, the rationality, of the various ends that arce desired.

Ideological reflection, on this view, undertakes a, 1literally, dispzssion-

ate scrutiny of the possible cnds and zims which we might and de desire.
The outcome of such scrutiny is ¢ knowladge of the itrue nature of,say,
man, pgovernment, education,and a set of principles of sction by wiich
our conduct may be guided to the realization of that nature. For only
in the light eof such knowledge can the raticnality of ocur various
desires be discovered and demonstrated. These 'theories' of man or the
atate or justice are the cutcome of the exercise of reascn, sand they are,
within linits, verifiuble and falsifieble. The principles which we
detewmine in their light stand to activity as a guicde, for as contingent
circumstunces chiange, the principles in which we beiieva enabie us to
steer 2 consisteut path, end, througb the miasmn of chance und change,
to pursue uufailingly those goals which reason hes showa to be right.

Secoudly, it ig the general culturazl and intellectusl milieu in which

London 1814, p.G8

s
—
o)
[

o)
;.I

cecil, Lord Quickeswood:




24

such reflection must take place and such theories be tested. Just as
the point of a technical education is the provenance of technique, so
the point of a general education in the humanities lies in that, whether
we become 'so called sceptics or agnostics or free-thinkers', we may
yet be 'able reverent men, true thinkers sincere lovers of and earnest
inguirers after truth'.1

Thirdly, since it is obvious that not all men a;e inclined to’
reflecticns of the kind in which we are interested, and since many oif
those who do not so reflect are nevertheless of one ideology, one per-
suasion or another, the theorist examines and deternines ideals which
arc taken up by men other than himself. He gives, if you like, a lead
in the formulation and examination of doctrines which are not peculiariy

his and which will have and are intended to have their primary signifi-

1 The words quoted are from the will of Lord Gifford by which he
set up the subsequently famous Gifford Lectures. Gifford, T
fancy, thought very much upon the lines cf the commonplace model
as, I think the whole intention of the lectures and tlis
passage from his will show.

"] have for many years been deeply and firmly convinced
that true knewledge of God ... and the true and felt
knowledge (not mere ncminal knowledge) of the szlations
of man apd of the uaiverse fo Lim,and tie true Foundation
of all ethics and moralsg, being, I say, coanvinced thet
this knowledge when really felt and acted upon, is the
measure ¢i man's highest well-being 2nd the security of
his upward prozress, I have resolved to institute and
found ... classce for the study of the said subjeclts and
foir thoe teaching and diffusion of sound views regarding
them."

Edinburgh Univ, Caulendar 1888-8Y
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cance outside his 'closets or loneiy walks!',

It is sometires suggested that, at the social level, univer-
sities and institutions of higher educaticn have this role. They are,
it is saild, the proper place for theoretical and disinterested debate
of this kind, for there, out of the confusion created by passion, minds
skilled in reasoned argument can determine the appropriate end of all
our public endeavours, and many research projects have been fundéd with
this idez in mind. I am not hewaver going to consider this particular
ranification of the commonplace model, but I think that if what I shall
say is correct, it calls for acme modification oif this suggestion no
less than of the major theses which I shall examine in more detail.

This, then, completes my elaboration of, as I think, a common
and plausible medel of ideology and activity, end I shall now show, if
I can, thut on three differe=nt cownis this view of the muotter is

incolizreat.

II

1. The first majcr feature 01 the picture I have presented lies
in its assuming that ideoloygical reilection iuvolves much the sase soxi

-

of thinking as philosopby, t(hat is, that we cun sensihkly speak of a
relatively uniforn kind of rational scrutiny which may dispsssionately
discuzs the wideranging and dispsrate doctrines presented in the

o

g and roflections of the furve number of authors who cav be
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described as ideologists.l In other words, it is suppoused that to
learn to eungage in philosophy in the layman's sense, is to acquire the
ability to think rationally and critically and thereby to asscss the
merits and demerits of the variou§ ideas of, for example, Conservative,
Liberal and Sccialist writers. I shall begin my rejection of the model
by exumining three actual examples ¢f such wrlting. The books I have
in mind were commissioned by the Home University Library zround the

turn of this contury and are Coumservatism by Hugh Cecil, Liberalism

.by L T Hobhouse and The Socialist Movement bLy Pamsay MacDonald. ‘'hesge
works were intended as the self-conscious elaboraiions of their espec-
tive ideologies by three widely recognised expcnents, and, as the uzme
of the séries suggests, they werc cesigned to enable the reader to con-
sider raticnally which, if any, of the three jideological doctrines

could withstand criticel examination. TFor my purposes, the foct that
they were all written about the same time and with the same intention
will enable me to avoid auy questions of higtorinal sbecificity,

guecstions which would in any case, I think, be peripheral.

2. In Libheralism Hobhouse, by drawing digtiustions of 2 sort
familiar to political philagophers, attenpts to discern, to elsboratce
and establish the proper end of goevernament and pecliticz. In Socialist

Movement Ramnsay MacDonald, by the citation of historical fact aad

1 This, of conrse,was the crigical noticn cof 'ideclogy' advancaed
by Destutt de Tracy, in his ; (Pavis, 1804,
namely a gcience of ldeunus.
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social statistics; tries to determine the historical stage of develop-
ment of present day (1910) society in order to decide which poiitical

goals are dictated by the times. In Conservatism Hugh Cecil articu-

lates certain attitudes and principles and presents & defenve of these
in terms cf an ﬁppeal to religious orthodoxy and the English moral and
political tradition. For Hobhouse the test of truth is coherence, for
MacDonald it is the facts of history, for>Cecil it is the Gospelé.
Hobhouse is establishing ends, HacDonald detecting a process, Cecil
defending an attitude and, perhaps, a wéy of life. Viewed in this,

let us say empiricai, manner the claim that such writers as these are
engaged in the same form of inquiry is nonséense, Ior neither the ainms,
nor the methods of argument, nor the kind of evidence deemed appropriate,
is sharced. Tor MacDonald, both Hobhouse's logicel distinctions and
Cecil's appeal to the Goaspels are 'unscientific' ways of proceding, by
which I take-him to mean that he finde ounly argumeuts bared on fact and
statistics to be cogent arguments. Now I d¢ not Mmean to wonder vhether
this is iundeed so, but I ;ant to say that where the greounds and manner
of argument are open to question and where, in consequence, the kind qf
argument avd evidence advanced changes with each writer (and in fact
such a chauge is charactgristic of most disputes betwezn ideologists of
different persuasions) then the opposition represented Ly the writers
cannot he the same sort of opwosition as that which arises hetween
competing philoscphical thcsesior competing historical nerratives. To
suggest otheorwise would be like suggesting that cne histonrian could

reject or correcet the sccounts of ancther by introducing, not diflerent
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evidence, but evidence of a[differeut kind.

Of course, I do not wish to claim that these writers are not
engaged in something of the same sort; that when they believe themselves
to be opposed they are mistaken. Indeed it is crucial tc my argument
that this is a paradigm case of a controversy between ideologists of
daifferent pefsuasions. But because this is 20, and because their
reagoning is of the kind it is, I want to claim that, ;hatever aréna
they are all a part of, it is not the arene of an intellectual discip-
line. Fcer if we are to speak of their being opposed, the context in
whichk they are opposed cannot be oue in which the mode of reascning is
of paramount importance. It-is in fact precisely iun the characler of
their modes ¢f reasoning that the differencszs between them emzrpge. I
is precisely because Cecil appesals to zreligisus truth and political
tradition that his idemiity as a Ceaservative is clear and becozuse
MacDonsld demands & 'scientific’ reasoniﬂg, & reasoning bvaned cv haxd
fact, that he is ciearly a Soclalisi of a certain sort. Aund where
there are differing cancns of reascning, different criteria of what ie
to count as evidence and what is to ccuat as a copent argument, wo
cannot soensibly speak ag though the controversy took place within the
confines of an intellectual discipline.

The force of this can be biecught cut by contrasting ldeciogy
with philosophy in what I hzve called the prolesgional sense. When we.
do philoscphy we engazge in a distinctive intellectual sctiviiy. I moen

t0 cay that we reaszou, arpue, object according to certsin rules und

criteria of reasoning aud these rules mud cvits
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count as a valid'argument, entailment, objectiorn, The same is true of
history and of science. Now the observation of these cznons of reason-
ing is a necessary condition of our thinking and arguing being philoso-
phical at all. A philosopher may, I think, safely disregard matters of
enpirical or contingent fact; his concern is not with fact but with
logic.1 If he is challenged, therefore, and the objection is that he
has disregarded the facts on some matter, the objection Qill‘not be a
philosophical one. On the other hand, if a man does not agrees that a
proven contradicticn in his argument is a filaw and invalidates tke con-
clusion (at lcast when based on this argument), then he simply ceascs
to do pihilosophy. TFor in ignering the canons of reasoning which
constitute the activity of philousophising, he ceases tc engage in that
activity, just as the man who ignores therules of chess, though he may
still move the pieces around, is no longer playing chess.

3. Science and history and philosophy are intcllectual activities,
so that the rules governing the legitimete and illegitimate exercise

of the intelligence are of paramount importance. To do philosophy just
is to think in a certain way, and what we may hope to achieve, the
establishmwent, refutaticn or clarificaticn of sﬁme point oi view, is 2

sigaificant achievement in terms of those constitutive rules of reasoning.

1 This sharp divide between fact and lozic may he contentious.

piece of philosophical reasonivg. As It happens, such a dis-
tinctien can, I think, be maintained,



Philosophy, if you like, is a sphere of its own, for the rules of

rhilosophy both make it what it is and determine what is to count

as

problematic and what is to count as a successful resolution of the

problematic.

The ldeologist, in contrast, when he writes and reflects

ideologically wishes to say something significant in a realm which

includes more than his thinking and writing, namely the wholée realm

olf

is

the actual conduct of moral and political life. If what he says

to have any impact, he must scek not so much to prove as to con-

vince, his reflections must have cogency rather than the ccuplereness

we

might expect of & mathematical theorem. For at least part of the

reasure of their success will lie in thesc writings having or failing

to

have some influence on the lives of those vho read them. I do not

mean that in ideology whatever is acceptable to the majority is right.

I mean to say that, if a work of reflectiorn which is supposed to help

and to influence the conduct of practical life, has no impact upon

that life at 211, this must, to scome degree, le a neasure of its failure.

Iz

to

de

this were not-so, if the ideolcogist werce teo coniess that what he had
say was only of importance in a theoretical realm, that his reflections
and nust leave the world of moral and political relatioms unaffected,
should rightly lose interest iw anything he said.

It i, 7 am svggssting, in the political aud moral (in

general the practical) world thet ideolagisgts debate and dispute, recog-

pise friends and encmies. And what makez them jdeologists is nct the

kind of proposition, argument, ewvidence tuat they present, butv the fact
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that, whatever political or moral persuasicn they may belong to, they
choose to articulétethat persuasioﬁ in the form of treatises and
arguments, in general by verbal exposition.

In short, while one man may give expression to his political
and moral sentiments in a purely practical manner and another in the
attitudes which inform day-to-day conduct, the ideologist chocses reflec-
tion as his medium. This means that ideologists are 'doing the samz
thing' in a different sense to that in which philosophers are 'déing the
same thing'. When philosophers argue one with another there is nothing
other than phkilosophy which they can be gaid to be doing. When political
party agents organise on behalf of their respective parties under one des--
cription thelx efforteg are in opposition, and under another they axe
engaged in the same activity. The ideologist's endeavour, I want to say,
is in this respect more like the party sgent's thaon it is like the philo-
sopher's.

What ¥ am trying to dispel here is a part of the commonplace

view of ideology which would have us believe that ideologists when they
dispute and discuss do so in the context of & unifying discipline of in-
tellectual dnguiry. 3 have argued that it is in fact possible for wi To
talk of ideological digagreement and controversy in an instance wheare the
Yinds of argument advanced by the participents aie manifestly difierent.
Though such a differeuce would mean the instant demise of any intellsctual
discipline, it will, I think, be ifound tc be characteristic of avguments
hetween ideologists of differént persuasions. The uvshot cf ail this is
that, i7 ideologists of differing ethical {raditions are not ell part of

a single, unified inteliectuzl inguiry, it cannet he the case that thalr

to toszt and o try volitical and moral

Sud
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tasly or »ole in practical



idgas on what MacDonald calls the 'anvil of reasoun', for there is no
necessarily shared standard of what is to count as a good reason or a bad.
The element of dispute and debote arises, then, not from the conflict of
theses within a single mode of argument, but out of the competition bet-
ween the various political and moral persuasions to which the writers be-
long and of which their writings are one form of expression. It cannot
be that their writings are, or could be, a means of settling the diffesr-
ences between them. Taken together they give those differences and that
competition an articulate and reflective form., We must abendon, therefore,
the rathexr nalve view that ideological reflections such as these arc pre-
sented in some vast arena of intellectuallscrutiny and are there tested

against some unitary Reason.

IT1Y

1. Someone might assent to all this but maintain that, though the
cemmonplace model reguires miner modification the basic structure remainsg
intact. He might say that whilst it is true that liberal, conservative
and socialist writers and tlheorists do not cembine in any significagt
manier to gencrate a digcipline oi'pdlitical‘theory which could establish
the proper end for politiés as a whole, the theorists of particular per-
suasions do stand in this relation to the practitioners and adherents of
those persussions. Thus, a theorist like Johu Stuart Mill docs noei decter-
uine the proper end fox political activity but for liberals in politics.
In other words, the distinction hetween endsz and means, aims and methods,
T .

the desirable and the practicavlie rveawainsg an accurate account of the rela-

tionshiyp bhotween, For example, liveral philczophy or ideoicgy and iibaral
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policy and practice. In order to examine this modified version it is nec-
essary now to consider more closely the distinction between mecans and ends.
2. First, it can be safely said, I think, that the notion of 'end’
here canunot bhe that of formal cause, 1f anything is the natural end of
anything elsé, as it 1s sometimes said that the oak-tree is the natural
end of the acorn, and if this is understood to be, in some way, an end-oxr
function determined by the natural order of things, then Fhe end of thingse
in this gense cannot be of interest to action. The fact thrtA'X is the
natural end of Y' rno more invites, prescribes nor is altered hy auny huwan
action, than doss the fact that 'X is a-natural property of Y'. The realn
of nature is, in its nature, unalterable. No end in this scuse can provide
scope for human activity, and cannot therefore provide the kind of end
which ideologists are said to discuss and consider,; for the ends which con-
cern them are ends for activity, moral, political or ¢f somes other scrv.
The ends in which it is said thie ldeoleogist is intexcsted, then,
must be endg iu sone such sense as aim or objective or aspiration., Now it
cannot be the case that the theorist's task is teo establish obicetives au
objectives for all the other non~thecrists whe share bis ideolegical ad-
hereice. For any man's objzctive must bhe his, i1f it is to bLe the motlive
torce of his action and, thcugh ideological argument may persuade hin to
adopt some particular cause a3 hic objective, it ie his adopticn and net
the srgument which mskes that cause the aim of his activity. In other
words, objectives arve the scrts ol thing we have and share and we cannoct by
thought or reason alone estabiish something as an objective in advance of
its being adopted as such,

Reason or reflection, the veflection i

-

y whichh the ideologist on-

iZ it is 1o have any role at all in the mabier, must, on the




of the argument so far, come as a preliminary to the selection of this
rather than that as an objective. It is, then, the quality of the var-
ious possible objectives which present themselves and not their cha;acter
as objectives which is the province of the ideologist. It is the question
of their desirability, rationality, legitimacy or worth. Now in order to
agssess the worth of a thing we need_accepted standard criteria of worthi-
ness. The burden of my earliexr argument was that political and moral

theorists per se have no shared criteria that would make such judgments

possible. If they do pass judgment it cannot be on the basis of their being

ideologists but in their capacity as Marxists, liberals oxr whatever,
3. Yt is at this point, it will be said, that the proposed modific-
ation of the commoanplace niodel is pertinent. The liberal theorist, fon
example, tests for desirability, rationzlity and legitimacy the proposed
policies of liberal politicans in the light of liberal doctrine and prin-
c¢iples. His task is to discern which amongot those proposced policies are
indeed liberal. He thinks and he writes, it will Le said, within the con-
text and the confines of a tradition of moral notions and politicul doc-
trine snd his intellectual training gives him‘greater access to the bedy
of literature which enshrines the informing principles of that tradition.
Now there seems to me 1o be muchlin thig view of things, and I
shall later give reasons of my own for tiinking that we can only sensibly
speak of reflection within one ideology and not between ideologies., But
as it stands it requires further modificaticn and this modification wili
sbow, 1 think, that in discussing the relation between ideological belief

2

and politicel or moral sctivity, tull of ends and mean will wnot help aud

1 wWhat 'muceh' there is I otry to bring eut in Choepileors T oand i,



may mislead.

The suggestion we have just considered regards the theorist as
rather like the conscience of the party, but something more besides. He
is the ethical leader of his party as well as being its conscience, for
hiz task is to set out the true ideals to which it is committed. His ac~
quaintanceship with and ability to develop the doctrinal basis of the
party is the form of his determination of policy. Now I do not think
that we can sensibly speak as though the determination of policylwere the
province of the ideologist aione, even though wve admit that he brings to
the question of practical activity, considerations that are peculiar to
him. And I think this can be shown in the following waoy.

Let us suppose that a measure of policy 'X' is advanced by a
libexral politician; 1t is considéred by the theorist; it is declared by
him to be properly liberal or not so. Suppose that the theorist deter-
mines in the light of his knowledge of liberal doctrine, that the proposed
mezsure is8 not truly liberal. Two things must happen before the measure
will actually cease to Le among the adverticsed policies of the liberal
party. TFirst,-his view ihat this measure is not {truly liberal must stand
up to the scrutiny of other liberal theorists in order to become the pre-—
valiling view, This is a counsequence of the debate betwcen theorists.
Sceconaly, the measure must be rzjected by a vote of the annual confereuce
of the party, or whatever'the appropriate policy-making body may be. This
follows as a consequence of & debate and vote among all (relevant) party
members, theorists and non-theorists alike. Neow the second debate is ended
and the question decided by the procedure of voting. In the first debate
the atteupt iy to conclude the discussion by reaching a veascnable and

appropriate opinion on the guestion in hand. A reagson for accepting ths

preposition that™'XN!

is not conpatible with likersd doctrine' will he a
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reason for concluding, therefore, while a resson for rejecting 'X' as a
liﬁera; policy will be a reason for voting., Now, the view that 'X' is
not compatible with liberal doctrine may be one reason for voting against
'X' but it will not necessarily be the only reason. 1n other words, a
conclusive argument that 'X' is incompatible with traditional liberal doc-
trine is not a sufficient and necessary condition of 'X's being rejected
as liberal policy. The fact that it is incompétible is not the only
reason that may (reasonably) operate.

Suppose now that fhe measure 'X' held by all liberal theoxists
to be incompatible with liberal doctring is accepted by the appropriate
body as party policy. Suppose, indeed, that several such policies are
accepted. Are we to conclude that in so déing the liberal perty has
ceased to be liberal and its members, other than the theorists, have
ceased to be liberals? I think that we are forced to conclude in this
way if we accept the commonplace model, cven in this modified foim.

To accept that liberal theorists are sole determiners cf the true airs
of liberals iec tc allow the possibility of 1 divoerce between those vho
determine and thuse for whom the aims are determined. Dut such a
divorce, as in the c¢xample giveun here, may avise out of a disﬁute hei-
ween theorists and party ss tc which aims aud policies should be
pursued. The initial account led us to believe thut thecrists detexr-
mined the ends fornon-theorists, This must Le mistaken, for it is
possible, as in the oxample giveun, for a party positively ic¢ 1ojoct
the aims determined for them by the theorists, and yetf remain the sane
party. The nistake of the model lies in supposing that theoretical
conciderations can determine ov dexide an issue. In fset, 1t is and
must be a precedure wiich deterwmines, geme procedurs like a vote. When

questions of aims and epds are urder dispute, ideclegical considerstions
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may always be peftinent and are perhaps the most important kind of
consideration. We shall have to inquire into these questions in due
course. The point I want to make here is just that doctrinal consider-
ations are only one kind of consideration and furtheirmore are not the
sorts of things which can decide or determine the issue, though they
may help us on the question of which way to decide (that ie, in this
case, to vote).

On the modified version of the model it was supgested that
only those aims which liberal theorists could endorse could really be
called liheral. But this is not so. If fthere is a division of
opinion between the theorists and noﬂ—theorists of & party over which
pclicies to adopt and which to reject, it is nmnere prejudice to suprose
that the term liberal {ruly aitaches only %o the opinion of the
theorists. For liberalism is as much embodied in what practising
liberals dec and have done as in what Jibersl theorists say and have
gaid. Jf this were not so we would have no grounds, indecd no way,

o

of calling scmeone a liberal who was not a theorist of some sorv. One
.
aspect oi being n liberal {or a conservative, socialict, nationalist)
is the assertion of certain doctrines, but if these doctwines wore
net related in some way to characteristic attitudes and actions which
are not themsgelves doctrines, it is difficull to kiow in what sensge onhe
could be a liberal, or whatever, as opposed to merely cssenting to this
and to that proposition. I éhall elzborate on tiiis poiat at « later
stage.

Iin short, ths commonplace moda? of the reiation Latweon



ideological reilection and actual éonduct, between the ideologist

and tihe adherent of some ideological persuaszicn ends up by arguing
cither that therc are only ideologists in every tradition, in which

case it cunnot offer an account of the relaticnuship between them and
gome other members of the same tradition, or by arguing that ideologimts
are the determiners of ends for ihose who, netwithstanding, are unble te
determine their own aims and objectives.

4, The ibcoherence in the commonplace account springs, I thkiak,
Ifrom supposing that idevlogies consist in doctrines, sc that ideological
identity (whet someone is ideologically) is essentially a matier of
doctrinal purity. It supposes, in this way, that the charscter and
identity of a man's reflections can ke dete;mined by the content of these
reflections themselvea.l This is not go., If ideological refilecticne

are to have any weight in & world of practical eudezvour they must, so

to spesk, come with practical significanece 311 thewm, that is, in &

w

Janguage that is alrsady practically eignificant, and cannoet hestow

practical significance upcun thewsalves by the strevgthh ol their own

reasoning, In other words, the degree to which the existoenca of some

>

g

]

mmietakably liberal asclions aud atliitud ig neccssary to the veflee-

tious of a liberai having sense avd significence is no less great, and

-

may bo more go, than the degree to which the oxistence of some reflec-
1 I bave heard advanced thas, e , Cleim that, on
the basgis of his "philowcphy',Tnpels wea:r 'really' a eonscrva--

tive.



tive literature is necessary to the continued identifiability of

those acts and attitudes. I want to say that liberalism, socialism,
conservatism, nationalism, are all traditions of belief and practice
and not traditions of belief, continually being put into practice.

The reflections of ideologists, if they have any role to play, must be
understood to be a part of the general life of zn ideological tradition

>

and not the initiator of that life.

IV

1. We have, 1 hope,now secen some reason to doubt the view
first, that ideological reflection is reflection within some unified
discipline of rational or intellectuzl scrutiny,and secoandly, that
the significance of such reflection lies in its being the nccessary
initiator ox determiner of political and moral conduct. It is true
that these two suggestions form the major part of what I bhave called
the commonplace model of ideology and that with their rejection the
model must, I think, be scen to fail as a possible uaderstanding of
the anature of ideology. Hevertheless, there is a third feature of
this model which cen be erxplored to some peint and this is its use
0f the notion of princinle. .

As T elaboerated it, the comeonplace rodel held that not
only did ideclegical reflection »esult in a true knowledge of the ends

0f activity, but also in = knowledge of the princiyples oif acticit con-
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ducive to the realisation of thosec ends., The principles are, I think,
thought of as entering int§ moral and political conduct in the follow-
ing fashion. I encounter a situation A, which falls under the scope of

a general principle or maxim of the form 'Whenever A do B' or 'All A's
should B', and I éct according to the principle to which I subscribe.

In this way moral and political principles guide moral and political
conduct. Morality and political belief consists, then, in a stock of
such principles, and to act rationally is to act in a manner comsistent
with the pfinciples onc holds and to held consistent or compatible
principles.1

2. I have two principle objections to this view of mworsl and
politicél belief, 1In the first place, if we understand & man's mo:al
beliefs to consist in a stock of principles and those principles to be
related to action in the manner suggested, we cannot at the same time
make the claim that an ideology (moral or political) consists in
prepositions about ends rather than means. For it turns cut, upon
examingtion, that if part of the outcome of reflecting on,ideologicgl
questions is the development of a set of principles, ideological refleCf
tion is in part concerned with the discovery of wmeans te

the realigation of an end. This point can be bwought out in the follow-

ing way.

1 Tt zemas to we that this is a vicew very lile that of R M fare
sut 7 de not claim to be offering a critical exsmination of

arve's moryal philosophy here.
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If ideological reflection.leads us to the belief that, say,
government is all about the 'uncovering of civil 1ibertics'} and that
a worthwhile political life, a life'that is not and has not been a
waste of time, will have been spent in doing just thot, then the general
political principle 'All genuine claims tc civil rights should be
supported’ will be a keans to securing a worthwhile life of political
activity. I shall, later in the thesis,offer an alterna%ive version
of the relation between belief and action, but &t this point I am con-
corned only to point out that if we were to accept this notion of
principle and this manner of deriving principles as being an sdequate
representation of moral and pelitical belief snd reflecticn, we could
not advance a general model of ideology and action couched in terns of
ends and means. For it gecms that principles, if they are to be the
sort of thing in which moral belief, at least in part, consists, and
if they are to be the sorts of thing which guide action aust both he
derived from thinkiipg about ends and, at the same time, chiefly
important as knowledge ¢f the means of realiging these cnde., In short,
tihie manner of erxyiving at means to any moral or political ends iz pare
end parcel of, and not distinct from,the manner of deteimining those
ends, In fact this holds good generally.

Eoth the eads snd the aims of our aclivities only mnzke scase,

are only intelligible as eunds and as means, in the context of oigoing

i The yhrase in Hebhouse's.
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activity.

Lctivity springing from and governced by an

itndependently premeditated purpose is impossible;

the power of premeditating purpose, of formulating

rules of conduct and standards of behaviour in

advance of the conduct and ectivity itself is not

available to us. 1
One of the mistakes made by those who advance a model like that we have
been considering is that they suppose such a division to be possible,
that ends are intelligible as ends independently of the context of the
activity for which they are supposed to be the ends. But in any event
what I have tried to indicate here is that, however that may te, the
commonplzce model, at least as 1 have elaborated it, is incoherent on
this matter of mecans and ends.
3. My second objection is this. 7The way in which principlzs
are said to be related to action presents moral belief asg, in sone
sense, a guide of well tried rules which will help us over the varicus
obstacles which contingent foctors prescnt; ignores the possihility
of those principles themscelves creating obstucles aud difliculiies.

It is supposed that most moral difficultics consist in not knowing

what tc do next and that a set of moral priaciploes supplies a goepveral

rule of the form 'In circumstance A do E', This may, o cceesions,
1 Michael Oakeshott: 'Raotional Conduct’ in Raticnaliem in Politics

Londen, 19¢2, p. 100

5
D

In his book

S
(rews may beccme ends and ends is much as o nakn it
I

5 )
thecretically worthless' Loc cit, p.40.



be so, but it is not always so, as the following example will show.
Imagine that a policeman discoveré that one of his fricnds
has broken the law in some respect. Let us suppose further that it
is in his power to cover up the crime, or at least to fail to prose-
cute, What is auch a man to do? On the one hand he thinks that
his duty both to the public at large and to his fellow policemen in
particular demands thazt he enfoxce the law, regardless of who the law-
brecaker may be. On the other hand, he sees thal one must have a
specilal loyalty to friends and this entails an obligation to assigt
them in particularly difficult circumstances. Such a man might con-
ceive of hig difficulty as a cenflict of principle, for he zubscribes
both to the view that one must 'Always do one's duty in law' and that
one must 'Be loyal to friends in all things'. In zhort, his difficuity
cannot he overcone by appeal to hig moral principles, for it ig thosce
very princlples themzelves which are in copnflict.
Someone might say: "Oh hut it was said thet as well es
ecting qensistently with one's principles, one must also hold cousistant

principles'. Consistent in what ssnse, though? There is ro logical

=

inconsigtency betwezen the principles ‘Always do your duty in law' ~ad

'Be loyal to friende in 21l things'. It iz continpent circumstance
whiclk bave Lrought sbouni the coniiict between the two. How then are

such principles supposzed to healip us over thz contingent circumstsaaces?
Re rational consideration of the stock of principles o which we gl

scribe, in advance of pariiculayr circunstances, can serve to eliminute

the girffliewliiies which circumatanceaes thazrselvoes centyive. YL masit Lo,
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therefore, that if there is to be any resolution of the probleml, the
reasons we may have for holding to one principle and, at least tempor-
arily abandoning the other, spring from the particularity of the cir-
cunstanceeg; that it is this friend who is involved rather than another.
It is sometimes suggested that the busiress of moral reflection
Just is the business of arranging our principles in order of importance
8o that we may minimise occasions of the sort envisaged here. But I
cannct see that such an ordering could be anything but arbitrary.
When such principies as those I have selected for my illustretion are
not in conflict, as in general they arc ncet, there is nothing to choose
between them.z And an act of will, a determination to stand for this
rather than that, will not do the trick, for when these favoured
principles are brought into éonflict by particular circumstences the
difficulty,if it is affected at all,will be compounded. It is only the
facts of some particular zituation which cculd possibly offer any reason

3
for holding to this and sbandoning that,

1 I do vot say that there must be some satigfactory solution, Some
moral dilemmas are dilommas jusi in this, that whatever we do, it
will be wrong.

b

idealist philosophers, for example, Bradley or Green, might argue
that in the case I have chosen there was & misapplication ol
principle, I am not concerned with this objectica here, howevesr,
since it leaves unaffected the major point that moral principles
may create rather than resolve moral difficulties.,

This is not, however, a version of the currently popular 'situation

954

ethics'.



The_general point is that moral beliefs, which we may
formulate in principles, far from acting as a helpful>guido thrbugh
externally created and presented circumstances, make those circun-
stances what they are morally. Moral and political difficulties are
constituted rather than resolved by the moral and political beliefs
we hold. It cannot be, then, that moral and political heliefs are

related to activity in quite the way suggested by the comwonplaco model,

I have rejected the cowmonplace wmodel on three counts. First,
reflection of this sort could not arise in the context of a uwnified
digscipline of thought; secoandly, the relatiouship hetween the idecolo-
giste and the adherents of anyvparticular persuasion cannot be thought
of as that between the determiners of ends aud the implementers of ends
determined; thirdly, if the link vetween ideological refloctibn and
ectual cenduct is suppuged to he made by the formulation of principles,
this requires the dichotomy bLetwszn means and ends to be abandoned and
further, that if such principles are tc bie part of moral and political
life and related to the conduct of that 1life, they mugt he understond
to be pﬁrt éf its iabric and not an exterﬁal or iadependent guide.

It wigpht be suggested that 71 have set my arguments against

of the sort that Y have

straw men; that no cae has ever advanced v

I

been rejecting, It is true that no one writer (of my acquaintaice) has
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explicitly espoused the commonplace model as I have e¢laborated it.
Nevertheless it is, as I think, a plausible one and its plausibility

in part derives from the large nuvmher o writers who have written as

if the model, or something very like it, were an accurate undérstanding
of the matter. My intention hsc been to dispel s perversive view of
ideology which is none the less pervasive because it is implicit rather
than explicit in many famous and popular writers. '

The cerrors which I liave clained to detect spring, Y tiuink,
from a failuve,in Pascal's words,'to understand <the force of reascn'.
Pure reason cannot initiate, nor can 1t constitute, nor, by itself,
can it sustain a moral or political lifc; any mere than, pace Descartes,
g world of Fact and sensation cen be based upon pure and indubitzble
thoughts., The man who will not enjoy any aspect of his woral or
political life which cannot in some sense te tested on the 'anvil of
reason' is not = man with & puvified ethical 1life, bhut a man with no
etlhical life at all.

in contrast, pure reason is, 1 think,; tho sole and moving
principle in philoscphy, for philoscphy is just the business of thirking
that which can sensibly o thought. And, in general, we can assipgn a
place 6 reason and reasoning in theoretical understosding which it

casnot hepe to have in praciiczl understanding. ¥ shall elaberate {ne

categorial distinction het:
later poivts in the thesiz. -Gere I have bzen concerned simply to aveive
at ceriain negalive cenciusions, in general the conclusion that, wiat-

ever idsslagical refleciion mipgnt leok lirae, it cannct loslk like “a=

>

the picture which the commonplace nodel presents.



CHAPTER 3

Ideology and Scepticism

"The same principles which at first view lcad
to scepticism, pursued to a certain point,
bring men back to common sense.’

BERKELEY
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The gist of my argument agzinst the commonplace account
was that it cverestimated the place that reason and reflection could
play in the conduct of moral and political life, or even in the lifs
of an ideological persuasion. Somecne night claim pow that in fact I
have baulked at the logical extension of my arguments and have stopped
short of admitting that there really is no place for reasocn and
reflection in political and moral matters, or more properly, that the’
reason that is involved has nothing to do with any theoretical or
peseudo~theoretical reflection. Such a claim is itself a recognisable
philosophical position, that of the sceptic.

In thig chapicr, I shall be concerrved to reveal the mistake oF
cumbracing a general scepticism abovut iddedvlogical uiderstauding and
reflection, a misiake that is easily made conce the over-confident
Rationalisgm of the view wa have just beon considering has heen expesed.
Scepticicem of course nmay spring from different scurces ana take
different forms. The sceptical accounts of ideology I want
to c¢xamine are three in number, but I shall conflate the first two
of these gince they seem to me gubstantially of the came sort and

open to the same kind of objectiou. These first two couwbine to fornm

0
®

a view ot ideological reflection which dsyives chiefly from the Marzist
T.o

and¢ ¥reudian noticne of 'falze-~counsclouzness' and ‘rutionalication’',

Agein it seems bLiest to introduce them with (wo well-known guotatione,
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1. In his famous letter to Mehring, Engels writes:
The derivation ot political, juridical and ideologi-
cal notions ... is a process accomplished by the so-
called thinker coansciously indeed, but with a false-~
consciousness. The real motives impelling him remain
unknown to him, otherwise it would not ke an ideolo-
gical process at all,

And in a similar vein Freud says that such ideas:
which are given out as teaching are not the preci-
pitates of experience or the end results of

thinking; they are illusions, fulfillment of the
oldest, strongest and most urgent wishes of mankind.

The first sceptical acccunt of ideology which Y wish to
examine, then,is the view that ideological reflecticn is & rationalising
form of speculation which is thrown up by the force of motives unknown
to the writer. The model or picture which undsrlies and informs this
suggestion goes scmething like this:

2, In our day-to-day lives we axre movced to uct =z we do by our
impulses and desires. %e desire X and thercefore we pursue X, Much of
the conflict in practical life is created not by contradictory or

cpposed opinion but by incompatibile desirces. The appearance that such

syguments oftein have of being conflicisover truth is mere appearance,

1 Engels to Mehring: Marx - Ergels Selected Correspendence

(2dy D Tory, London 1935

2 Freud: Future of an Tllusion, {trans. Hobson-Scott, London 1062
p. 26




for the welter of argument that surrounds political and moral disputes

does not precede but follows the determination of courses of action.

When, therefore, we are told by a2 man that he 'did A because B, where
B 1s the expression of some political or moral theory, that man offers
not an explanation of his behaviour bhut 2 post festum Justification,
Jt is not that he has thought out the view B and therefore acted in
the manner A, but that, having done A, he, when questioned or critic-
ised, has recourse to B. The role of ideological beliefs, then, is as
a defense of what we actually want arnd do and not as an instigation of
such wants and deeds. The thceorist cor speculative writer is not an
initiator of movements and events, but an apologist for a given group
of agents who do in fact act in a certain way and went cexrtain things.
Ideological theorising, we could say, on this view, is the business o7l
putting a gloss upoan interest and desire that would othierwise be naked.
We should, I think, be very fawmiliar with this view of things
for it is almost as common as that which I heave ceiled the commonplace
model, and perhaps this=i® due to the extensive influence of Freud and
Marx on our general cultural outlook. MNowever, despite its cousiderable
popularity and indeed plausibility, as a theory it need not detain us
long. Thet it is riddled with confusior, or more accurately witno
anbiguity, since the exposition I have given is scarcely leng encugh to
admit confusion, is, I hope, clear. I shall not therefore excwins
every difficulty dnherent in.it. In fact I wish only to exaunine one
radical erxor which, I think, is of mere gencxral interest.

L

3. The quesition I have tn asgk is 'What kind of remariksare the



remarks that ideological belief is false-conscious belief and ideolce-
gical reflection rationalisation?' I shall try to show that such
remarks cannot be about the logic of ideology and that, if on the
other hiand we take them to be contingent observations on ideology, they
are severely limited in scope and, indeed, in interest.

To make a remark about the logic of a proposition iz at
least to give some of the conditions under which it mukes sense. If
I say of the propositicn "The square on the hypotenuse is equal to the
sum of the squares on the other two sicdes'" that it is non~empirical,

I indicate that the sense of the proposition is not to be found in

o]

ct
C

that area of our language where we lay claim matters of contingent

H

fact, g0 that any scrutiny, however careful, actual triangulaxr

objects would show that the propesition had not been undsrsiocd. YT,

™
16

theu,the claim that ideological propositions are raiicnalisatious i
to be a remark about their logic, z remaric about the ‘zrommar' of such
propesitions, it must amount to o clair likoe 'The stetements “All

higtory is the histoxy of class struggle” “The preper cnd of govera-

ment is the uncovering o* civil diberties' are rationalisations andg

. . PO L ;
any consideration of them as real or efficacious reasons Yevepls 4
3 I drop the term 'false-consciousness' here bDecauge I co net

undevstand what its contrsst '"trus--oonsciousness' would be,

and because iu general i-think the terninology of reason and
a a

raticnalisation is moive familiar and =zasier to handle. In
Tact, there is not much difference, if any, Lhetween the two
ways of talking, so that the omission dees net amcunt wo much.
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failure to underxrstand ihem'.

Now this seens very odd to me, for it has the thing, so to
gpeak, the wrong way round. We cannot understand what 1t is for some-
thing to be a rationalisation unless we understand what it is for it
to be a non-rationalisation. The idea that'something ie a rational-
igation is dependent on the idea that it could have been the real
reason. This requires that the same account must be able, on different
occasions, to be 'real' reason and rationalisation, If, therefore,
something is a rationzlisation it could never be beside the point to
inquire what it would be like as an effigacious reason., An example
may help tc make this clearer.

Consgider the case of & man who opposes the policies of a
Socialist party on the grounds that they threaten to impinge on the
civil liberties of individualgs. Suppose‘that somzone doubts this and
suggests that, really,he wants tc¢ avoid heavier taxation and that ull
his talk of civil liberties ig a mere gloss upen s regl motive,
material interest, The crucial term here is 'deubts'. What is
happening is that the man's sincerity ig being doubtad, But in order
for this %to happen thare must be scmething which couuts as sincasyity
and which is absent in this cese. In other werds, it pust bz pogsible
for a man to valk of civil liberties in this context siucerely in order
for him to do so insincevely. Therefore the reason itself, by ite
nature, cannol be cincere or insincere; it ig¢ the giving of it that

can be thege. Tolk of rationalisation, then, cannot be the character-

r

T reasmonivg. It Ffollows that
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remarks about idéology as rationalisation cannot be remarks about the
logical character of ideologicul belief. The reason for this, as 1)
hsve already implied is that rationalisation, if it is anything,l is
sonething we do and something we use statewents to do. It has to do
with the kind of act and not the kind of proposition involved. In
chort, though people may rationalise, beliefs cannot.

4, The view that ideology isc rationalisation, thon, if it is to
say anything, must be a contingent élaim, the claim that ideologistis
are rationalisers. Now there is nothiﬁg logically wrong with this
claim. If there is any substance to the notion of ratiocnalisation, it
is the kind of thing that people can do aud there ig no reasen why it
could not be the case that those whe have been and are well-known

idenioglcal writers werce all invelved in this kind of seli-deception,

case, it is not at all obvious that it ie in fact the case. In any
event, neither Engels nor Freud, nor sny of those who have advouced
this view with enthusiasm, have actuaily produced the vast quantity of

historical evidence whick would be needed to support sucn a cloim,

ot culy has ihis not been dene, i indeed evidence on this sc2le is

1 ¥ have asgumad througheut that 'rationslisation’ is a
coberent concapl cescribing & genuine feature of oux
ience. I awm not convinced thav this 15 s0. Bt my pu
is to draw out what an exzmipziion of this very comuwon view

e

)

cen coniribuie to our final conclusicuns and the stuanwes and
coherenca ¢f the concent de2s not affect ibhis purpose,
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available, but it should be observed ihal, since such a claim is a
claim about the contingent facts of the past, there is no reason why
someone in the future, or someone in the past hitherto undiscovered,
should nct formulate beliefs which were unmistakably ideological in
character, and yet indulge in no rationalisation whatsoever.

No doubt I haﬁe pursued this last point beyond what was
strictly necessary. Certainly I know of no one who haslactually
advanced the possible but audacious claim thet oll ideologists in the
past have bcen rationalisers. Usually any claim such as this is modi-
fied and attenuated to the point where it is simply suggested that when
jreople take to the business of articulating and raflecting upon what
they believe in morals and politics, what fellows, very often, is a2
piece of rationzlisation and self-exoneration, and not least those who
2o in for moral and political refiecvion on a grand scale. Thisg
attenuated version has, no doubt, some tyuth in 1t, but as an histori-
cal assertion, an assertion about the contingent facts of the past,
it makes no gpecific claim, and as we sew, it cannot be thought of as
& claim about logic at all. If it is true that ideologists very olten
raticnalise, it is no doubt true of nmaay besides then and in saying
this we have not said anything ebout ideologisis or their werk in
particular.r V\\\\“

A This theory is now revealed for what it very often is, merely
an attoempt to throw doubt on the intepyity of a certain sort of writer,

is

snd, as such, it ccarcely merits the title "theory'. Neverthelesa,

investipation has had some interest, paxtly because this is, more or


http://tho.se

less, the picture which lies behind the use of 'ideology' as a term
of sbuse, and partly because we are now clearer, perhaps, over what

is involved in saying comething ebout the logic of ideology.

I1

1, The second sceptical view which I wish to examine, though
it hears something of a resemblance to the rationalisatien theory,
etrictly a theory of the logic of ideology. It is the view elabora

by Professor Michael Qalieshott in hiez boolk Rationalism in Politics

54

is

ted
i

I brief, Oakeshott argues that ideologies gtand in relation to pra
tical life as abstractions from a concrete manner of conduct, and a
a 'crib' to action for the iumexperienced. Oakeshott tells us:

It 1= pupposed that a politfical ideology is the
product c¢f intellectual premeditation and that,
because it is itself a body of nrinciples not itseld
in debt 1o the activity of sttending to the srrange-
menis of a society, it is able to determine and guide
tne direction of that activity. If, however;, we con-
gider the charaster of a political ideology more
closely, we find at once that this supposiiion is
falsificed. So far frcom a political ideology being the
quasi-divine pavent of pelitical activity, it turus

i Gome of the polints of view advanced in this work are, an it
seems to me, moidified in Professowv Cakeshott's latest hook

Ou Hunan Condsuct . However, strictly speaking, I am hob
concerned with his view, but with the coherence of a selt of
ergunents which appear in his earliier book.

C-

5
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out to be its earthly step-child. Instead of an
independently premeditated scheme of ends to bLe
pursued, it is a system of ideas ahstracted from
the manner in which people have becn accustomed

to go about their business of attending to the
arrangements of their society. The pedigree of
every political ideoclogy shows it to be the crea-
ture, not of premeditation in advance of political
activity, but of meditation upon a manner of
politics. 1

Ccnsider Locke's Second Treatise of Civil Govern-
ment, read in America and France in the eighteenth
century as a statement of abstract principles to be
put into practice, regarded there as a preface to
political activity. But so far from being a preface,
it has all the marks of a poStscript, and its power
to guide derived frem its roots in actual political
experience. Here, set down in abstract terms, is a
brief conspectus of the manner in whic¢h Englishmen
wvere accustomed to go about the business of altending
to their arvangements - a brilliant abridgement of the
political habits of Englishmen. 2

On this reading then, thce systems of abstract ideas

we call ideolegics are abstracis of some kind of con-~

crete activity. 3

Az this last comment suzgests, though Oakeshott has liere been
concerned with the politicsl realin, this is net the only sphers in
which we may find ideologies. The other realw which he discussos at
length is that of morality and we shall have to consider some of higs
renarks in that context shortly, DBut Ffirst I want to draw ectiention tc

tite place Oakeshott considers these ideclogies ©o have in the conduct

of practical affairs. They are, he tells us, cribs for the inexber-

2 ibid, pp.la0-121

3 ibid, p.319
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ienced. TFor the man of little or no political experience, ar ideology,

which 18 a successful abridgement of a socicty's political habits,

will give him some indication as to how to react to and act in the

political situations with which circumstance confrents him,

Compare

cooking, where the man ignorant of ccokery may have recourse to a book

of recipes. Such recipres, however, ere meraly abstractions from

someone else's actual experience in cookery and can never hope to

replace the experience itself.

Where perhaps the experience is in

danger of being lost, such a crib may to a degree sustain it and

translate it.

But only in an abstract form.

Our mastery of

the prin-

ciples of cookery cannot supply the ﬁastery of the interpretation of

those principles and only the latter can produce concrgle and self-

moved activity.

It might be supposed that an ignorant man, some
edible materials and a ccokery hock togethexr com-

prise the necessities oi a gelf-moved (or concrete)
activity called cooking.
from the truth.

But mothing is further
The cookexry bock is not an indep-

endently prexemiitated begianning from which cooking

can spring; it is noching more then
somebhody’'s knowledge of how o

an aneiract of

cook: it is the

etep-child, not the pareant ¥ the activity. The

book, in itg Lurn, mray heip to

set

a men unto

dressing & dinner, but if it were his sole guide
)

could never, in fact, begiu: the bhock speeks cnly

thosc who know already the kind of thing te
a

he

to

expect {row it

1

nd congequently how to interoret it.

The buxrden of Oakeshott's argumesnt here seems to he thai a

political ideclegy is not an escential part of the activity of politics

1 ibid, .

119
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being itself an asbstractiocan from concrete activity. But it may play
a role in activity., However, when it dces so, it plays a subsidiary
role to that of actual habitual conduct and not the essential direct-
ing part the ideologists often assume. This view does not quite
square with what Oakeshott has to say elsewhere. In his esszy on
possible forms cif moral life, he appears to argue that at least in
morality ideclogy is essential. Here he suggests that only the moral
life which mixes the forms of habitual behaviour with that of the
reflective application of moral rules and the pursuit of moral ideals
an be a reality, He goee on to suggest, indeed, that the ideological
form, provided it does not dominate, lends to this moral life certain
advantages which it would not otherwise sajoy.
This mixed form ¢f the moral life may be supposed
to enjoy the sdvantages that spring from a reflecce-
tive morality ~ the power tc criticise, reiorn,
and explain itoelf, and the vower to propagsale it~
self beyond the raunge of {he custom of & sociely.
It wiil enjoy alsc the avpronriate iantellectual
contidence in its moval standords aocd purpoescs.....
In short, this form of Thm corzilife will offer
to 2 society advantag zimilaer ic thoge of a reii-
gien which haz teken to iteelf & theolozy (though
1ot necesgsarily a popular tkeclogy) but without

loging its character as a wey of living.,

But this ambiguity as to ths essential or inessoeniiasl unature

of ideclapy aczd anct detain us at {hiszs peilunt. Yor the viimary ouesti

ig whether, essential or net, Qaleshott's understanding of what

1 "Toe Tower of Babel' Matioualism in Politics, p.7vO-71


http://otherwi.se
http://cso.rGlJ.ifo

ideology is will bear protracted gscrutiny. To conduct such scrutiny
we must, I think, examine the notion of abstraction.

2. Oakeshott descriles ideology variously as 'ebstracts fron
some kind of concrete activity', 'an abstract of somebody's knowledge
how', 'abstracted from a customary manner', 'an abridgement of habits',
‘an abbreviation of some menner of councrete sctivity', 'a traditional
manner of attending to the arrangements of a society cbridged into a
doctrine of ends to be pursued'. Now all of these expressions are
similar but such vaviety of terminology is almost certain to give rise
to ambiguitiy sbout whati exactly Oakeshott claims aun ideology to be and
what exactly it is related tc. The words he uses are not synonynous.
A habit; for example, is something that iIs done wacensciously, but
soimething done nevercheless, Actions are hebitual. In contrast, a
manner is not an action at all, or even a series of actious, but a
8tyle in which actionse are pericrmed. Apgain, activity is a moie
generai term than either of these and refers to the whoic sphere of
doingsenconpaessing conscious and unconscious behaviour and the manner
in which that behaviour appears. Cver zgeinst all of these is

the knowledge how to do something, which is'not activity at all but

2,

stands in an informing relation te and is made manifest in activity.
Tdeology, Qakeshott bas told us, is an abstraction from some or all of
these. vIndeed, even here there is some amblguity as to its being an
ghatraction oy an abridgement and thaesce terps are nol synonymncus.

Since, then, 211 of these are different we wmight expect abridgements

and szhetractions from them to leok diifferent and we shall be inclined



to ask which, if any, of these is'properly ideology on QOakeshott's
account, But closer examination will reveal, I think, that we cannot
abridge or abstract from them all, for not all of them are the sorts

of things which admit of abstraction.

In fact, I think the term 'abridgement' must be abandomned
altogether. An abridgement is nothing other than a shortened version
of that which is abridged so that it cannot be different in EiEQ: An
abridged novel is still a novel, still, indeed, the very self-scame
novel by the same writer, but with some passages removed. In an
abridgement there is no metamorphoszis; the abridgement of a poem, say,
does not result in a different poem ut the gane poem shortened.
Abridgement, then, cannot characterise the relation between different
things of differen{ kinds.

Further, it should be clear from this that, though Onkeshott
here snd thére suggests that such is the cane, necither kuowledge wor
cxperience arethe sort of {thing which could gdmit of abridgement. An
experience Js what it i; and though one man may have less experience
‘than enother, what he has is not an abridged version of the first
man's experience, but different experience., Experience is just whau-
ever hazs been expericuced and this canuvot be shortened or lengthened.
Neither can the knowledge we pessess e abridged., If I de not know
as much &s another man I cannot have an abridgedverygion of his hnowledge.
In oxrder for this to be possibie I chould have teo have known sll that
hc knew ana then have had that knewledge shovtened, some paruo of i

removed. But how is this to be aceocomplished? And oven il it were,
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that is, even if it made sense to suppose that it could be, whkat
would make my 'shortened' knowledge a shortened version of his? It
seems, then, that we must abondon the term abridgement in our talk

of ideology and focus our attention on thé, perhaps more proaising,
term 'abstraction'.

3. An abstracticn is something which 1s less complete and less
concrete than that from which it is an abstraction. But like an
abridgement, it must be the same sorct of thing as its original. e
may &bstract the theme oi a symphony and say 'It goes sorething like
this ' but what follows must be the same scrt of thing as that
from which it has been abgtracted, in this case musical socunds. Agazin,
the abstract of an argument is 1less completie than the oviginsl;

there are many details omitted. It is less concrete, or we might

say, not concrete at all, for, as it siandas, we cauncet logically
Arrive at the conclusion {vom the premiscs stated. But the uabsiraci,
like the original, consists in such things as premiscs and conclusion,
The zbstract oi au argument cannot bé renresented in gestures any
more than the abstract . of a symphoay can bcigiven in plctures.

It follows fyrom this that any abstraction fyom a concrelc
activity must itself be a piece of activity. 4nd wo can think of
exanples of this., We can demonsivate how something s done aud when we
do 0 we may vwit much o7 Lhe detaill which would acltually occur in ¢
performance. We reduce .a dance, for example, o & few simplo.steps.
The demcnstration ig not concreto in thar Lf we egxoacubie ke steng 0oul-

lined zslene, we will not actually be dapcing.  Bul ihe poict ol such
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a demonstration, like that of any abstraction, is to give someone
'an idea of the thing'.

It will be seen from this that, since by Oakeshott'svaccount
ideologies are the sorts of thing which may be written down, an ideo-
logy cannot actually be an abstraction from-concréte activity, or from
a manner, or from habits, since it is not itself any of these things.
The best, indeed the only, candidate we are left with, then, is ‘an
abstraction from somebody's knowledge how to do something. But even
this is not quite right. Rather, if wé follow Oakeshott{'s characterisa-

tion, an ideology must be an abstraction from comecne's account cI

their knowlecdge.

This cen be secn more clearly if we kecp two facte in mind.
Though a man may know how to do something he may no%t be able to erti-
culate that knowledge. A zcientist must be able to reason scientitfically
and a brilliantscientist must be able to do so with excellence, but it
would be wrong to expect even the brilliant scientist as such to be
able to articulzate the fbgic of science, and of course we know very
well that ofiten it is scientists wic, when amongst philosopherz, are
least clear about the character of science. Again, a wman way hbe an
astute politician and have an intimate and detailed krowledge about how
to set ghout doing things in the lousce of Couwmons and sLill it does npet
follow that he will be able to formulate the ruies and conventions of ihe
Hougse, still less say gnything about the nature of politics.

The xnovledge of the gcientist and the politiciue can only

be revenied in doing end communicated by injunction, This is not to
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say that knowing‘ii doing here. A man may very well know how some-
thing is done, but, for other purposes, keep his knewledge to himself.
But; at least in this instance, the only vehicle for the expression
of his knowledge will be in doing and in demonstration. The knowledgé
that is formulated in words, on the other hand, has speech as the
vehicle of its expression and its articulation will take the form of
a descriptive account. But again, the words and sentences de not con-
stitute the knovledge itself, but are an account of that knowledge.

The view of idecliogy as abstfaction, then, must be either
the view that all accounts of xnowledge (B) are less concrete than
any demnonstration (A) of the same knowledge, o the view that some
accounts (C) are ebstracted from completc accounts (B). The first
of thesc alternatives I have suggested does not nalie sease. B cannot
be an sbgtraction from A since it is not the same scrt of thing. That
they stand in sone reiation, of course, I sm not dceubiing, but this
relation cannot be one ¢f abstraction siuce this would inveive deeds
being 2bstracted into wo;}s, sonething which I have argued is
impossible,

It.must, then, be the casce that any view of ideoloyy ag
abstrection anounts to the vicew that,tbe set of preuogitions which
compriga an_idoology consists in less thou a complete ancount of the

rules governing Lelaviocur aud therefore lacks the concreteness which 318

necessary to enable. " Thug, dor cxumple, the statemeni of a
universal principloe,'Never do X' ,will exclude &li the gualifications

‘except when Y, Z, ete.', which are nocagsavy X that principle ix o



cohere with all the other rules operating in our social life., The for-
mulation 'Never do X', then, will be an abstractién from the actual rules.

No doubt it will be suggested at this point, and perhaps with
some justification, that all this detailed argument has left Oakeshott's
theory gquite unaffected., This is the theory that knowledgc‘of the ab-
stract principle can never satisfactorily replace knowledge of the actual
operating rules. It cannot therefore provide the practical guidance
which the latter would do and is, therefore, a less than satisfactory
source or resource for activity. Now of course I am not arguing against
the view that ideological thinking and writing cannot gencrate self-
moved activity. Indeed, earlier my own arguments led me to a similar
conclusion. The question therefore is about the place that such thinking
and writing does have in activity and my argument is that talk of
abstraction cannot heip us here.

My objections to Oakeshott's account can, I think, he revoualed
explicitly be a2shing What sorts of ithinge would an abst¢ract acccunt of
this sort be an account of? Now the answer to this cuestion must, =t
least in part, be the same as that to e similar question about the
(thesoretically possible)'complete account of which the ideclogy is an
abgtraction. What could such an accowr:t consist in?v It would, I suggest,
have to revenl the formative and regulative rules, conveantions and pro-
cedures which govern our actiong ip tiret sphere of practice with vhich

5 . ' . . \ 1 s N
the ideology is conceirned, The only Zcnsible” descripiion of a way of

1 I dov ot say that such an accownt ig actually pessible, In fact,in
Chapter 8 ¥ give veasens for thinking that 3¢ s net.  FHere 1 maraly

vant to drgue that sowe suche azccount 1s the ounly thing that cou

L abpsergeted from and That oven 47 we agssume the pogsibllity o
-t

thig, Calkesheott's talk of abstraction cencot be sastainad.
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life would be that which revealed the cohesive pattern among a
multiplicity of various actions. And, since what pattern there is
is the roesult of all these actions being observations of the same
rules, the description would have to take the form of the revelation,
perhaps detection, of those rules. We could not describe ‘chess as
such' except in the terms of the formative (constitutive) rules and
general regulative rules observed by skilled chess pilayers. An
account at a simple obsorvétional level would consist in the deécrip—
tion of individual movements and would not revecl what made them
moves in chess.

An abstract account of such z reelity, then,would be either
a shortened list of the rules which‘actually pertain in a given prac-
tical context or a shortened formulation of the rules themselves.
Ozkeshott does seem to have something of this soxt in mind when he
refere to ideology as an abstract principle or set of related abstynct
principles, for by principle I understand a rule gencralised out cf 2
numbe:r of rules. Thus fNever eat meat on Ffidays' is an abstract fox-
mulation of ths rules, conventions end beligfs which not ouly give ibat
particular‘Cathnlic observation ite point, but admit of its change,
gualification and excepticn.

Someone nmight argue here that by Onkeshoit's account we
pust understand 211 articulated formulations as abstract in this sensc
aud though ve nay consicer soma more oy less cowmnlete than olthers they

practical knowiedge, abstract

@
o

are «ll, in conparvizon tc the unfornulnie

and inconplete. This suggestien has, I thick, much in synmpathy with

Gakesholtt's account and cartainly it de a plavsibic one, But i my

eaviier ergumcent is corraot, we must vaject it because of what it
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entails. If all articulated accounts are of this character then all
of them must be ideological. But ideologies, we have been told, are
abstractions and to conflate all the accounts leaves us with nothing
from which they could be abstractions.

The difference between knowledge articulated in words and
unarticulated knowledge is not that. the one is more or less complete
than the other, but that the manner in which the same knowledge is
conveyed is different. The question of the satisfactoriness or other-
wise of a particular manner of conveyahce as opposed to aneother is not
a matter of its completeness. Knowledge of a particular dance may be
conveyed by a demonstraticn_of all the movements or just the principal
movemeﬁts, or by a diagram of all {he movements or just the principal
movements. The diagram is not less complete then the demounstration
but gimply a different means of teaching azud learning the dance. Qf
course, we may prefer the demongtiraticn as & heuristic method Lecause
the diagram reguires interpretation and the dcmonstrétion ¢oes not,
Eut such interpiretation is not necesssry because of its abstiract
character but because it is not itcelf & sceries of physical movemeunts

in opace. As o diagram it may be guite complote. Y it be said thatb

D

sore knowledge cannot be captured in a formulated phrasesthat ther

gere some tnings which cacnot be said but nust he shom, thisz ig not to

say that arvticulaticn cen only canvay in on abazirasct form, but

that ariiculation cannot convey them at axil,

Perhaps these objections will be cleéarer 1f ¥ put them ix the

conmtaxt of an ewample. Consideyry the cuwde of coohkery apnin. The
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cookery book, we have been told, is an abstraction from somebody's
knowledge how to cook. Now I do not want to deny that an ignorant

man, some edible materials and a coqkery book are not sufficient for

a self-moving activity. Indeed they may not be cnough for any activity
at all, for it is plain that, though we may know what is to be done
next, we may not be able to do it; though we may know that here we are
to crack two eggs, we may not have the dexterity to do it. But-what I
do deny is that the cookery book is an abstraction from someone's expev-
ience., A man who composes a recipe may write 'Add a pinch of mustard’
because experience has taught him that this Will bring out:the flavour
of beef. The injunction is a leason from his experience and not an
attempt, more or less satisfactory, to capture that experience.
IExperience is something we have had or have not had and though we may
learn from the experience of cthers we do not do so by acquiring some
attenuated form 0¥ their expcrience curselves., And if we have npever
had someone else's experience we can never do enything that requires
our having doue it. Exg;rience stands in relation to such injunctions
as a test of their appropriatconess and not as their content.

4, Lét us apply all this to ideclogies then., Ideologies, it

has been said, ave abztractions from a concrete nctivity. They are
distillations of actual experience. 'This we have seen cannot he go,

I do not deny that the appearance of au ideclogy's being pre-wmeditated
in advance of auy activity is mere appearance. But the advice, exhoirtu-
ticns and prescriptions we proffer when we write ideologicelly zre the

resuits or lessouns of experience and not more cy less good acccunts of
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what that experiencs has been. They cannot therefore be a crib for
the inexperienced, if by this we are to understand a substitute for
the experience they have not had. There is, in this sense, no sub-
stitute for experience.

The impact of this argument upon Oakechott's view can be
revealed by considering again a passage I quoted earlier.

So far from a political ideology being the quasi- .

divine parent of political activity, it turns out

to be its earthly step-child., Instead of an in-

dependently pre-meditated scheme of ends to be

pursued, it is a system of ideas abstracted from

the manner in which people have been accustomed to

go about ihe business of attending to the arrange-

mente of their society.

Now, if my argument is correct,we nust conciude that ideoclo-
gles are not systems of ideas abstracted firom a customary manncr, for
there could, J have zuggested, bc nothing of this sort. Neverthelsss

this does noi prevent uc from agiveeing with Oakeshott ithat oue who

understands ideologies to be the beginning ¢f nctivity has got thing

<

s
the wrong way round, that his view is, literally, preposterous. We can
elso agree tiat talk of independent preo-nmeditation here is misconceived,
Indged I have arguecd in favour of both thexe claims already. But tc
say that ideolopgies cannot begin activity is itself a miscouncelved

renpark. Ideology isg not the gort of thing that could prowpt or fail

[ %)

to prowet echtivity, though, foi exwsple, coaversion to an ddsology could,

1 Qakeshoty, ov c¢it, #.118
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Ideological conceptions and reflections do not stand outside practical
life in the sense of being a preliminary, coming before. But no more
do they stand cutside by coming after, as Ozkeshott suggests, by being
a postscript or a distillation, Along with other features, ideologies
are part of the fabric of political and moral life and their relation-
ship to those other features must be an internsl one. Osakeshott, in
fact, as I noted earlier, is ambiguous on'this very point. Tor on the
one hand he suggests that ideological belief and reflcction must have
an integral place in the form of any wvigble moral life, and on the
other maintains that ideology has little or no place in politics. One
part of my argument is that this ambiguity arises out of the ambiguity

in his use of the term abstraction.

11X

1. Whegt is the value of showing this? TFirst, I thipk theat
Gakeshott's is perhaps the only important philosophical couception of
idaology to heve becn elaborated at length ﬁnd, siﬁce the elaboration
is corplex and subtic, it is worth exahining in detail., Sccondly, I
think thot the objectious I have made against it can be generaliecd
in such a Qay as to bring out the two major arguments wiich this

thesis seeks to advance, and which Y shall prescnt in grzater detail

at a later stage.

2. IT we are apreed, as I think we wust boe, that the principal



Bignificance of ideological conceptions and reflections must lie in
the realm of conduct, that it is, if anything, a practicalyundér—
standing that 1is supplied or enhanéed by the ideological coriceptions
we come to employ and the ideological reflection in which we may from
time to time engage, then we shall have to agree that their character
is to be understood not so much in terms of the form of the propositions
in which those conceptions are found or those reflections expressed1
as in terms of the place they occupy or could occupy in the conduct of
someone's life. This means that there  is some room, in the form of
ideological heliefs and the shape of ideological reflection, for a
discrepancy between the superficial appearance of such propositions
and what we might call theif logical form, their actual character.
One such instance of this is the casc where what is said to be believed
‘looks like an abstract aim or end in view, and which need not be any-
thing of the sort. The following example, Y think, will help to make
this plainer.

If someone ﬁells me that he intends to contest a coming
election with the aim of entering Pariiament, his aim is a concrete
one. This is to say that his aim, being elccted to‘Parliament, is one

wherc what counts as succesg and what coumts as failure is guite clcar-

1 The form of propositions will be crucial in, for example,
history or science. The prepositien 'Stalin did not die
soon enough' is, because of its form, incapablie of inves-
tigation by historians gua histcriaos.
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cut and determinate. 71#, by way of contrast, someone tells me that
his aim is the uncovering of civil liberties, this aim is a highly
abstract one. Tor though we can and do use the term 'civil liberties'
in a fairly concrete way, 1t is not sufficiently clear and distinct1
for us to be sure what would count as success in this endeavour and

to know when the alm had beeini accomplished. 1In the first case the
practical steps necessary for the attainment (though not the guarantee)
of the aim are determinate; they are known and recogﬁised. In the
gsecond case, within broad limits, a hobt of diffevent acticns may
follow and we cannot be sure whether these are appropriate or not.

Now 12 1t is suppcsed that this end, 'the uncovering of civil
liberties' is to gulde activity in the way that a purpose guildes our
actions, then it must make a very poor job of doing so. Tor, just
because a host of different aciions may reasonably foliow, the chief
funcition of a purpese, to enablec us to seleci a certain coursé of
action in preference o others, cannct be supplied. The abstractiness
of the zin prevents it. But weshould be mistaken if we thought that
all those expressionsg like 'the uncovering of civil libertics' were
abstract aims. It need not he the case that when a man says "My ainm

is liberty for all' that the notion of liberty stands in relation o

1 Thig 15 not to sugpest that the first thing to be done ig
tc clarify cr dlstinpuish it, to define ouvr terms. There
s nothing 'wrong' with the term as it is,
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his conduct as a rather cloudy and hopeless aim. If somcone tells me
that he will fight for liberty, I need not expect a specific set of
actions to follow at all. For what he has revealed to me by speaking
in this way is not the purpose or cend of higs actions but one of the
vazlues or noirms by which the worth of his action is to be assessed.
Liberty in this case is not the goal above all goals, the aim not of

a day's or 2 month's but of a life~time's actions, but one of the values
which informs his actions #2nd in terms of which tﬁey are tc be made
intelligible, If we talk of abstraction here we are mistaken, I thiuk,
and our mistake lies in our being misled by what has peen called the
‘surface grammar' of the expressions he uses. Tor we nust acknowledgs
that beliefs and conceptions may pleay a reole in conducty not immediately
identiflabie with that which the surfece appearance of their doctrinal
formulations supgests.

At ithis point we nay note a curious contyvadiction

account. Haviung acknowledgedthat the significance of ddecelogical werks
nas heen,; and was intendad to be, in the realm of conduct, Oakeshcitl
argues that they logically cannct inzilucice conduct; ilhat they are the
wrong kind of thought for aetivity. But if they cannot have auy impoact
in practical 1life, thelx significance csinnot lie in either the Lbene-

ficial or the destructive influence they have had there!

i Thia is siwilar to the mistale that Luthar miagkes in ‘Seculsy
Authority!

interfere

where he wrgues that the seculur autberity should aow
n spiritual mstters on the grounds that it s logio-

ally poweriess to 4o Fu.

)
kS

n Cukeshott's
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In short, ideological writing, particularly in the nine-
teenth century, has often been almost inextricably mixed with academic
or theoretical inquiry. In consequence the form that that writing
agsumes 1s often one which suggests a place in conduct which it logiczlly
could not occupy. Both the raticnalist and the sceptic, in different
ways, are misled by this. The rationalist takes these writings at face
value and supposes them to have the place that they appear to have. The
sceptic rightly sees that they could not have this place and wrongly
supposes them to have virtually no place- at all. My argument ig that
‘such writings can have a place, but this must be other than their
appearance suggests. I shall return to this question later in the
thosis.1
3. The second general fallacy which I should like to claim my
objections to Oakeshott have brought cut is what might be callead the
fallacy of the essentialism of speech. Since the whole of the next
chapter is concerned to elaborate the distinction itself and the
ivportance of the distincticn which this fellacy fails to draw, Y siell
enly touch upon one aspect of it here,

1t seems to me that the accounts of ideoloéy wlhiich we have
considered in the second chapter and in this hoth think of apeecclhi and
writing ag being the primary or most appropiiate form of communication
in idooldgical matters. Ozkeshott speals of ideolcegy as 'sets of princi-

ples' and 'systenms of idess!' and appears to skhare with tle protogonist

Qoo S T TR S R - S B, |
1 Sege chupters 7 and 8
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of the commonplace model the view that what the ideologist says and
writes, in some sense, makes explicit what is cnly implicit in his
actions.1 This suggests that words are more readily intelligible thaen
actions, But this need not be so, at least in the realm of conduct.

The business of learning how to welcome somebody, for example, is a
natter of aéquiring, at one and the sane time and in the same wzy, an
ability to act and to speak appropriately. We do not learn tc identify
certain actions as 'welcomes' oxr 'welcoming' independently of learning
“how to welcome people, and indeed, could not do so. It follows from
this that if someone's actions =2re unintielligible to me, it is at least
possible, and I should say on_occasions probable, that any verbal
'explanafion' of those actions from him would be equally unintelligilkie.
If 1 cannot see anxthing revolutionary in, say, students occupying the
administration building cf e University, it 1s wunlikely that theiyw
'explanation', that they are 'tryipg to overthrow the copitslist system!

2
w11l mean much either.

i 0f course, what iz made eaplicit is different for each. ¥Yor thz
rationalist it ie the principles ad ends of the acticns in ques-
tion, together with the grounds uwpen which the goudnessz gr hadnsss
ci thooe ections is te Le asscssed.  For Professor Ookeshotvd what
iz revealed is a mistek
activity by putting i

is worth emvhasising an

o oof sotivity which ‘may corfuse

wTouR scont’

nave noc

Oakeshoti's personal view, . raivher g
z Ag this exawple shows, there are, ¢f course, diffevent lovels of
Gentificacion, Sowmothing wey be Intellinible at cne iavel and

zr, for exemple “hpaeliug' zua 'nrayiog'.
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The idea that speech can always, by revealing the grounds of
an act, make intelligible actions which otherwise are not intelligible
seems to me part and parcel of what I am calling the fallacy of the
esgentialism of speech. Precisely how this fallacy works in the context
of thinking about ideology and what the ramifications of 1ts correction
are will occupy me in the next chapter.
4. Before turning to that question, I should perhaps say something
about my use of the term sceptic.‘ It might be sald that I have not in
fact presented any genuinely sceptical account of ideology and that,
though those I have criticised esre no doubt criticisable, I hsve not
shown that'scepticism is an implausib%e and indefensivle view of ideoloe-
gical belicf and argument. Tﬁe first thing to be said in reply ig that
there is indeed reason for calling the theories I have examined sceptical.
I should like {0 argue that the great wealth of ethical writing and
reflecticn whichk goes by the name ideology consists, for the most part,
in a genuine and possible attempt to sustain, and perhaps provide, some
element of cohesion and coherence in the realm of human coanduct. The
talk of rationalisation and false conscicusness, it seems to wme, denies
this and that is why I have called it sceptical. Préfessor Oakeshetti's
view 1 havé cailed sceptical partly beczuse he introduces it as the

remavks of a sceptic himsceli and partly because of its affinity to

1 Sce the introduvetion to ‘Political Education’ in
Rationulicm in Pelitics, p.110
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some of the opinions of the most reputed of sceptics, Hume.l

Nevertheless, it must be admitted that to have shown two
particular sceptical accounts to be mistaken is not to show scepticisn
about ideology to be a mistake. 1In the remainder of this thesis I shall
try to ciaborate a positive view of ideology and one which will, I hope,
show the sceptical account tc be misconceived. 1In the course of doing
this I shall at poiunts address myself to objections from 'the sceftic';
I do not mean to imply by this that those objections have been or ever
would bLie raised by those whose writings‘I have specifically considered.
The sceptic who objects to my argumentvis,'if you like, an idealisation.

We have scen reason 7T think; both to abandon tune attempt to
understand ideology on the model of philosophy and to reject the
scepticism which this might prompt us to. I shall thereifore leave the
comparison of philosophy and ideclogy for the moment and turn to another
comparison, which has, if anything, been more popular, namely the identi-

ficaticn of ijdeology as some variety of religicn. The exploration of

-

"

the extent and the limits 27 {this parallel will occupy ne throughout

Part Two.
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PART TWwWO

IDEOLOGY AND RELIGION

"The iealun of faith ie not a class for anumskulls
in the sphere of the intellectwal, or an asyium
for the feeble-minded. Talith coustitutes a
sphere ull by itseld ... "

-~

KILHEKEGAADLD



CHAPTER 4

The Transcendence of Faith

"What is mirrored in language, I cannot use
language to express"

WITTGENSTEIN
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1. Both the commonplace and the sceptical accounts of ideology
have turned out, upon protracted scrutiny, to mistake the product of
an ideology for its essence. That 1s to say, both accounts understand
ideologies to consist in sets of principles or doctrines, the one holding
such principles to be necessary to and prior to practical activity, the
other considering them superfluous additions, of one sort or another,
to concrete practical activity. This identification of ideologies as
sets of formulated doctrines cannot be sustalned, partly for the reasons
I have already given, and partly becausé it ignores a distinction which
I take to be fundamental tc any philoszophicali talk about ideolcygy. This
distinction can, ¥ thrink, bLest be made clear in the context of a conpar-
ison between ideology and religion, a comparisen which this part of the
thésis will seek to explore,

The distinction I hiave inr mind is this. In one sense the
word 'ideolegy' refers to wersuesions (philosophies), pelitical aud moral
often, like Puritavism, Natieonalism, Existentialism, idecologies which
lend a common identity to groups of peuple othewwise engeged in quite
differgnt activities, artists, theoristis, politicians, pamphleicers,
party agents, snd sc on. In the second sense of the werm, 'ideclogy’
refers to & particular kind of intellectual activity, thz acltivity of
reflecting upon and fnrrulating the doctrines of an ideclogy in the first
'

enge. PYoinc's RBights_ of Man , Hill'e

s

n

Liberty , Marz's

and lLippmmn's The Public Philosophy are all pieceg of ideology in the

sceond sense of the term, Tondle distincetion fiads a parallel in that

-

veliglon sad theology. For gimilarily. whiie & religion,
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Christianity say, is that which binds together those whose particular
activities are different, the priest, the thecologian, pastor, evangelist,
worshipper, theology ig an intellectual enterprise, namely the attemgt
to formulate and state systematically the doctrines of a religion. But
it 18 not an intellectual enterprise which stands outgide the faith to
which the theologian adheres; each theologian speaks from within a
conmunity of religious believers and it is nonsense to talk as though
his task is to rationally assess or secure1 the tradition of which he 1s
& part, rather than give particular expression to its beliefs aud con-
ceptions. Similarly, each ideologist speaks from within a particuvlar
perguasion ond his task is to articulaie that persuasion, not to judge
it. If he does offer, as ideolcpists almost always do, justification

of his views, these are not to bhe undercstood as proofs, for they ave in

1 I cannot understand those theclogians, T F Torrance, for ezauwple,
who speok of ‘establishing modern theology on a sgound scicntific
basis' (Scobttish Journal of Theology). I can caly suppose then
to mean that there is no lesg certainty about what they have to
say than about what scientists have to say. If this isg the casc
the certainty that is available to theologianrs ig of quite a
different sort from that of scientists, as I hope to bring out
later in Part Two, and talking in this way will only confuse,

It is sometimes supposed that this view gpringe from Karl Barth's
theological writings. Buat Barth says 'The Cliurch nust not with-
hold from the world, nor must it confuse or conceal, the fact

that God is kpowable to us in lis grace, and hecause His giroce,
enly in His grace. TForx this reason it can make no use of natural
theology with its doctvineg of another kind of knowability of God.'
Churel Dogmatics Ldinburgh 1257, Vol 2:1i, p.l72
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no sense external to the persuasion. To show the Truth of Marxism cr
Christianity is not like proving its doctrines to be true. Only partic-
ular doctrines can be said to be true or false, coherent or incoherent.
Ideologies, like religions, are neither {true nor false but living or
dead.

This disliinction between ideologies in the first sense'(what I
shall call faiths) and ideology in the second sense (what I shzll call
rc¢flection and doctrine) is easy to blur. When & man tells us that he
is, say, a Swedenborgian or a Christadelphian, the most natural and
immediate question is about what he believgs. And the answer ke will
supply will almost certainly take the form of a doctrinal expression of
his faith. But both he and we are mistiekenif we suppose that, by aunzwoer-
ing in this way, he has given us the essence of his faith, or its founda-
tion, What he says, the doclrine he relates, is not fgg'eﬁpression,
but one expression of that faith. The faith itself is transcendent. It

can only be made mauifest in the things he says and does,and cannot he

distilled. -

2. The full extent cf the mistake of supposing that ideologies
caﬁ.be reduced to sete of doctrines, the nistake of ildentifving ideology
in the first scnze with ideology in the second, of identifyinug a
religion wita a theology it has generated.czn be brought out in the
following way. Suppese we ware Lo ash the question "Wnat do Christians
believe? ' How would we set about answering this? Ve would wost naturally,

est, survey all thioge whe bave tveditionally been reogarded as ths

gra2atest Christisn thinkers and attenmpt to distili wiat holiefs they


http://natu.ra.lly
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shared. Amongst these thinkers would undoubtedly be St Paul, Origen,
Augustine, Aquinas, Luther, Calvin, Kierkegaard and Barth. Now in this
brief list there is a collection of writers so disparate that. the
attempt to distill their shared doctrines would, if it resulted in any-
thing, produce a very small number of doctrines indeed. Of these theré
would almost certainly be none which was not either, not distinctively
Christian (for example, God is omnipotent) or, was not disputed by‘some
Christian thinker or group excluded from the list. Even if this were
.not so, even if there were one or two diétinctively Christian doctrines
which were denied by nc one, this short list could scarcely be considered
an answer ito the questiorn 'What do Christians believe?' for no actual
Christiaﬁ writer could be said to have believed just these doctrines.
Fﬁrther, it is doubtful whether fhese brief doctrines by themselves, in
vacuo, wculd be believable.

It should be clear by now that there is scamething wrong with
the question 'What do Christians believe?’ and something radically wrong
with this way of trying to deal with it. And similarly, {the gquestions
‘What ao Socialists believe?' 'What are the hasic doctrines of Marzisn?'
'What 15 Liberalism?® are 311 subject to the same difficuelties. The
source of these difficulties lies, I think, in the fact of 2 faith's
being transcendent and, as Y hope to show, veccgnitioun of this Fact can
avoid mavy of the troubles customsrily encounierad by those who try te
write about idesolcgiles,

The first thing wrong with attempts, liks that I have ocutliinced,

to snswer questions iike 'What do Christians bolieve?’ is ithat it ig, so

\
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to speak, self-determining. The first move is to draw up a list of
widely recognised Christians and to survey their doctrines. But this
supposes that we can identify Christians in advance of our dgtermining
what Christians believe. Gf course we can do this, but'my point is that
having drawn up the 1list and given an account of the doctrines of those
on the list, we have already answered, in so far as that is possible at
all, the question with which we began. To go on to abstr;ct from those
doctrines, or to generalise them, is, necessarily, io give an incomplete
account of what those writers believed, for that is what we are
abstracting and generalising from. And the dangers are greater than
this. If, for examplie, we discover thut of the writers we have chosen
to consicer, all but Aquines believed in justification by faith alome, the
temptation is to say that his is a different variety of Christianity, or
even that Aquinas is not 'really' a Christian. But the list we drew up
in the first place was a ligt of well-known Christians!1

This approach to the study of ideolosry and religion loses
vhatever plausibility it had when we see that it cannot even begin to
cope with some of the most important theological and ideclogical dis-
putss of all. 71 suggested earlier that theologiane aud ideoslogists are

not theorising between faiths but ecach within a particular faith. 1t

553
which supgezt that Epgels was not ‘really' a kMarxis
Is not thic their mistake also?
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is a peculiarity of many of the controversies, therefore, that the
differences between one theorist and another are differences within

the one faith, so that while what each believes is to be characterised
by its opposition to the other, these opposed beliefs must, ih some
sense, both be part of the one faith; Thus both Catholic and Protestant
theology must be Christian. The beligfs and doctrines of their respec~
tive thinkers, then, are to be understood in terms of opposition to

each other. The doctrines of Calvin and Loyola, for example, can only
be recounted as incompatible, and yet clearly they are both Christian
writers., And this is not as odd as it seems, for we should remember
that, though opposed in doctrine, they shared the same faith. If
doctrines arc contradictory this does not destroy the faith., It is
doctrines that are true and false, consistent and inconsistent. Failths,
as I have nlready suggested, are living or dead. Indeed it may he a
mark of the living and burning quality of a faith that it generates
doctrinal oppositions.

From this last remark we can see the profound error in asking
and trying to anevelr the question 'What dc Christians believe?' for it
presupposes that Chrisgianity is primarily believed.' But this may not
be so. The celebraticn of the Fucharist or Leoly Cowmunion, thouch a
distinctively Christian practice and undertakeu by Christiazn sects almost
without cxcepfion in 3 variety of forms, is uoil a matter of bLelicf but

-

vpractice. I do not mean 1o suggest that beliceld is not dnvelved it very

aoiten it i neliefs about tho saciawent which divide or at least dis-

tinguich tetween Christiagps and the actusl practice which uwniies theu.



The point I want to make is that religious practices may
serve to provide the identity which Christians share and doctirines may
serve to challenge or modify this identity. Practices are not heliefs,
but they are as much a part of a man's religious or ethical faith as
any doctrine. Again, to take 2 political example, many adherents of
the Labour party are disagreed about the tenets of socialism, about the
doctrines to which they can and cannot subscribe. But the common iden-
tity which they share as mewmbers of the labour party can and does (though

~not always) transcend this disagreement; Their mutual participation in
and loyalty to the maintenance of the structures and life of the party,
together with the much less easily specifiable attitudes and common
oppositions which they share, combine to inrorm the political orientation
which makes identity one with the other possible.

In short, then, when we identify Christiaas as Chfistians,
Socianlists as Socjialists, Liberals as Libersls, we identify those who
chere a faith. Our question 'WUat do Christians, oxr Sbcialists, or
Liberals believe?', being ahocut doctrines, can only be about the theoret-
icél expression of those.faiths, DBut what they Share is a comronn faith,
not a common doctrine, so that the only possible answer to the guestion
'What do they helieve?' is 'A variety of thinge'. If we grasp this dios-~
tinction between doctrine and faith, however, we necd not be troubled by
the usunl subsequent quesgtion 'Well if they 2ll believe didiervent things,
what makes them all Christians?!

This, then, ds the sense in which faiibs are transcendent. The

arguwent for thelr existeonce is alwave that they mabke certain Xinds of
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identity possible, Put they are not themselves palpable. The theolo-
gian, the priest and the communicant, the theorist, the party leader
and the agent, each of these has a different form of expression for

his faith and in their activities and attitudes what that faith is is
made manifest. It is Conservatism which informs the writings of Hugh
Cecil, but Cecil's writings do not constitute Couservatism. 1If they
did, how could later writers be justly cailed Uouservativé and dissent
from his views. It was Conservatism which informed the policy of Tories
who would not agrec to the 1832 Reform, but it was equally Conservatism
which informed Peel's acceptance of the Reform as a fact in 1835. And
only if we conceive of opposition to reform in terms of the acceptance
of a belief or principle do we fird 2 contradicltion Lere.

3. It will be clear that, if we attempted to give an account of
what Conservatism ig, the result could only be a set of verbal formula-
tions., It could not ke the pursuit of policiss for that would not he
an acccunt., Yet it is not by studving their doctrines zicne that we
learn who Conservatives are and what it is tc¢ be a Conservative, for,
as we saw, that knowvledge may be presupposed by questians about their
doctriﬁes‘ It follows fyrom this that auvy accownt ¢l Conservatism cannot
statesmen of the peast, but at best n reﬁetition ¢f the doctrines to be
Tound 1in the writings of Conservetive theorisits. And of courss we <av
read these without bothering te rerveat thew., To repeat what they have
gald is not to add to cur krowledge and mest importantly, it is not (o

add to our knowledge by avriving at n general theory of what Consowvavis

in

s
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If this is so, it seems to me to have important implications
for the study of ideology, for it follows that no intellectual study of
particular ideologies is possible. It is possible, as a Conservative,
Liberal or whatever, to give intellectual expression to one's faith., I
sheall shortly say something about the nature of this enterprise, It is
possible to chocose, as many have dcne, the theoretical and doctrinal as
a mediun in which political (or religious) life is to bLe conducted.
Mill, Marxz, Hobhouse and Tawney are all clear instences of this. It is
further possible for the academic to recount the hictory of a political
party or mcvement (or a Church). It is possible teo wriie a biography of
gome remarkable political figure who was asscciated with some ideology,
a life of, for example, Gladstone or Trotsky. And all of these would
serve to acquaint ue with the kind of thing Liberalism, or whatever, is;
or, nore properly, with what 'liberal’ means. DBut none of them,. includ-
ing the writings of a man like Mill, can be said to detormine, either
from an ideological or from au academic point of viaew, what Liberelism
is.

1t is, further, possiblae to give an uaccount to the kind oi
belief and understeanding invelved in a poiitical idcology or a religion,
te provide, that is to say, a philosophicnl uvuderstanding of ideclogy.
But here any individual idsclopy wili serve as an illustration of
zeneral philesophical theges zboui theught anc belied of this iind. This
kind of wderstonding will only b an uvwlerstandiug of a particular

T

ideslogry And this dis the kRind of enternrise in which I 2
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What is not possible is for the intellectual either as an
ideologist or as an academic to answer the question 'What is Liberalism,
Socialism or whatever?' with a formulation or summary of doctrine. For
faith informs activities of different kinds, whereas the formulation of
doctrine is only one kind of activity. It is the case, of course, that
many distinguished students of politics and what is sometimes called the
history of ideas, have attempted to do something of this sort, to distill
the essential doctrines of an ideology,. Thé number of books entitled

'Liberalism' ’'Nationalism' 'Marxism',or whatever,is very great. But in

" the last analysis these books can only consist in a repetition of the

doctrines of famous exponenis of the ideology in question, or in exten-
sive illustrations of a general philoéophical thesis.l Such books can
and do serve & purponse. They may serve to acquaint us with writers

and writings with whom we are unfamiliar and serve thereby to keep

such writings alive. But, if my argument is corxrect, they caunot be
said to form part of any concrete and ongoing study of ideology suci asg
historical or philosophical studies may do. Nor can they he a critical
or rational examination éf the merits oi various ideologies either, for

the transcendent nature of faith prohibits such cndeavour.

1 ¥lie Kedouric's stipuiating book Nationalism cembines something
of the two. He uses the casc of Nationalism to illustwaie a
general thesisz about ideology nebt unlilze Oakoesbott's., Heverthe-
less, he does make the mistake which I claim o haove exposed in
this chaptsr., The very first scutence of his book reods
'Nationslism is a2 doctrine ianvented in Burepe at the beglnning
of the nineteenth century’'. (Kedouwrae: Woticnalism)
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4, If we keep this major distinction between faith and doctrine

in mind, we can see that two different sets of questions can be raised,
which the commonplace and sceptical accounts of ideology tended to con-
flate. First, we may ask 'What does it mean to be a religious believer?'
'What does it mean to accept or adhere to an ideology?' ‘'What kind of
difference does being a Liberal, for example, make to being in the world?'
These are questions whose central concern is with understanding. What
kind of understanding does faith éupply? This is the question to which

I turn my attention in Chapter 5.

| The second set of questions which may occupy us is about
doctrine, theology and ideology in the second sense of the term., 'Is

it possible, and if if is, how 1s it possible, to determine the truth,
reasonableness, correctness of relipgious and ideclogical dectrine?’

The central notion here, I think, is rationality and the central guestica
is 'What kind of rationality is possible in religious and ideolbgical
reflection and sueculation? It is to this question that I turn my
attention in Chapter 6.

All thisg I shall do in the context of a parallel between
religion and ideology. The justification for pursuiﬁg tliis perallel
must wltimately lie in tie profitashility of doing s0. T think that,
prims facie, to pursue questions of thne nature of ideology in company
rith somé of the problems in the philcsophy of religion is a plauvsible

undertakig. Hevertiaelesz, in- the long run tie success ok the under-

pe]

taking must bLe judged by the degres: to which ouw thinking aheul religion

haeips vs fo get ciaav aboul ideeology, and our thinking about ideclogy

helps to clarify cur thoughts on reliipicn.



CHAPTER 5

Ideological and Religious Understanding

"The question of veligion, like that of morality
is not one of theory: it is a guestion of the
life @ man is going to lead."

H J PATON
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Religilous faith; indeed any faith, must‘supply an under-
standing concerned with being and acting, rather than merely the obser-
vation or explanation of phenomena. TFaiths are, and must be, in
Tolstoy's phrase, 'What men live by'. If we are to discover, then,
what kind of understanding faith supplies, we must inquicre into the
conditions to be satisfied by any understanding which seeks to inform
conduct. Faith, as Kierkegaard remarked, is concerned yith problems of
existence rather than problems of'intellcct; It was Hierkegaard's
complaint against the Hegelian philosophic system that, though it

uclaimed to be the rationalisation of Christianity, il could provide
nelther guidance nor assistance in the problems of wmen as human agents.
This failure was, in a sense, inevitable, for it sprang from 1ts hybrid
ckaracter, its belng an attempt to rationslise a faith, to place a
religicn on a firm philosophical foundation. But philosophy, according
to Kierkegaard, being an objective inquiry involving proof and demon-
stration, is never capable of anything but systematic completion. A
faith, by contrast, »elies for its life and its power vpon its ability
to inform the lives and deeds of nmeun.

This distinctiﬁn between the objective, what Kierkegezard calls
the 'world-historicel',and the subjective, is central to ny first thesis
about faith, I shall argue that a faith, whetber weligilous or political,
ig, in a2 sense which ¥ lhwope to muake clear, cssentislly a subjective
understanding, But 1 chsll surther eargue, in this chapter and the next;
that te ackuowledge this is not tarntamount e relegating judgmenvs nade

in the context of faith to the vrealm of 'dora! o1 mere opiniocn, & réxlm
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in which we cannot discriminate hetween real and unreal, the mistaken

and the correcct.

1. We can begin to see the reasons for drawing a sharp distinction
between the objectivity provided sy a scientific1 understanding and the
subjectivity of the understanding of faitlh by noting their attendant con-
cepts. 4 science nust, if it is to provide objectivitly, involve .
evidence, falsification, demonstration, proof. 1In contrasi, the notion
of faith is linked to the concepts of doubi, commitment, devotion,
discipleship. A faith may be expressed in beliefs and doctrincs, but
these do not differ from the propesitiouns and theories of ¢ science in
that they are not quite known, or not knowior certain, or vel Lo be
proven, If it were possible t@ know, in the sense of objectively prove,
that this or that belief was true, we could ir nc sense commit ourselves
to it. IXIf it were true our commitnent would add nothing and if 35t were
not true our commitment could not save it Lfrom Islsehood. This would ke
like supposing that a gamhler could gombic whern he knew the result in

advance., But this lact imapge may be mizleading. 1 do not mean to

L T use 'seientific' heie in the general sense and pot iun hhw
restyicted sense of 'natural' soiend
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suggest that belief in matters of religion and of ethics is always
something of a gamble, but rather that if a demonstration of the truth
of some belief were possible and were given, faith would not thereby

be established or rationalised but abolished. In other words, belief

in the existence of God is not a proposition (guardedly} assumed to

be true by those who pray. Rather, the reality God has shows itsclf in
our prayers. Were we, therefore, to treat the question of God's reality
as a matiter for objective inquiry prior to our praying, we should nec-
essarily remove the possibility of e religious response.

Again: one who believes in the sovereignity of the people
does not set s&bout his political campgigning tentatively, lest what he
has assumed to be true should, in the light of new evidence or fresh
thinking, be shown to be false. His affirmation of the sovereiguity of
the people, and the counter affirmations it proveokes, are part and
parcel of the political activity in which he is engaged, and not the
asswuption on which it is based.

No man will conuit his life to the care and

guidance of an hypothesis recognised as such

... for the scientific man to convert his

hypothesis into a faith were to betray the.

vaery spirit of science., A hypothesis must

not turn into a dogma, and the gcientific man

ig the servitor of no creed. Hypetheses, con-

sequently, cannot transiform charascter. They
have no practical vim,

i The effect of this iz well illustrated in the famous
'nrayeyr': '0 God, If there is one, save my scvl, if
I have one!',
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The difference between a scientific hypothesis

and religious faith seers to be fundamental,

The science may conjecture, religion must "know'";

that is to say, it must be a matter experienced.
The ideas of proof and demonstration, verification and falsification
are applicable to propositions and hypotheses. But it is not in pro-
positions that the man of faith believes but in such things as the love
of God, the power of salvation, the equaiity of mcn, the inevitability
of communism, man's moral goodness, oi the historic destiny of a‘natioﬁ.

In other words, the 'world-historical' requires an objectivity,
-which, when it is supplied,removes all power to inform conduct. Conduct,
on the other hand, can only be subjectively informed. This subjectivity
and its necessity can be made plainer‘in the contecxi of an examinaticn
of the noticn of change.

Faith, like all practical undexrstanding, is concerned with
how things ought to be. It occupies that part of our iife in which we
try to change things, rather than explain them cr contcmplate them, to
change both ourselves and the world in which we are., Now it‘is clear
that all notions of changing must be absent From any objective inculryy.
Our studies, ard the disciplines i which they ave the exercise, cannot
be concerned tc alter the wowrld, for the whole point is fo discover and
explain the world as it is. Scientific hypothieses are edvaunced, as has

often been noted, on the sssumpticn tihet pature is uniforsm and inanimate.

1 Sir Henry Jones: The Faith thatl Kagquires London 1223, p.03
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But they must alsb be advanced on the assumption that the advancing

of the hypothesis will not itself alter the phenomeina which the hypo-
thesis seeks to describe and explain. If it did do that it would be
self-defeating., The past must, for the historian, be dead. If it

were changeable then his mere activity could, regardless of prcof and
evidence, render his historical narrative fallacious. If philosophising
changes the grounds upon what makes sense nmnakes sense, then it cénnot
be said tohave given the sense of a propesition. If its distinction

. between, for example, what is moral and'what is pon-moral (as opposed to
immoral) changes that order of things, it cannot be said to have done
any distinguishing.

The conclusion must be, then, that objective study cannct be
concerned with living and changing,while faith, religious and ideslogicel,
must be., Faith is concerned not to describe who we are but to aetermine
it and thereby to determine how we will act. Soumecne may conviunce us
that we are sinners but it is the acceptance of this foct which mzkes
us sinners,for now we understand things in such a way that we act in
relation to God as penitents. Someone may coavince us that we are, for
exarnple, first and forcmost Irishmen, and it is the acceptance of this
dzseription which leads us to condict ocurselves in a certain manner, to
velue certain thicgs, tc have certain aspiratione, in short those manners,
values ang aspiraticns which make us ivish pstriots. Auwd T do not nmean.
that ail such telk is circularl if that would be & cyiticism. An

ldeclagy or & religilov provide an undarstvanding wvhich encompazses

the uwnaeectender and his relaticuship Lo ciney persens ang things,  ©F
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they must, logically must, have ceased to do philosophy. If on the

other hand he sgaid it of those whose task was ideological, he presented
a ifalse dichotomy, Ifor to engage in relipgious or ideological speculation

is to try to change the order of things. The so-called union of theory

and practice, then, was not an accomplishment, but a logical necessity.
Conversely, Popper was equzlly mistsken in condemning Marxiet

theory because it was not scientific,1 for, given the ccucerns of its

authors and supporters, it could not have been. Further of course, it

. wag nonsense for him to claim that one énd the same kind of belief or

theory could be unscientific and dangerous, for any theory which

qualifies for the terms scientific or-unscientific (as opposed to non-
scientific) is neceesarily impotent and cannot, therefore, be dangerous

3

cr anything else. And I think that the theorics of Feuerbacn and

Mannheim concerning religion and ideology respectively ars similarly

founded or ill-founded upen this category mistske.

3. I said earlier that one of the necegsary prerequisites of

+

faith, as a form of understanding, was the acceptance of the faith in

quaestion,

exemples,

and I hope ncew to make this clearer with the zid of two

the one religicus and the other ideological.

4.

Suppose somecne tells us that 'God sess the trutn, but waits',
It mzoy be that our notion ¢f the justice of God cannct allow any
1 I, for examnle, 'Fhilosophy of Sciencs: a Personal Resvort' dn

Britich Philosophy in Mid-Cenvury ed C A R

London

Fivet fditicn

R8T
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occasion for him to act unjustly and 'seeing the fruth, but waiting'
would constitute just such an occasion. We méy, in short, reject the
suggestion as unworthy of God. On the other hand, this whole way of
talking may be quite senseless to us. We may have no idea at all what
has been claimed when it is cleimed that 'God sees the truth, but waits'
and our response will be,then, not an attempt to agree or disagree, but
some acknowledgement of the fact that we cannot, and perhaps have no
desire to, do so. We may, of course, go on to suggest that the whole
Jargon is meaningless, that is, that it could not make sense for anyone,
but this would still be to treat the proposition as meaningless rather
than false.

Again: guppose someone says 'The present economic cricsis is
yet another instance of the ruling class's attempt to crush the prolet-
ariat in the advanced stages of the collapce of cepitalism'. We
might argue with someone who said this, thinking the proposition false
cn the grounds that capitalism is not in an advanced gtage of collapse.
Or we night agree with what he said, after having discovered that the
extent and bitterness of industrial disputes has steadily increusod
over the last twenty yeérs. But if we were to adopt either of these
reggsponses our reply would be couched within the terms of the original
claim and within the vhole framework of understanding in which such =a
clain is made.

Now a framework of gnderstanding is that wholie sysiem of
concapts and mules of reasoning which wakes the asserticn, covrection

and rejection of judgments about the world possibla., Y% is only if we



are familiar with the rules of scientific reasoning, for example, and
can employ the concepts of science that we can make scientific claims
about and offer scientific explanations of the various phenomena in
the world. And it is their concord with these rules and their deploy-~
ment of these concepts which make statements scicntific, independentl&
or regarcless of whether they are true or false. Indeed the rules and
concepts of science make assessment of truth and falsity bossible. In
the examples just given I have been trying to show that in a similar
fashion ideological and religious descriptions of the world must deploy
certain concepts, and my point is that the acceptance, in the sense of
the use, of these concepts ie prior to any talk of truth and falsity,
soundness and unsoundness. The ideclogical framework in terms of which
these judgments are made cannct jitself be open to question, any more
than a scientist can gquesition the framework of science; can in other
words wonder whether science ig a2 'cerrect' understanding of the werld.

I did not get my picture of the world by satis-

fying myself of its correctness; nor do I have

it because 1 o satisfied of its correctness.

No, it is the inherited btackground against which

I distinguish between true and false. 1

In other words, we may sensibly wonder whether this or that Marxi=zt
claim is true; but it does not make scnse to woider if Marxism is true.
'Still', it might be said, 'now you are drawing a parallel

betwoen =scilence and idecicgy which you earlier said conld not he diawn.

1 Wittpenstetdn:
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But there are two important differcnces between science and faith
which the earlier argument sought to emphasise and which the parallcl
just drawn did not deny. In the first place, the significance of an
ideological or a religious understanding, an understanding of faith,
must lie, at least for the major part, in the world of conduct. And
this world, unlike the worlds of ideas constituted by a theoretical
understanding, is one which we cannot aveid belonging to. The kind of
rationality involved in the construction of an explanatory intellectual
order, a scientific theory or an historical narrative for example, will
necessarily lead to the same conclusion, for anycne who chooses to
follow the reasoning. (Provided, of course, the reasoning is sound.)
If a man does not or will not follow the chain of reasoning or accept
the evidence appropriately presented, he simply ceases to be a scientist
or an historian. But in practical life it is different. Clearly a men
cannot cease to be engaged in the practical world because he does nou
think in one zset of concepts and rules of reasoning. The understaudings
which can inform practicdl activity are therefore, to some degree,
exclusive. To think in one way, as a Marxist for example, is necessarily
net to think in another, say as a liberal.

This is the same point as I made saviiesr. There is noe
general sphere of understanding called ideology or religion. There
are only perticular jideological and religious underctandings. There
is no such thing as that which the commonplacs model raguived, a8 unitary
hackgreund of Reasou, against wvhich 231 idecloplies zad religions aan be

tested., Thig ig not to say that such wdgreslnndings are paviial; they



are indeed universal in that they enable us to describe and to lend
significance to, pretty well, any phenomena of our experience. But
they are incommensurable, at least to some degree, precisely because
they make competing demands not simply upon what we must think, but
upon what we must do. And to take one of two possible courses of
action is necessarily to fail to take the other.

In the second place, as ideologies and religions are practical
understandings they are made manifest not only in what we say but in
howv we behave, so that to understand the.world in the terms of one
ideological or religious picture is a matter of actually conducting
one's life after a certain fashion, in a certain pattern, cf acting and
reacting in one way rather than another. The Marxist appioves and
cammends one set of actions and events and the liberal aunother, and
sometimes it just does not make sense to look for the grounds upon which
such commendation is based., Tor some reactions and attitudes just cre
those characteristic of liberals and Marzists. The quection then of
wiiether one understands aiter the manumer of a liberal or a ﬁarxist ig
a gquestion of how similar cne's attitgdes and reactions are to each,‘a

1Y
The

matter, in short, of which attitudes and resctions come naturally.
liberal's attitudes are whst they are and no question of truth can
arisc here. What could suclh a question mean? 7The pessession of under-
standing, the kind of understanding which eunables a man to identify, to
cope with and to reacet to the various events and situations with which

he is contronted, is a matter of bhelonging to this rather than that

manpey of life, And the incommensurahility hetween ong ideology and
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another, between one religion and another need not appear in the

form of alternative beliefs so much as different ways of life.1
4, 'But you are saying that in ideology and religion there is
no scope for rational criticism, that we must either simply accept

or reject'., The man who raises this objection fails to see, I think,
that rationality or reasoned-thinking will only take us so far. I do
not say that there 1s no scope for rational criticism here, but rather
that I do not know what criticism of Marxism, or Christianity, or
Liberalism or Buddhism as a whole would be. Any exercise of reason in
a critical or positive fashion pressupposes and can neither establish
nor abolish such traditions of belief.and‘practice as these. It is,
as the examples given above were intended to show, only when we think
in that way and in these terms that the question of whether our
thoughts are reasonable or unrecsonable and our judgments sound or un-
sound can be raised.

The objection, however, may spring from a feeling that I have,
so to speak, hermetically sealed each idenlogy and each religion in a
world of its cown, in which case the doubtse of the ¢bjector will not be
so.easily allayed. Now tbis migh? nean one of two things., It mighL

mean first that my argument entails that the jdeoclogical adherent and tlhe

""fhere are,for instunce, these anitirely dilfcrent ways of
thinking first of sll -~ which peadn’t be expressed by one

personi saying one thing, another another thing,

Fa

What we call believing in e Judgment Day or not believing
in z Judaiont  Day - the expression of bhelied may play an
abzelutely winss role. v

Wittygoustein, Lectuves end Jonverzoiions Owiord 1966, p. B3
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religicus believer can say whatcver he likes without ahy questions
being raissd as to 1ts reasonabieness; that in religious and ideolog-

ical matters there iz a sort of general anarchy. 1In which case, it

12}

will be asked, can we talk of understending st all here? But this
suggestion is no part of my argument, which is rather thet the criteria
of what is reasonable and what unreasonabkle, what it is appropriate to
say and to think are internal rather than external. Thié is not the
sane as claiming that there are no criteria at all and in the next
chapter 1 shall try to outline what kind of criteria may operate hervre.
On the other hand the objection may bc that the picture T
give ig one of each ideology and each religion being discrete and dis-
tinct from every other. But again this is not so. My argument is
that jideologlies may best be understood as ethical traditions, by which
I mean {raditions within a general moral and political 1life. Roughly,
then, we may characterise the difference between one ideology ancd the
next as a difference in vocabularies.l Now the point is thatl the degree
to which these vccabularies overlap is a centingent matter. TFor sxaanple
the way 1liberals and conservatives talk about thiﬁgs and the vocahulary
they employ are often, and particularly in this centufy, cgydite similar,
But the conservative and Marxist pictures of the world have almost no

comrcn feztures. Turther, one particular person may combiune a familisexity

T By 'wocabulary' Y do not simply nean the words used. The word

Prejucice ' ,for example, irn PBurke gsipniiies quite a different

netion teo that . Ly the carme vord in Mili,
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with the vaocabularies of two ideolbgical traditions which are normally

thought of as being different. He may thereby be able to see something

in, say, both liberal and nationalist versions of some matter and

loyalties to their respective organisations (Mazzini for example).

have

Or

one main may be a liberal who can see the force of a conservative view

(Maine) or perhaps a liberal who finds a good deal to sympathise with

in a socialist outlook (Hobhouse). In short, the discreteness between

faiths is not to be overemphasised for it is a contingent and not

a

logical discreteness. Nor should it be underemphasised. The discrete-

ness that is possible is well described by Alasdair HMaclntyre,

Aristotelianism, primitive Christian siuplicity,
the puritzn ethic, the aristocratic ethic of
consumption, and the tradition of democracy have
all lef t their mark upon our moral vocabulary.
Within each of these moralities there is a proposed
end or set of ends, a list of virtues, a set of
rules. But the ends, the rules, the virtues
differ, Tor Aristotelianism to sell 2ll that you
have and give to the pooix would be absurd and mean
spirited; for primitive Caristiaznity the pgreat-
souled man is unlikely to pags through the eye of
the needle whigh is the gateway to heaven. A con-
servative Catiholicism would treat obedience to the
established authority s a virtue; a democratic
gocialism such as Marx's would label the same
attitude servility and sea it as the worst of vices,
For puritenism thrift is a wijcr virtue,laziness a
vice; for the truditioccal aristocrat thrift is a
vice; and so on.

1 Alasdair lMacIntvre: A : LA37, p.26o
I édc not iatend by gueting he gzu crhiloso-
phical ithesis Mazelntvre advencas in this beok. Inideed, as T hope

ey later arguments wwill show, some qualification iz ueeded even

L his way of exuressing the wmattur here,
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5. The subjectivity of both religious and ideological under-
standing lies in this; whether one set of concepts and one vocabulary
can allow & man to describe the world intelligibly and in a manner
vhich can satisfactorily supplement the conduct of his moral and
political life, 1s a question of, depends upon, the inherited ethical
end religious background with which he begins. 'The truth which
edifies is truth for ng'l, which 1s not to say thet in ethics and
religion anything goes, but that some reflections and ways of talking
logically cannot edify and some beliefe logically cannctmake much gense
if, contingently, one has a quite different mode of 1life from that in
which the reflections and the beliefs are at home. Thisis not te say
that oné cannct come to believe and to talk in that way, though I do
not think that the gaps thus traversed are ever very wide. Between

the man who contents himself with thinking that "fhe world is the best
of ell poscsible worlds and everything in it is a uecescary evil'z and
the maﬁ who heralds 'A new manifestation of human povers and 2 new
assesszent of the human being's the ethical distance is too great to

2llov mutual understanding. Only the most naive Natioaalism could

suppese the differsnce beitween the two to ne a matier of alternative

1 Soren Kierkegaaxd: ing Unescientific
lated 2y T W

5, Princeton

2 Michael Gakeshott 'Political Foducation' op it p,1kd
3 Marz: 'Privete Properiz o i
ad. T B Bottemare, London 1662, £, 163
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doctrines or contradictory propositions. Perhaps an observer might,
from some middle point, be able tc sce something in both these utter-
ances but this would not be enough to bridge the gap between the two.
For he could not occupy and move in the different worlds of moral

and political activity in the context of which this kind of talk makes
sense. The subjectivity of faith determines that we cannot begin our
moral, political and religious 1life from scratch. We ﬁust begin,‘if

that makes sense at all, from where we are.

Il

ﬁy second thesis about faith is that it is an understanding
of the world 'sub specie aeternitatis'1 and the elaboratien oflthis will
occupy rie in this section and the next.
1. To say of a certain understanding that it views the world

sub specie acternitatis is, roughly, to say that it is concercned with

the essence ov gignificance of things, rather than the fact or vhenomenon
of things.

Imagine that we come

into a theatre after a play
Irag starvted and are obli

ged to leeve before it

1 The phraese, as is well known, appears in Spinouva's EBihics
I 3 H x 2
Voo XEEL Eut ¥ am rpot using it here in quite the zane

sense as that in which Spincza usaes it,
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ends, -We may then be puzzled by the part of

the play we are able to see. We may ask 'What
does it mean?' In this case we want to know
what went before and what came after. DBut some-
times even when we have seen or heard a play
from beginning to end, we are still puzzied as
to what the whole thing means. In this case

we are not asking about what came before or

what came after, we are not asking ahcut any-
thing outside the pley itself. We are, if you
like, asking a very different sort of questiion
from that we usually put with the words 'What
does it mean?' But we are still asking a real
question which has sense and is not absurd. For
our words express a wish to grasp the character,
the siguificance of the whole play. They are a
confession that we have not yet done this and
they are a request for help in doing it. 1Is the
play a tragedy, a comedy or a tale told by an
idiot? The pattern of it is so complex, so
bewildering, our grasp of it still so inadequate,
that we don't know what to say, still less whether
to call it good or bad. But the guestion is not
senseless .t

The question is not senseless, but my interest lies in whet form a
possible answer must take. First, it must be noted that we have at

our disposal nothing other than the words and events of the play. How-
ever we are 1o answer the question our answer must be couched in terms
of the facts of the play, that ig, what is said and dcne in the play.
In other words, there are no supersensible entities or exterral

facts available to us nor, indeed, are any such things called for.

The meaning of the play must be broughi out, in and through the vlay

itself and canrnot be brought out by relating it to sovmething outside

1 Johu Wigdom: 'The mesaiung of the questions of life' in
Paradox and Discovery, Oxford 1964, p.4l
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itself, There is no external reference here,

This means that to questions of the form 'What is the
meaning of X?' we cannot give an answer of the simple form 'Y' where
'Y is a claim about soime matter of fact outside or beyound 'X'. HNor,
however, can our answer take the form of a simple re-statement (fcr

exmuple another performance) of the facts of the play. These facts

will not in themselves answer the uestion, for we have already-wit—‘

nessed the play and it is our possession of the knowledge of what is in
the play that has prompted cur puzzlement.

Since, then, we cannoct lock for any facts othar than those
of the play, and since knowledpe of those factg will not hy itself
answer the question, the answer must take the form of a sigaificant
ordering of the facts we already know. Our question 'What does it mean?'
is, therefore, an expression of lack of wndexsianding and not ci
ignorance. The facts of the piay, what happened, what was said, Ccan
only be the subject matter of knowledge. But we kvow the facts of

the play already, The meaning of the play is a questicon forthe

understanding, a guestion of how we arce to understand that which we
alreoady itmow, Tc¢ be in possession of an understanding, then, will bo

to have the ability 1o ordsewy the facts which we all know in & setie-

0

Toctory we

0

V.
Wigdom, of course, wants, as I want, the illusereiion of
the play to throw light on the nature of much more penceral and

crpdtions dguestions, shout the mesning of life and of all thinge.

tie vascage I quoted by ssying:
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In the same way when we ask 'What is the
meaning of all things?' we are not asking

a senseless question. In this case, of
course, we have not witnessed the whole
play, we have only an idca of an outline

of what went before and what will come after
the small part of history which we witness.
But with the words 'What is the meaning of
it all?' we are trying to find the order in
the Drama of Time.

This last sentence, if my argument is correct, is not quite right.

We do not and could not find the order in fhe Drama of Time, if by
that we mean that our puzzlement is to'be dispelled by discovering
further facts, even facts about some supersensible realm, and thereby
adding to our knowledge. For what we seek is understanding and not
knowledge. Our concern is not so muéh with the facts, most of which
we already know, as with the significance of the facts. This is why

I say that faith is concerned with the world sub specie aeternitatis.

The sense of the worid must lie outside the
world. In the werld everything is as it is,
and everything happens as it does happen:
in it neo value exists - and if it did exist
it would have no valuc. If there is any
value that does have value, it must lie out-
gide the whole sphere of what happens and is
the case.

For ell that happens and is the case is
accidental. What makes it non-accidental
cannot lie within the world, sinuce if it did
it would itself be accidental. IJt must lie
outside the world.?2

1 Wisdom: op cit, p.41

2 Wittgenstein: Tractatus 6,41
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Even this way of putting the matter might be misleading. 'Outside

the world' here cannot be understcod to refer to a realm heyond the
world, a world beyond this one. A faith is a transcendent understanding
not in the sense thét it supplies knowledge of a transcendent realm but
in that it brings to the facts of this world an order in which they are
intelligible. The mark of our possessing an understanding of this kind
is our ability to order and thus to fathom the contingent facts of
everything that happens and is the case. The understanding is trans-
cendent because it can only be made manifest in our oidering of the
facts and further because it is not determined by those facts. IX you
like, it presupposes the fact of the . facts in its ordering of ths facts.
'The love of God' for example'is not btased upon the facfs but ic iiself
the measure by which the Christian assesses the facts'.1

2, It might be said, of course,that thig is truve of all under-

standing, the understanding supnlied Ly the theoretical disciplines of

5

ut the

e

history and science no less than that supplicd by faith.
difference between the tWwo Linds of understauding is this. Religicns
and ideologies are cvzluatory understandings whereas history and science
are understandings of one kind of iact designed to establish aunother
kind of fact. In other words, the understz2uding of faith nust enable
us to relate the whoie spheye of feoct to the gphere of <conduct. while

the uwnderztanding which {he historian o1 the scientist seeks nevexr

1 U Z Phillips: ¥aith and Philasophical Ensuiyvy, Looden 1670, p.o2l2
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moves beyond the sphere of fact. A closer examination of the case of
history will, I think, show this to be so.1

The difference I am pointing to is similar to the distinction
St Augustine draws between sacred and secular history. Accecrding to
Augustine, the task of the writer ot sacred history is to reveal the
hand of God in the events of the past. Secular, or psgan history, on
the other hand, is the recounting of what actually happened in the past,
in other words, history fit for pagans to do. The distinction is not
qulte that which I wish to draw. But I want to concur in Augustine's
opinion that the disagreement beiween Christian and pagan is not over
the facts of secular history.

The point can be made like this. If an historian claims fox
exanple, that Richard IIT was responsible for the deaths of the Princes
in the Towerz, what he says iz open to correction by znother historian
and its beiﬁg open to correction is whkat nakeg histery an on-going
gtudy., Such correction, if it is forthcoming, must be made not in the

light of what actually h%ppenod in the past (for that is what is under

1 History is particularly appesite here,20t only because in the
study of history the factual chiaracter of our judgments is
evident, but becouce it is to 'histery', in the sense of 'the
past',that many ideoclogical aud religilous writers have turned
their attention,

N

This cranple springs to mind Lecause it is widely recognised
a8 @ contentiour cluim., Hisvory can, so {0 speak, Le seenh al
work on this subjact ,in Josephine Tey's gplendid pseudo-

detective stery, The Naughtor of Time,
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dispute) but in the light of the facts of present evidence. And if
the evidence is as the second historian claims and if his reasoning
is sound, the first historian must acknowledge that his account of
what happened in the past is mistaken. Part of whgt is involved in
this acknowledgement is the acknowledgement of the facts of the evidence.
The histcrian qua historian cannot doubt this,1 since if he did, the
criteria ccmmon to both and which enable not only the second historian
to correct the first, but the first to reject the proposed corrections
of the second, would be removed and the possibility of mutual inquiry
gone. On my argument, an understanding must take some facts as given,
that is, the facts to be understood qanno; be questioned in terms of
the understanding, which consists in an ordering of those facts. Alter-
native understandings (though not kinds of wnderstanding), if they are
to be in competition, then, must be in agreement over some set of
facts. For the histcrian these erc the facts of present evidence. In
these he does and must agree with cther histerians, for this agrecment
igs what ensbles him to agree and disagree with their proferred narra-
tives of the past.

In the éase of ideologiceal 2nd religicus understanding tﬁings

are very different. To begin with the ideological and religious writer
& b g

1 I do not say that 1t cannot he doubted, {hough iv scems that
the only plausible doubt could te that of the philcsophical
sceplbiz, whose interest is more in matievs »f posnibility

and necassity than in matters of facl znd unou-fact.



109

tries to provide an understanding of the past itself, or more properly,
of the whole Drama of Time in which past and present and future are
conjoined. The past and the present are not distinct categories in
religious and ideological discourse and understanding in the same way
as they are for the historian. The past, if it is the meaning of
history which concerns us, is cur past and not, so to speak, the dead
past of the historian. This means that when the past is referred to
in ideological and religious writing, tne facts ©i what happened in
the past must be taken as given and are not themselves dubitahle.
Augustine was right in thinking that the task of the sacrcd historian
is to detect the hand of God in the past, whatever actually happened
in the past. The fzcts of the pest must be taken as given before

1
sacred history can be written.

For example, Mazzini, the great expositor of Jtalian national-
ism, exhorts the Italiansz to realize thelr hisicoric destiny wny
building what he cells the 'Rome of the People'. This Rome is the
third Rome because it has been preceded gy the Rome of the Caesars
and the Rome of the Pcpes. pr clearly, this presents us with some
order of the drama of time. And it is the facts of the vast that =re

1

80 ordered, Zor thers were indeed such peoplie as the Caeszars and such

] The sazcred histery of which Augustine speaks has o counternart
in Hepel's philosophy ol Listory, Hepel triecs vo datoecte

facts ¢f the past.

(ST
-

thae movenent ¢f Abgolute Seirviit in

v 'To the Tielians' See Dutics of Man

2 I the caso
and othew eszayvs, London 1207
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people as the Popes and their deeds and qualities were much as Mazzini
suggests. But it is not part of Mazzini's task or intention, nor,
unlike many writers, does he make any pretence of trying, to cstablish
these facts as facts., What he does is to describe the facts of the
past, which he is prepared to take in outline and on trust from
historians, in guch a way as to relafe those facts to present concerns
in the world of conduct. He speaks to the Itaiians of their forefathers,
and in so doing he does not fly in the_face of fact but makes, or at
least tries tc make, the facts of the past significant to the people.
of the present and in terms of their present difficulties. Similarly,
the ages into whicl Augustine's sacréd history was divided were
divisions which enabled him and others to se¢ a special significance
in the present age. This is what the enterprise of sacred history is
about.

The meaning of history lies always in the present

... do not look around yourself into universal

history, vou must look into your own personal

history. Always in your present lies the meaning

of history, and you cannot see it as a spectator,

but only in your responsible actions. 1

An ideological or a religious understanding of the past, then,
is quite different from the understanding we may hope te gain in the
acadenmic study of history. It is an evaluatory ordering. It selects

out of the facts of the past those which caun be related to us as agents

1 Rudoph Rultrann: History and Eschetolepy Tdinnurgh 18258, p. i6D
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in the present. It is about who we are, what our existence adds up
to, and very often where we are to go from here., In this way, it
provides us with the kind of understanding of facts which may inform
conduct. The understanding supplied by the academic study of history,
by contrast, enables us only to assert more facts of a different order.
3. One objection which springs to mind is this: "The distinction
between the fact of an event or a state of affairs and the significance.
of an event or gtate of affairs cannot be sustained. The distinction
seeks to release ideological and religious accounts of the past from
the critical scrutiny of historians, but this cannot be done.
Consider the following statements:

The Estates General met on 5th May, 1789.

The French Revolution began in 1789.

The 5th May, 1789 marked the end of feudal monarchy
in France.

The French revolution was a bourgeois revolution
which overthrevthe old feudal ordexr in France.

The French revclutior marked the bepginning of
Rationalistic politics in Europe.

Thg objection is that &1l of these statements about the past
are of the same Form and that their truth or falsity will depend upon
historical evidence. To say, that the French Revolution began in 1789
and te say that it was 2 bourgeois rcvolution, is just the same as saying
that a bourgecis revolution began in 1789, And el1 of these ure simple
statements ol fact. To say tﬁat a bourgeois revolution began in 1782
or that raticnalicstic pelitics began with the French Revolution is not

to give the signiflcavnce of what happened, it i1s just to relate what
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happened."

I find this objection very plausible but a slightly more
detaililed consideration of the examples given will reveal as crucial
those differences which this cobjection seeks to ignore. Consider the
first statement agnin. 'The IEstates General met on 5th May, 1789'.
This, I suggest, is the only claim among the examples given, that is
treatable as a Jjudgment made in the context of the study.of history.
We could come across diaries, documents, letters, state papers,
reminiscences which gave the date of the opening of the¢ States General
and we could therefore be pretty certain as to what the actual date
was. And if we had formerly thought that the opening had taken place
on, let us say, 2nd May, such evidence would serve to refute the
received account. My point 1s that historical reasoning provides us
with 8 very clear idea of what would count as evidence here, and what
proof and disproof would be. And though the actuesl state of evidence
mayv force us to reserve judgment, should the appropriate evidence
become svailable we cannot seriously doubt the historicsal judgment
that 'The Estates General met on 5th May, 1789',

Now consider the second example. ;The Freunch Levolution
began in May 1789'. The term 'The French Revolution' refers to a
cluster of events and not to any particular event. Indeed the texm
'revolutioﬂ; is vague gince revolutions erc not like rugby matches,
they do not hepin and end with a whistle. To say that tbe terms are
vague 1s not to say that they need tc be made wmore vrecize; it is

to say that they can never be detarminate. Thelxr usefulness lies in
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thelr vagueness and we are not aweiting greater precision in their
use., If they can never be determinate, any Judéments which involve
their use can never be determingte. It follows that the judgment

'The French Revolution began in May 1789' is not a determinate fact
the truth of which could be assessed by the examination of evidence
alone. It follows then that the canons of historical reasoning alone
cannot provide us with the possibility of accepting or réjecting this .
judgment, for they enable us to assert and deny specific facts about
the past, and this statement is not a specific fact. The date of the
beginning of the French Revolution depends upon which events we include
by that term. Not that we could decide which ought to be included.
The reference of the term results simply from what we do include. A
book on the French Revolution may well begin with the opening of the
States General in May 1789. But equally well it could begin with the
perilcus state of the French economy in 1780 or with the Declaration
of the Rights of Man and Citizen in August 1789. And none of these
would be wrong. Of course we¢ could not inciude .any events we might
fancy in the term. The expression 'French Rzvolution' gives us a
rough.indication of the period under discussion. It is vague, but not
hopelessly vague, My point, however, is that the statement 'The French
revolution began iﬁ May 1789' may well be useful in the writing of a
Lhistory booﬁ but, unlike the statement 'The States General mei on

5th May, 1789', it cannot bhe <treated as a possible judgment of histor-
ical fact wiiich it makes sense to try and prove or disprove by the

exanination of evidence. 7Tt iz, in short, a specimeii of the ‘history



in outline' referred to earlier and which, though it isg obviously
related to historical fact, can make a fully intelligible appoearance
in contexts other than historical research. The point, however, is
that here is a statement about the past that is not the statement of
a specific fact of the past, and which the evidence availsble to histor-
ians wiil not be sufficient to confirm or deny. It cannot be the case,
then, as the objection we are considering would suggest, that all
statements ahout the past are susceptible to the investigstions of
historians.

Let us now consider a third, and final, example Irom the
list with which we began. 'The French Revolutiocn was a bourgeois
revolution which overthrewthe oid feudal order in France'. %The tern
'bourgeois', like any other term, must be applied according to scme
criteria, for example, the presence of fecatures X, YV, and Z. The
identification or description 'bourgeois' is, therefore, an ordercd
understanding of the elements X, Y and Z. Of course, ncthing nmuch
follows from this since Ihis is true of vast nunbers of terms in our
language. However, if we were to dispute that the Trench Rcvclutiog
wés 2 bourgeois revolution, we would hiave {0 claian that in the cluster
of cvents which can sensibly be calied tkhz French Revolution scme of
the necessary elements X, Y or Z, are not to be found. But ithe alemenis
X, Y, Z, must be facts about ihe past, facts sbeut what happencd at
that time, like the date of the opening oi the Siates General. Talk

of 'bourgeois', then, is & matter of crdering the elenenis, the factg,

oi thwe past. RBuat 1f we are o order the elementa gnd 1f it 1s pogsille
k3
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to offer alternative orderings, the orderings muét thenselves be
indifferent to the fact of the elements, If we are to understand the
facts we cannot be in doubt as to what those facts are. This means
that the term 'bourgeois' occurs in an understanding of the facts of
the past, for the elements it orders are facts about the past. But
this shéws that the concern here is_quite different from that of the
historian vhose primary task is to establish what the facts of the
past are, History, in this sense, does not provide an understanding
of the past at all, but of the present. History is the present con-
ceived as evidence for the past. The proposition 'The Estates General
met on S5th May, 1789' explains the present condition o the evidence
upon which that claim is baéed. It explaineg why certain documents in
our possession are as they are. But ideological understandings, of
which the statement I am now considering is a pert, are understandings
of the past. And we cannot understand the elements &, b, c, that is
order them according to a manner of understanding, if we are in doubt
as to what those elements are., If the conclusion that histcrians
offer us no understanding c¢f the past seehs ravaedoxical, the paresdox
can perhaps be dispelled by noting simply that the.product of historical
reseaxrch is a narrative of the events of the past. But a narrative
navrates events, it does not explain them. It tells us what happened,
not why it happened.

In conclusion, then, detailed investigation of pariticular
cases hes showu, 1 think, that although 11 the statementg listed are

statements abcut the pact, and indeed gstatements aboul wiat haoppened
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in the past, they are not all equally susceptible to investigation
by the methods of critical reasoning historians employ. The statements
an historian may make about the past are different from those an
idecologist may make about the pasti because they occur in the context
of different activities and different kinds of understanding. And
the last cage is clearly an instance of the sort of thing about which
I spoke earlier, namely, the portrayal of the pattern of things, the
drama of Time, for the concept 'bourgeois' is not to be understood
outside the generai sequence of feudal, bourgeois, socialist or communist.

Here we have a belief in historic facts differ-

ent from a belief in ordinary historic facts.

Even, they are not treated as historical empir-

ical propositions.1
4. The objector may here go on to say2 'What you are arguing
here in effect releases religion and ideology from criticism by refer-
cnce to hard fact. But though such a release may relieve the ideclogical
or religious apologist from the cmparrassment of certain criticisms,
it does so only at the gost of rendering his claims empirically
vaccuous. TFor if no evidence will count for or against the claims an
ideologist may makée, they camnot be said to be claime at all’.

But there is some confusion here. Ideclogies and religions

are understandings ¢f the world and not sets of propositions about the

1 Wittgensiein: Lectures and Cenversations p.S7

2 As Alasdair Maclntyre does in 'Is understanding religion
compstible with belicving?' see John Hick ed, Faith and the
Philosovhars, Loadon 1964
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world., As understandings, they allow claims about the woirld to.be
made and to be examined and rejected. The claims that are made by the
ideologist, therefore, do not constitute but reveal the understanding
in terms of which they are made. And if the judgments we make in
ideology or religion prove unsound,'they do so against criteria internal
to the ideology and not against some general, external criteria of 'the
facts'.

My argument has been that ideologies and religiouns are under-

standings of the world sub specie aeternitatis and I have tried to

elaborate what I mezn by the phrase, They cannot, therefore, be
rendered empirically vaccuous by anything I have said since they were
never, so to speak, empirically substantial. Nor could they be. To
understand things in a religious or an ideological manner does not, as
1t does in history or science, enable us to assert yet further facts
about the world, or even to explain the facts we alreudy knocw, bhut
rather enables us to arrange the facts of our experience in &sn evalua-
tory order, so that they become sigrnificant in terms of conduct, who

we are, what we must do and refrain from doing.

111

Are ideoloegies and-veligions, then, as huas often been sugges-

ted, much the same gort of thiug? A&re jideologies 2 secularised Iorm
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and the historical successors of religions?1 Even though we have so
far encountered no reason to distinguish between the two and even
though what I have caid has referred to both under the general ternm
'fajith', this familiar and, as I think, plausible suggestion cannot
be sustained. For the secularisation of religion is supposed to con-
gist in a transformation from an 'other-woridly' to a 'this-worldly'
understanding2 and such a transformation, if it were possible, would
destroy what is distingtive in a religious understanding. Or so I
shall argue.

I have not distinguished between ideologies and religions
50 far because I have been concerined-to bring out how very different
these modes of understanding, whose significance lies in the realm of
conduct, are from those which are theoretical in nature., And in the
portrayal of such u contrast{ ideoclogy and religion must look alike.
Their differences, then, what distinguishes the one from the othser,
will be fcurnd not so much in the form of refiections in ideclogy and
theology, as in the kinds of activity whieh each seeks to inform. And
it is indeed in this that we may locate the distinction between idgology
and religion, The concexn of veligivus belief and practice is primarily
with eternal life, while ideologies are essentially temperal in con-

cepticn, 1%t is in termg of this distinction L:etween the eternal and

"Christisndty wes the graundusther of Bolgheviem" - Spengler

%Y

Just guch a tisasig-wmation iz Essence of
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the temporal that I should like to show how religion is a different
kind of understanding from ideology.
2, The way I have spoken, indeed have had to speak, ahout
ideology and religion has alrcady given an indication of the differ-
ences I now want to bring out. The ideclogies of Marxism, Liberalism
and Nationalism, for example, I have described as ethical traditions,
that is, manners of understanding within the general realm of moral,
political and educational activify. But Christianity, Buddhism, Islam
ave religious traditions, that is, undérstandings which seek to inform
activities and practices poaculiarly their own.l Religion, we might
say, is seli-contained in 2 way that. ideolopy ig not. In other words,
religiéus beliefs and practices inform religious life, which is made
up of acts of a certain distinctive kind. But there are no such things
as ideological practices, uniess perhapns we use the expression to refer
to the particular kind of thinkiang and writing which I shail diﬂcuss
in the next chapter. Ideologies inform activity in the realm of
politics or morality or education, all of which are, so to speak, con-
stituted independently of them.

This can bc seen most easily in the 'transforming' power of
religiocus belief and ritual. IHerve, 'ordinary' acts are, by description

in religious tcrms and when performed in the context of religicus

1 I leave asidde herve ithe complex question of the relaiion between
etliics and religion. 7This omission does not, it seems to me,
impaiv what T have te say about religious faith. It does, however,

for

whose (some Christians sud Buddhists,

gionus belicd is

epiail disaprec
arple) who colaim that the chief import of re

oy
in ethics,

3
L3
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rituals, changed into acts of a different crder. For example, the

everyday actions of eating bread and drinking wine, in the context

of Christian belief and ritual, become the whelly different kind of
act that is the celebration of ithe Eucharist. Again, kneeling and

singing become acts of praying snd worship. And so on.

Religious activity, then, is activity of a different kind
from all other and I shall try to say shortly whercin the difference
lies. Here it is worth noting that the transforming character of
religious belief and ritual lends to tﬁe religiowman an independence
in activity which is not possible for the ideological adhorent.

To become a religious believer must, in part, vesult in
our engaging in new kinds of activity. We pray, we nmeditate, we
worship where we did not before. To becomc convinced of a religious
taith is to adopt a different persona, that cf the relipious men. But
to become, say, & Liberal, is to pérform not different kinds of act
but different acts from those which we would otherwise haove performed.

They are acts in the same realm, in this case tho political, and are shared

' 1
by the adherents of competing ideologies.

1 In Trollope's Phincas Redux, MMr Daubeny, the Conseivative leader,
throws both his*gﬁn.party and the Liberal opposiiticon into great
confusion by proposing legislation to disgsiablisnh the Church,
The confusion arises from this acticn being hitherto recognised
29 a typicually Liberal pblicy and as snathems to Conservativas

T wing quite cut of keeping with Conservative ghilosophy.,
But the possibility of nis seting in this way shows the political
character of the act to be independent of party and jdeslogy.




The dependence of ideclogical understandings upon a
general realm of conduct which they do not and could not thenselves
constitute is perhaps evcen more evident in the case of moral ideol-
ogies. The competition hetween one moral tradition and another,
Aristotelianism and Puritanism, say, cannot revolve around what is to
count as being moral activity, but rather what is to count as moraily
good activity. The former debate is zbout what is moral and non-moral
and this 1s spprepriately conducted in moral pliilesophy. The latter
e a debate about what is moral and what immoral, or more fregquently
whichvirtues are .of paramount importance and witich not.l Ir. this way
moral ideologies presupposec a shared form of moral life and do not
constitute 1t. The difference between,foyr example, the Stoic and the
Epicurean are diffcrences within the realm of moral conduct.

'But isn't this alsc the case in religion? Aren't the
differences between, say, Christianity and Islam within one realm?’
Perhaps they are, but ithe important point is that no snared criteria

of relipgious acts are nelussary to the life of a religious tracdition.

The religious believer has always the non-irelipious to compete with.
But I camnot waderstand hew lineralism ond conservatisn couid he con--

etitois without a shared context of political activity.
1 K

s
t

The ecffect, we might say the gcelal uanifestation, ct this

distiuctioin betwesn ideoloriesz and ralipgions is that the one, religion,

Yo

1 This point ig glancretsd furiher in Chapiter 7,
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takes the form of institutions, while the other takes the form of

organisations. The life of a religious institution, the Church for

example, revolves around the maintenance of a constitutive framework
of activity, that is in the maintenance and performance of rites and
practices which cannot, logically cannot, be performed outside that
framework, for example, the ordination of priests, the celebration of
the sacraments, the consecration of places of worship. By contrast,
the ideologies of 1iberalism, or socialism, or nationalisu, give rise
to organisations, political pérties, whose purposes are t§ win and
retain the pcwer to exercise the authority of certaln offices which
logically could be occupied by others. Further, the understanding
supplied by an ideology is fegulatigg of our conduct in a sphere in
which the adherents of ideologies other than ours may and do compete.

In short, then, to come to possess a religious understanding
is, amongst other things, to come to participate not merely in differ-
ent activities or even a different range of activities but in activi-
ties of a different kind altogether. To come to possess an ideolo-
gical understanding is to participate in the same kind of activity in
a different way.
3. But there is more to be said than this. There is something
to be said about the 'essence' of the matter. And what more there is
Loy best berbrought out;, as I earlier mentioned, in the notions of
eternity and temporality.

Beligious helicd, and in gereral the concerns of the reli-
are characteristically thought of as being ‘other-

pious baliever,
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worldly', This other-worldliness lies, I think, in the religious
bellever's hope of and attempt to live 'eternal l1ife', Now it is
clear that to talk about eternity is not to talk about an infinite
duration of time. Any period of time in the past, the present or the
future, however long, is necesgarily temporal and the point about
eternity is that it is necessarily timeless. Nor will it do to think
of eternity as 'the whole of time', for this sgggests limits and

it does not make sense to speak of time's having an end or a beginning.
This means that ecternal life cannot be.thought of, as very many thinkers
have suggested, as a life of infinite duraticon which begins"when our
present, temporal life euds. Yor a liie beyond the grave, beiang a
life in time, would not differ in rature from that which preceded it.
If the notion of eternal life is intended to provide a release 110D
the temporality of existence,'a life of immortality beyvond the grave
caunnt do so. FYor such & life, far from being timeless would bhe
infinitely temporal. Even if we suppose the world beyond the grave

to be occupied by some diffevent kind of entity, the soull, a view
which seems 1o me open to insurmcuntable logical objeciions, we canuot
Justifiably suppose that the life lived by such entities would be any
the less a life of chance and change than that with which we are

familiar,

I There eore, ot course, oilier accounts of soul-talk than that
I heve in mind here,
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When the Fourth Evangelist represents Jesus as
sayling 'This is life eternal, that they might

know thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ,
whom Thou hast sent' he plainly does not refer

to an immortelity that is attained after death,
but to a relationship here and now which does

not change or pass away. He is, in fact,

uttering what poets and mystics have always said,
that in and through the transient is realized

the permanent. If this be true - and there is

a mass of testimony to it - then the antithesis
between nature and supernature becomes absurd,

and the total corruption of the natural must be
abandoned: nature and grace become sacramentally
related as outward to inward, and the incarnation
of the divine is in keeping with the whole charac-
ter of the physical world, since 'God so loved it',

My argument in section two of this chapter has been that,
Jjust as religious experience.is not to be understood as something like
sense expericnce, only more mysterious and much rarer, still less
experience of a supersensible realm of being, but rather as the pheno-
mena of our experience conceived and thereby understood in a certain
mannerz, 8o the possession o£ an ideological understanding does not |

enable us to explain the phenomena of our experience by reiating them

to something external to them nor does it reveal fhe foundations of

1 C E Raven, Natural Religion and Christian Theclogy, Cambridge
1953, Vol I, p.38

2 When we are told that someone has heard 'The voice of God in
the wind' this does not refer to something extra that he has
heard ard we have not, but to the impact upon and significance
for him of what we have.3ll heard. '"You can't heunr God speak
to someone else, ycu can hear him only if you are being addressad!
That is a gramatical remark' Wittgenstein, Zettel Oxford 1957,
para 717,
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the values we express, but is itself a conception, an understanding,
of those phenomena which bestows value upon them. But while the
religious understanding provides the possibility of our living new
life, ideologicael understanding involves the fashioning, and on
occasions refashioning, of the pattern of moral and political life
vhich we already lead.

The '‘newness' of life lies in its being eternal life, -that
is the realisation of the permanent in and through the transient. In
what does this realisation consist? It consists, I think, as the term
other-worldly suggests, in, so to speak,_dying to this world, that is
ceasing to find the significance of the present in what the future
brings. To conduct one's life within an eternal view of the present
is necessarily to be indifferent to how things are in the future, or
rather, since being indifferent is the achievement rather than the
condition of religious life, it is necessarily to see the future
course c¢f events as cause for indifference. From the pcint of view
of eternity, the future is not distinct from the present or the past;
it is merely more time. To conduct one's 1life within a temporal view
of the present is necessarily to be concerned with how things go in
the future since, in a temporal view, the future is the test of the
wisdom of the present.

Perhaps I can make this slightly obscure talk a little more
clear by nome concrete examples. If we are concerned to act in time,
then plainly the time at which we act is important, if we are to oct

successfully. The wrational econonic investor, for example, will care-
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fuily assess the preseﬁt state of the market in order to maximise his
future gains. The student will prepare for these present examinations
in order that his future employment prospects may be improved. In
both these cases the hope of realising a future state of affairs informs
our actions, and what the future turns out to be determines whether we
have done well or badly, acted wisgly or foolishly. 1In éhort, to act
in time in the present involves the idea that our present actions are
assessabhle in terms of the future, Such action is futu}e érientatedh
But temporal activity is also past orientated, for we learn from our
expericence of how things have turned out in the past how best we may
manage the present so that we may order the future. If having done X
we find that Y does not materialise, we will be inclined to question
the efficacy of X as a means to Y and perhaps eliminate it from our
stock of tacties. Thus, our present activity 1s constantly and contin-
uously modified in thelight of the past in order the better to secure
the future. But some of the relationships and features of our exper-
ience necessarily involve a rcjection of considerations of this sort.
Chief among these are those involving love.

If a mother loves her son, she loves him regardless of what
he méy do in the future. He may leave her without arword, he may use
her cruelly, but it would still be perfectly intellipgible for her to

love him in spite of everythinyg. Indeed the exquisite pain of such

digaifection lies in its being such love that is spurnecd. The mother
loves her son regardless of what may happen, even what ha may do, and
she loves him, therefore, not becgsuge he ig Iovable but becausge he is
her son, 0% course, his disaffection may result in her ceasing to love

him, ®ut this is not the kind of wodification in behaviour which ig
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the result of experience., If she did cease to love him as a consequence
of such treatment, far from declaring that she had grown wiser by
the experience, that she had learnt better than to love him, she might
well think of her ceasing to love him as the sign of her failure as
a mother, In a sense the mother's love is necessary not contingent.
Itis not a matter of choice for her whether to love him or not. Cer-
tainly her love is not the outcome of experience, it is not as though
she found him lovable and so loved him; and, as I have tried to indicate,
her love 13 neither modified by experience nor regulated by anticipation
of the future.

Now it seems to me that th;s ac;ount is not only also true
of the relationship of loving and worshipping God, but is necessary to
that relationship. Love of God must, in a sense, be absolute, that is,
it must override all other considerations. If our love of God is
intended to.secure the future, if we worship Him because of what we
hope Ille will do for us, then our love is dependent upon and in propor-
tion to the contingencies of experience. In this case it cannot
embody an eternal relationship becguse it is dependent upon what time {
Will bring. - When the worship of God is desighned to ensure or secufe
future hliss, even bliss beyond the grave, supposing that ldea to make
sense, it is not a relationéhip of love at all. Our love for God must,
logically must; be independent of future contingencies, else it cannst
constitute a relationship of a different order,.

D Z Phillips, discussing Kierkegaard, says:

He seecr, rightly, that thanking God is a nec-



essity and not an option for the believer. How

is it possible? It is possible precisely because the

thanking is not an appropriate conclusion inferred

from the way things go, but is itself a reaction to,

and an assessment of, the way things go. The Chris-

tien thanks God whatever happens in the sensc that

nothing can render loving God pointless. The way

things go is contingent, but the possibility of

thanking God in all things, a possibility St Paul

speaks of, isc, Kierkcgaard says, part of the eternity

which God has put in men's hearts.l

This distinction between the eternal and the temporal is
incorporated in a religious understanding and thereby made manifest
in the activities of the religious believer. It allows and requires

2

activity of a diffcrent order because it seeks to challenge the kind
of life which we ordinarily lead. It ellows and requiresg the trans-
formation of ordinary acts of which I spoke earlier, a trensformation
which takes our actions out of time altogether.
5. Is such transformation with its notion of the timeless also
involved in the actions taken and the lives led which an idecological
understanding informs? 1 have already given some reasons f{or thinking
that this is not so. ThHere is no comparable transformaticn oi human
conduct in the language and understanding which an idecology may supply.

This claim is beorne out, I think, in the cxamirnation of particular

cases. The concern of those who think and write ideclogically and those

I do not say 'hipghar' because I am not sure how the two could be
cclined *to say that the religious qguest spriags

't 0f dissoatisfaction rather thau a nore

N

asgessed, Y am i
from a cevtain s
profound diszaticiaciion.
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who act in the light of an ideological picture of the world secems
almoat invariably to be concerned with the securing cf a desirable
future. For example, Marxism, in most of its varieties, seeks a
‘correct analysis' of each political system and economic situation in
order that revolutionary change may be engineered most successfully.
The debate about whether a bourgeois revolution is a necessary pre-
condition of a socialist revolution illustrates this concern with
efficacy and instrumentality in contingent circumstances. Conservative
theoristis, to take another example, have often tried to detect the
point in the past where things went 'wronyg' in order that we may put

them 'right'. Conceivably, Nationalist ideologies are least concerned

e

vith efiicacy, for the kind of devotion a Nationalist will give to
his country often constitutes the kind of relationship which is in-
dependent of time, of how things geo. But even here, notions of instru-
mentality and success have played an important part. Mazzini, for
exariple, though he saw it as the duty of every Italian to atruggle

for the liberation of Iéhly, nevertheless also claimed that this was
the only way in which the economic and social ills of the country

could be eliminated. Further, much of the pelitical plausibility of

Kationalism, particularly immediately after the First Worlid War, lay

gt

in its claim that the selfi~determination of neoples was the best way
tc secure internaticnal peace. A liberal's devotion to liberty might
also be thoupht of a8 having something of a timelessdimension, but

here again it is often an important and influertial argument in its

propacation that reasonableness in all things g the only way ©o
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avoid the dangers inherent in doctrinaire extremisn.

This tewnporality in ideological understanding is not, I
think, surprising. For as I earlier argued, ideologies inform kinds
of activity which they do not themselves constitute. We shall expect,
therefore, the understanding supplied by an ideology to be 2s temporal
ag the activity it seems to inform. In the case of politics,1 this is
& complete temporality, DPolitics jusl is the activity of creating,
maintaining and developing the imnstitutions and procedures of a state,
in and over time,to meet the requiremcnts of the changing circumstances
time brings, The concern of the politician, qua politician, is almest
exclusively with how things are and how they will po.

Further, most of the noteworthy political ideologists hove
thought and written almest eatirely in terms of relating the past to
the present to the future. They heve proferred accountsof ithe past
which determine the appropriatcness cof actions in the present with a
view t¢ o future which they hope to secure. This is tirue of Marx,

Mill, Maine, Mazzini, Lenin @id countiless others.

1 Someone might suggest thut an eternal dimension is possible
in moral ideologies, undevstandings vl ;

ich geck to inform
poxral condvet. For, he wmipht avygue, maral conduct also
concerns relaitionships out of timw=. This questicn is too
Jargs o discuss Fully heve without Jdetracting from
nain threcad of my srgument. Sufilce 3t to say that since
moeral relations are betwesn human beings, they must be tem-
porally coniined by the mortziz¥§-of human beiugs, Tt is
the othernasg cf Cod Hinself wiiich allows love of Hinw Lo

congtitute a purely or cempletely etornal relaticaship.
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Still, it may be that the temporality of ideological under-
standings is a contingent matter. I mean that it is perhaps conceiv-
able that an ideology could provide the possibllity of eternal
relationships. As I indicated a moment ago, in the expositions of
nationalist ideology the Nation sometimes takes on sorething of the
character of a transcendent reality, even perhaps a transcendent
agency.l But by and large in ideologies there is no agéncy-other than
human agency, which means that the hopes of the ideologist must rest

upon human endeavour and achievement, ' Religion, on the other hand,

and I know of no religion which does not enshrine this doctrine )

explicitly, acknowledges the ultimate vanity of human achievement.
The hope of the religious man is for a 'Kingdom Dot of this world'; it
is eschatological; it resides in God.

It is very easy to slip frcm eschatological heps
directed to the coming Kingdom to revolutionary
strategy directed at the establisihment ¢f a soc-
ialigt society, without being conzcious of the
divine act which alone establishes the one, and

the human work which builds the other. Aupgustine's
repudiation of the classical 'politics of perfection'
was, in effect, a repudiation of any hope of wvesol-
ving the tensions inherent in fallen society through
hunman means. In contrast to the revolutionary with
his programne and his strategices for realizing it,
the man whose hope is eschatological has no prog-
ramne, no ideology and no strategy. His hope is

set upon a resolution of conflicts far beyond any
icdeology. In so far as an ideology commits a man

1 This is revealed sometimes in what it means to the ration-
alist to live and die for his country. In a scnse, all that
is importaat te hin is quite unaifected by his own death.



to a vision of an uvltimately desirable social
order, eschatalogical hope is the negation of
ideclogy. It asserts that the Gospel is in
radical conflict with the world, and must be so
until the end, whatever shape 'the world’' may
assume - even if the 'world' were one shaped by
the Gospel itself, even if the society were per-
meated by Chrisctian inspiration and formed under
Christian impulse. The Christian hope is
radically revoluticnary in that it must question
at its roots all forms of social order. But it
is also anti-ideological gnd anti-Utopisn in
that it cannot hold out any positive ideal or
Utopia as an alternative.l
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CHAPTER 6

Ideology, theology and theory

"It is evidently equally foolish to accept
probable reasoning from a mathemnatician
and to demand from a rhetorician scientif-
ic proofs."

ARISTOTILE



1. In the last chapter I have tried both te show that Zdeclo-
gies and religions are understandings of the world and to chow wvhat
kinds of understanding they are. To cay that they are understendings
1s to deny that they consist in sets of propositions or principles and
to assert that they are themselves firameworks of understanding which
allow claims to be made and to be refuted. And it has been part of
my argument that the criteria, by which the soundness and ussoundness
of these claims is to be judged, are internal to the ideology in
question. In this chapter I hope to show just what the form of such
criteria might be and what kind of reflegtion they allow. Thereby 1
hope to refute the sceptic's suggestion that in matters of ideological
belicf there is no scope for taik of a genuine cxercise of reasoning.

To do this is to investigale the nature of ideology in the
second of the two senses I distinguished in Chapter 4, namely,
ideological argument and reflection, which I earliexr called the theo-
retical expression of faith. But it might be suggested that what I
have said so far prohibits the possibiliity of any such exprescion,
that, far from refuiing the sceptic, ¥ am forced by nmy own argument
fo concur in his opinion. Eefore turning te the main burden of ﬁhis
chapter, then, it will be necessary to consider this ebjection.
2, It could, I tnink,be put like this. 'In the course o the
argunent yéu have advanced two claims which, taken together, prohibil
the wssertion of a third. The first two ¢f these are as follows,

(A) It is in the nature of rhecretical inguivy thal it is

incapable of providing anv orientatiswn towards or knowledge oi the
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future. Everything in philosophy or history or science is, from the
point of view of the practical man, valueless and useless. Philosophy,
for example, can offer an account of morality but it cannot make us
moral, History can tell the étory of political parties but it cannot
tell us which to join. Science can reveal the properties of the
Universe but it cannot advise us on which to exploit. Academic or
theoretical inquiry is by its very nature concerned with fact and non-
fact. But the factual by itself is dead. Theory, then, as you have
argued throughout this thesis, cannot determine or guide the will,

In short, academic inquiry has no import. for practical life. (B) On
the other hand, those beliefs and doctrines and traditions of tliought
and preactice, which we often call "philosophices", which you have called
ideologies or more generally faiths, are concerned with just those
questions of how we are to live, both with relation to particular
circumstanées and in general. But these, since they are the scrts of
thing we live by, must, if the world is to be understood in their
light, be lived by. Ig'this way, where faiths are concerned we cannot
vseparate understanding & view of the world and understanding the world
accordiﬁg fo that view. Thus, objective examination in this context
daoes not make sense. That 1s, it is not possible to subject a belief

¥ sct of beliefs of this kind to rational scrutiny and then accept
cr reject it. Ideological understanding is, in this sense, a subjec-
tive uvnderstanding.

Giveathis view of theory and this view of faith, it follcws

that (C) it jieg imposaible for g man to theorise about hig faith., Yet
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you have claimed that what is distinctive aboutvthe kinds of writing
and thinking which we have been considering is that they are the
theoretical expression of faith.'

It is clear that either there is some error in this elabora-
tion of the argument or I am indeed forced to accept the sceptic's
conclusion. And, of course, it is my contention that there is some
confusion in the first argument, which I will now try to show. The
showing of this is really the concern of the entire chapter. Here,
therefore, I shall merely make a few disclaimers.

First, I am not arguing that some form of theoretical
elaboration of an ideology or a rel?gion is necessary to the life of
an ideological or religioué'persuasion. Indeed, the contingency of
such articulation is an important part of my distinétion between
ideology in the first and ideology in the second sense, and ketween
recligion and theology. All Christians, for example, as religious
men, are in possession of a peculiar or particular understanding of
the world and this understanding is manifested not primarily in
assertions about how the world is, but in a whole way of bhehaving, a
set of attitudes and responses to things in the wdrld. Agaia, most
Liberals arc primarily liberal in their attitudes and in the values
they share. What makes them ideological adherents is the f;ct that
these-attitudes and values make sense and can be articulated in the
context of, in relation to,.a picture of the worlid. But it would

of their political and moral belief, just as it would be false to
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claim that all Christians have a theological account of their belief

at their fingertips. It follows that the articulate exposition of

the understanding faith supplies is only one possihble form of expression,
that there are many other ways in which ideological belief and under-
standing manifest themselves. Of course, this articulate, theoretical
elaboration is usually more communicable and approachahle than the more
concrete, practical expressions. But this is because it tales fhe

form of propositions and arguments, not because it is in some sense

the 'core' of the faith. Indeed, thedlogy and ideology are parasitic
to some extent upon the other kinds of expression which the faiths

they seek to express enjoy and 1 can readily conceive of a faith

which does not give rise to any thecretical account of itself.1 To
argue, then, as I wish to do, that reflection in matters of faith can
have a# genuine place in the conduct of life is not ‘o argue that such

reasoning is central to or even a necessary condition of a faith's

1 Compare Wittgonsteir's remark to Friedrich Waismenn:

"Is speech essential for religion? I can quite well
imagine a religicn in which there are no doctrines
and hence nothing is said. Obviously, the essence
of religion can have nothing to do with the fact theat
speech occcurs, or rather: if speech does occur this
itself is a component ¢f religicus beblaviour and not
a theory. Thereiore ncthiany twns on whether ths
vords are true,false or nonseusical.”

’ Phil. Review, Vol 73, 196

i

5, p.16

Tils seems to mue not quite right. At least, atl I want to
claim is that z veligion without doc is poessihle. Butl not
all religicus language is or even srises out of docirins.
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existence,

Still less is it to argue that the beliefs by which men
live can be founded on an objective basis, that they can be shown or
demonstrated, independently of the context of the faith itself, to be
sound or unsound, rational or irrational. Tor I have argued all along
that this is the difference betieen scientific or 'world-historical
propositions and the beliefs of a faith, that the latter cannot.be
given any objective foundation, while that is just what the former
must have. |
3. Here it might be said that such disclaimers as these show
that the term 'theory' used in the context of-ideology or religion,
is, at the very least, grossly misleading. For the argument in
Chapter 5 so centred around the contrast between theoretical and
practical understanding that the use of 'theory' here can only serve
to obfuscate.

This may be so, and in the light of this objection I shall
use the terms 'reflection' and 'reflective' in preference to 'theory'
and 'theoretical'. But since the terms 'theory' and 'theoretical'
are commonly used to refer to just those works of literature whose
charactef i wish to investigate, 1 can, I think, safely clainm, withont
denying the earlier distinction between the itheoretical and the
practical, that what I have to say about ideologicsl reflection is &
matter of revealing what 'théory' is like, or more properly, what it

must be like, in ideology. It is to this that I shall sow turn.



138

1. We sometimes contrast theory with practice when we are not,
and could not be, in any doubt that both are centrally within the
world of practice. These are caoses where, for example, wc contrast
the theoretical perfection of a desigh with the likely practical diffi-
culty of its execution. But I do not think that our gpeaking in this
way arises out of total confusion. Clearly, however, the use of
'theory' here i1s quite different from that in which we describe
science or philosophy as theory. In the_case I have just cited
practice 1s the acid test of theory, but a scientific theory could
not be tested in practice since it is incapable of advocating anything
which might o might not work iﬁ practice. Tor example, the hypothesis
that 'All gases expand when heated' can be tested by heating gases.
But it is not the aci of heating which refutes cr confirms it, but
the fect which the act 1s designed to reveal. On the other hand,
the 'thecory' that 'The top of the bottle will come off it you heeat it
under the tap' is 'falsified' ii it fails to get the top off,
-In other words, the act of heating gases has a significance in thé
context of developing and testing a scientific theory. The theory
ahout the bottle top has sgignificance in the context of a practical
act,

This difterent use of the term 'theory' is not quite that
upon which T wish to focus attention. I cite it only to show that

in ordinary language the word can be used to draw a contrast between
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practical reasoning and practical activity. Thié is partly the
contrast which I wish to make,but I want to point to a difference
between two possible responses to practical life which both involve
reasoning. I shall call these the reflective and the active responses
to the conduct of life. The reflective response, as I shall elaborate
it, is the response which is not cqntent merely to live out a life, but
which seeks to 'philosophise', in the layman's sense, that is to
articulate that life and the significance it attributes to events

and phenonena.
2, The contrast hetween the active and the reflective can be
brought out, I think, by considering again the example of the bottie
top. The practical difficuity, in this case, is that of removing

the top of the bottle. It is suggested that one way of doing this

is to loocen the top by warming it under the hot tap. This is
suggested, let us suppose, on the very good grounds that metal

expands more than glass. This is, as I say, a very good reason for
trying this method of solving the problem, but from the point of view
of the practical task in hand, though these grounds may be good and
mnay be persuasive, they do not stand or fall with {he success or
failure of the recommended method. It is the method that is important
and rot the explanation of why it is successful. In other words, if
ve do Warm‘the top of the bottlc and it does not come off, it does

not follgw that metzl does not expand more than glass., But gqually,

it ig irrelevant, if the method hag. failed, to set about proving that
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method of removing the bottle toﬁ has still been a failure. 1In

brief, from a practical point of view what works is right and what
fails to work is useless and of no further interest, regardless of
the soundness of the grounds upon which such a method is advanced.

It is easy to be misled by the simplicity of this example.
In fact, I think that a similar analysis of, for example, the
relations between economic theory and advice to politicians on
steering the economy, will hold good. Be that as it may, the con-
trast I want to draw is between this Qariety of practical reasoning,
which is, we might say, geared to results, where what is sencible
is what works and what has been found to work, and that species of
practical reason where, regardless of what works, what matters is
what is right. Consider the following exaumple,

Suppose that a political leader, faced with the possible
expulsion 6f his party from power, together, let us suppose, witﬁ
all that he and his party have fought for, is advised to imprison
some of his political gfponents even though they have committed no
impeachable coffences. The arguments for and ageinst this policy
might be c&nsiderable. For cxample, it could be argued that, such
was the pr?sent organicational state of the political opposition
that, if a few key men were imprisoned and thereby removed frcm
their executive positions within the organisation, the opposition,
despite considerahle resourées, would collapse. The expertise and
expericrnce nccessary for the successful deployment of those resources

would have bean destroyed. Against the idea of imprisonuent without
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trial it might be argued that such a policy had always proved the
surest method of stiffening the resolve of those committed to the
opposition by making martyrs of their leaders; that it would provide
an additional factor which would push many uncommitted people into
supporting the opposition; that it would create the consider;ble
preblem of providing top security prisons for those interned. Or
nore generally it might belargued that the reputation of the govern-
ment would be irreparably damaged both at home ahd abroad.

All of these considerations.are designed to show that this
measure will or will not accomplish a certain effect. In other words,
they are concerned with what will and what will not work. Such
arguments, of course, cannot demonstrate that such and such will
be the outcome. The actual effect of any measure is a contingent
matter. Rather these consideratiocens have a bearing upon the
advisabiliity of a certain action. But there is another set of con-
siderations which might be brought to bear in an arguvent of this
kind and these are conziderations of rightness.

Suppose that the politician in question refused to adopt
fhe measure of imprisonment without trial for the reason that, @hén
the law has not been broken, irecdom from coercion is a fundamental
human right. He might claim that, whatever the likely consequences
and howevcf desirable these might be, imprisonment without trial
is fundamentally wrong. Or. again, from a differenf viewpoint, some-
one might ~2rgue that in 2 particular state, impriscenment without

trial was so alien to the country's political traditions that nothing



could justify it. The point about both these arguments and in
general the kind of consideration of which they are iﬁstances, is
thut 1t is useless now to estimate the outcome or efficacy of the
measure, for the Jjudgments are about right and wrong, abkout what cen
and cannot be done regardless of these particular civcumstances. I
do not mean that judgments such as these and the factors involved in
arriving at them have nothing to do with the succegs and failure of

a particular policy. They may. If a particular act is sufficiently
alien to a given political climate the degree of cyposition it
provokes may be quite unlike normal political unease. Whzat I do

want to argue i3 that considerations of inmediate success and failure
can rightly be regarded as irrelevont to judgments of this sorg,

for they are judgments of a different order. A man cannot advocate

a measure on pragmatic grounds, if he has good reason to think that
this will lead to undesirable consequences. But if he is conéerned
to do what is right it need not matter to hin whether the right
action will also be successful,

3. To say this is not to revoke my earlier distinction betwsen
the eternal and the temporal. An eternal view cf the present under-
stands human effort in thg world of change to be ultimately vain, . It
is, if you iike, a refusal to acknowledge any value in the world of |
pragmaéic endeavour. But such a refusal is not involved here. 7%he
considerations of rightness such as in the example I have just givoa,
do not involve a denial of the impoxrtance of political activity but

are rather considerations cof the limits to such activity., They trans-
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cend the particular circumstances in the sense that their concern
is, so0 to speak; with an overall view of the political iife a man
is going to lead, rather than with the political wisdom of this
particular act in these present circumstances.

This, however, is not a rejection of the whole idea of a
political life. Its concern is with political identity.1 I mean to
say that what I have called purely pragmatic considerations are per-
tinent to the politician qua politican, while considerations of
rightness arise when the question is asked 'What must I do and what
rnust I refrain from doing if my integrity and identity as a liberal
(or whatever) is to be presgrved?'

4, 7 The distinction I am drawing is hardly new. I think that
this kind of distinction between the morally right ard the practiczlly

efficacious is that which Socrates defends in both The

Republic and Gorgias. I thiank, too, that recognition of thié dis-
tinction is what led Kant to locate moral goodness, not in the con-
scquences of an action, but in a good will. What I am trying to do
heré is employ this age-old distinction in the context of a certain
problem, the problem of the place of ethical and religious reflection
in the conduct of practical life. And I think I can do this in the
following manner. |

It is clear that, in the example I have been using, the

first, the pragmatic, set of considerations about what will work and

§
1 This point is expancded in Chapter &



what will not work are the outcoﬁe of experience, experience that
is to say of what has and has not worked in the past. The best
advisors, then, will be men of practical experience., But of course
it is not enough that we have. experience of the past. Skill in the
business of advising and deciding lies in our ability to rclate the
lessons of the past to the concrete, altered circumstances of the
present.l This is the senrse in which the practical past is quife
different from the historic past. Tor, while the historian's past
is studied for its own sake, the pracfical man can readily discard
those events in the past which throw no light upon the present. The
criteria of what is important in the past are quite different for
the historian and the practical man.

In purely practical, pragmatic reasoning, then, the present
circumstances are crucialrin cetermining the wisdom or folly of any
particular‘action. But in considerations of the second kind, the
attempt is to transcend those very circumstances, to detect the enduring
feature of the act, it;'good and its evil. Present civcumstances,
when they do play a part in such judgments are always mitigating
circumstanées. Considerations of the second kind are not directly
concerned with what is to be done but rather what can and cannct be

done in the light of who we are and what we value, independently of

1 I think that Machiavelli's The Prince exemplifies the exrror
of thinking that knowledge of the past is sufficient in
itseld.
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this particular time and circumstance. Of course, circuastances
nay force us to abandon one yalue in favour of another for, notor-
iously, ethical cheoices most usually present themselves nct in blacks
and whites but in varying shades of grey.

In pragmatic or purely practical reazsoning, the wisdom or
soundness of any judgment as te what is to be done is a?sesscd in
the light of past experience, present circumstance and reasonsble
prognostication as to the future, PRy what criteria, if any, is the
soundness, wisdom or folly of any ethical judgment to be assessed?
The essence of the sceptic's case is that it makes no sense to talk
of wisdom here, for no reflection can show one ethical judpment to be
better than ancther.
5. Now in Chapter 5, I argued that only in the context of a
traditicon of wmoral life can a judgment bhe an ethical judgment and
have sense, te intelligihle. This is to say that before any
ideologicnl, religious or cethical preposition can be assented to,
it must be understood (this, cf course, 1s irue of all propositions)
and what is involved in understanding z moral judgment, the logically
necessary preconditions of the poussibility of its being undervstood,
is a foym of moral life shared between the makeor and the understander
cf the judgnent, however limited the extent of the shared elenmeiits
0f tnat life may be. I should like now to srgue, that, given the
intelligibility of ethical jﬁdgment, the existence of & shared,

authoritative tradition of idecvlopgical or theolopical retflcetion

ailows the wossibllity of 2 mutusl and genuine refiective exanination
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of such judgments,

Let us return for a moment to the example we have been
considering. In the second set of considerations, it was said that
to introduce imprisonment without trial would be to violate a funda-
mental human right. The burden of Chapter & is that it makes no sense
to wonder whether it is wrong to violate a fundamental human right. It
Just 1s the case, for anyone to whom talk of fundamental rights makes
sense, that they are the sorts of things which must not be violated
and which sct limits to what can and cannot be done. If, then, any
dispute 1s to arise at this point, it cznnot he an argument about
whether the violation of human righ?s ig right or wrong. Such a dis-
pute would not bhe peculiarly ethical, as some philosophers have
suggested; it would be vacuous. The ethical question, 1f there is
one, then, must rather be over whether this is or is not a case of
the violation of a human right., What marks 1t off as a question of
a different kind is that it is couched in tite language of a recog-
nisable ethical tradition. 1In this particular case, however, there
is not much scope for debate, since for most iiberal wiriters and
liberal people, imprisonment without trigl is the ﬁaradigm case of
the violation of a fundamental right. DBut since the life of ideological
and religious traditions must be carried on in a world of chance and
change, questions of this order do arise and are introduced.

Few people who Iind talk of human rights intelligible wouldl
doubt that imprisonment.without trial is indeed the violation of such

a right. It is not over cases like this that disputes arise. But



suppose that a politician is urged to interveme in the closure o3

a factory on the grounds that those who are zbhout to lose their jobs
have a fundamental right tc work. Here we might well wonder whether
work can be considered a fundamental right, like the rights to life
and liberty, and a dispute may arise between tliose who iake differing
views of the matter, My question is whether there is any possibility

of reaching a conclusion on an issue such as this, in a process . of

reflection, as opposed to the mere assertion c¢i an opinion one vay
or the other.

I should like this point to be quite clear, however. I am
not trying to re-introduce a notion 'Truth' like that in the common-
place-model which I earlie£ rejected, Rather, I am trying to reveazl
the kind of rationality, if any, that is possible in idcological and
theological reflection. And I think that we may sensibly speak of a
Judgment's being rational without thereby implying any idea cf
deﬁonstrable certainty or without wishing, even, to engage in any

talk of truth or felsity.

IX

1. To arrive at an answer to the question of whether the
ethical writing which we call works of ideology can involve any
neotion of vational reflection, I shall explore the parallcl suggestad

by the title of this chaptes, that between ideolopy and theology. For
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i think that the kind of reasoning involved is similar in both.

The particular example I should like to consider, in some
detail, is the controversy between Pelagius and the doctors of the
Church, Jerome and Augustine. This dispute was about the relationship
between nature and grace, original sin and guilt, a question which has
often occupied theclogians, Pelagius claimedthat it was possible for
a men to be perfect without knowledge of Christ. Augustine claimed
that all men were corrupt by nature so that perfection was only
possible by the saving power of the cross. What interests me in this
dicpute 1is the form of the arguments that were advanced oun either sid=
and with a Qiew to commenting on them, I should like to suummarise them
briefly.l |

Pelagius argued that, if men were imperfect by nature, if
that is5 to say, 'a man were of such a character that he could not
possibly be without sin, he would be free of blame'.2 In other words,
if sin 1s in our nature, it cannot bte affected by and cannot, there-
fore, involve a responsible or an irresponsible exercise of the will.
'How can one be subjected to God for the guilt of that sin, which he

krowe is not hisg own. Or, if it is his own it iz voluntary, it can

1 Wnat follows is a greatly attenuated and gimplified account
o? this fascinating debate.

B

Tranrs, P Holmes in W J Oates {(ed)
Basic Writings of 3t Aggustine, New York, 1848, Vol T, Apaxt
iror a2 few LF&@KO:;%,%HC cnty wecord o Pelagius' original work is
in Augustine's critieisn of it. All my guoiwrticns, therefore,

COwD

oon s wori,



be avoided'.1 If, then, it can be avoided, it is possihle that in
some men sin is not committed at all and that, therefore, theve is
no imperfecticn in theiir souls.

Now in order to avoid the charge that he has leit no pluce
for God's supremacy and man's inferiority, Pelagius adds that, of
course he is discussing a matter of possibility and not actuality
and that all men are, as it happens, sinful. Further,'he agrees that
if the posecibility ever is an actuality it is so only by the grace of
God, |

There are two quite diffcerent kinds of argument at work
here. The first of these is what we could call logical argument.
Pelagius thinks that he has detected an incoherence in the doctrine
of original sin and he thinks that if this incoher;nce is remedied the
rosulting position admiits the possibllily of sinfulness without
salvation. The second kind of argument, his defense of this view as
orthodox, involves an appeal to generzl noctions of orthodoxy and to
the specific orthodoxy “ilaid down in the writings of the theologians,
(Pelagius refers to Origen, for example.) It further involves an
éppeal to and interpretation of Scripture.

Augustine's objections to Pelagius are of these same two
kinds. He takes up the iogical guestion of nature and voluntary action

and argues that necessity and freewill are not incompsatible, (I do

1 ibid., XEXIV



not say that this is a sound argument, only that it is recognisably
an argument.) Secondly, he argues that, even though Pelagius admits
the necessity of the grace of God to the perfection of any man, his
claim that human perfection is possible without redemption entails
the heretical propositicen that Christ's death and resurrecticn were
in vain.

I take the instance of a2 young man, or an old nman,

who has died in a region where he could not hear

the name of Christ. Well, could such a man have

become righteous by nature and freewill; ox could

he not? If they conteund that he could, then see

what it is to render the Cross of Christ of none

effect, to contend that anyman, without it, can hc

justified by the law of nature and the power of

his will.l

In short, Pelagius' doctiine invcolves a denial of the place
of Christ in the salvation of man and c¢an scarcaely, then, stand as a
Christian doctrine.

Further, Augustine claims that Pelagius’ tcaching is dirsctly
contrary to the Scriptures and he quotes Paul's letter to the Galatians
'If righteousness comre by the Law then Christ is dead in vain'.

2, Now my interest is not in the content or the substance of
these argunents but rather in what kind of argumcnts they are. VWe have
seen that two different sorts of objection and dcfence are involved

here. Pelagius appeals first to logic and then to orthodoxy. He

clalms that the docirine of original sin cannot he right because it is

1 ibid XXITV



incoherent, andrthat the rejecticn of that doctrine is not in con-
flict with orthedox teaching as enshrined in Scripture and the writings
of the Fathers. Augustine claims that the doctrinz of original sin
1s not incoherent and that its rejection is in conflict with orthodox
belief as enshrined in Scripture aund iun the tenchinge of the Fathers,
It is clear that argunents of the first sort are indeed
possible objections, as indeed they are in almost all kinds of dis-
course. For since, though what 35 logically incoherent can be said,
it cannot be asgsserted, (eg. I have sggquareg the circle) and what is
logically necessgary cannot be denied and further, since all arguunent
consists in part of assertion and dénial, it follows that the question
of the logical coherence or inccherence of our assertions and denials
in argument will always be pertinent. However, the degree to which
this kind of argument is capable of generating clearcut cbjections
outside of those conteuts where it is the only ferm of argument
(philosophy proper, for example) sihould ant be overastimated. Often
it is not at all clear whether two notions are incompatible ox not
(for example transcendence and immanence) and further, as I shall try
to bring out in the next chapter, there may yet bhe poinf in affirming
the seemingly nonsensical or tautological. Arguments of the second
kind are of mnore interest in the context of the present thesis. They
involve a notion of religicus scruple, Augnstine's claiwm is that to
argue in the manner of Pelagius iz to give way Lo neretical oplnion.
Its hewvetical sature can Le broughi cat by showing that it contilicts

with the teachinps of coarlier znd wespected Christian thinkers,; or
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that it is contrary to Scripture, or both,

Now what I want to claim is that, where there is an acknow-
ledged traditional corpus of literature identified peculiarly with
the life of a particular organisation or institution and where there
is an authoritative text, there is the possibility of agreement and
disagreement as to the significance and nature of conduct and events
in the world and that since, within limits, these disag;eements are
settleable, it makes sense to speask of a reflective employment of
reason in matters of faith. But this kind of reason does not and
could not sgpply the demonstrable certainty or conclusivencss of the
exercise of reason involﬁed in g theoretical discipline like mathe-
matics or history. The sceptic concludes that because therc is no
certainty, no coﬁclusiveness, there is no reeson. I should necw like
to show that this is not so.

3. I gpoke of this argurment bhetween Augustine and Pelagius as
involving a question of what could an¢ could not be aftfirmed by the
believer. In & thecretical discipline, the question is what can and
cannot be asserted. IT arﬁan insists that Napoleor did not die in

1821 despite evidence to the contrary, then he violates the canons

of historical reasoning and thus ceascs to be an historian, to he

doing history, at all., Siwmilarly, 1f 2 man affirms that chsexvance

of the Lawvéan be sufiicient for human poriection, then, at least on
Augustine's account, he denies the universal and necessary savinyg

power of Chrigt and thus violates orthodox Christicn doctrinme. 1In short,

to believe what Pelagius asseris iz to cease to he a Christian,



Of course, the sceptic will reply, 'This is a matter of
opinion; it cannot be shown'. But it can be shown, and, as it
happens, I think Augustine does show Pelagius to be mistaken here.

It can be shown because there exist aguthorities to which appeals

may be made, namely the Bible and the teaching of the Church Fathers,
and because the application of the terms grace, nature and original
sin ere not totally arbitrgry.

Someone will say here: 'All this depends on whether o not
you accept the Scriptures as authoritative. What if a man says "I
don't care what it says inthe Scriptures?" then no conclusion is
binding upon himk.' But could this be said? I1f Pelapglius refuscd to
be corrected by what was said in the Scriptures then I cannot see
the sense 1n which he could have been engaged in this controversy at
all., I{f he denied that what he said had ite significance in the con-
text of being a refiection upoen the Scriptures,l I cannot se2 that he
could lhave clailmed any significance for it at all. Besides,

Pelugiusg tries to avoid“confiict wifh orthodoxy, not because he is
afraid of what will happen to him, but beaausc he recognises such
éonflict ag errcr as much asAAugustine does,

0f course, if appeal to the Scriptures mezns nothing to a
man, then he cannot engage in any controversy involving such an appeal.

But then he cannot express opiniong withiu that cuntroversy eilther.

[52)

n fact the arguments of Cn Natuyve appecared first in a
nent
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I want to say here that something either is or is not, has or has

not authority. It cannot intentionally be made an authority nor can
it intentionally be rejected. If this is right, it follows that it
does not make sense to suppose that I am not bound by a conclusion

in theology if Y do not accept the Bible as an authority. If the
Bible has no authority for me, theﬁ questions which depend for their
resolution on its deployment as an authority caunot ariée.

4, I am not saying, however, that the conclusions of theologi-
cal reflection are demenstrably certein, though some may be. Rather
I am suggesting that if we are perplexed in matters of religion it

is possible fo reach conclusions after a process of reasoning; in
gshort, that genuine reason is possible in matters of faith. The
degree to which such reason will result in conclusions sgreed upon

by =1l is a contingent matter. It depends upon the extent to which
the Scriptures and the‘writings of theologiang are open to inter-
pretation and whether there are any supplewentary authorities like,
for example, Papal bulls. What can be said a priori is that where
there is a tradition of reflection upon an authoritative text there
ara the necessary conditions for rcascned, feason?ble and unreasonable

concluding aud affirming.
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III

1. The question now arises as to whether what I have been
arguing in the case of theology also holds good for ideological
reflection. What I have sketched are the conditions which, when
realised, allow the possibility of ;onsidering r;tionally what it
is appropriate and what it is'inapprcpriate tq do and to believe
in the context of a particular feligious tradition. Now it is
probably fairly clear that these conditions are not often realised
in the ethical traditions which we call ideologies.
To begin with, almost none, with the possible exception
cf Marxism, has anything which could even be thought of as an
autheritative text, still less an authoritative tradition of
comnentary and reflection upon that text.1 Even if we were to con-
sider Marx's own writings as authoritative for Mariists, they could
not be so in the same way that, for cxample, the Bible is for Christiens,
for its authority derives from its being divinely inspired.
Secendly, most jideologists of modern times have been so
imbued with the spirit of Rationalism that they ha?e been unable
to treat the writings of the forebears of their tradition as author-

itative. Tor Pelugius, the fact of being in conflict with earlier

1 Consider lLere the kind of authority enjoyed by Peter Lombard's
Sentences. |
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theclogians is itself sufficient indication of error. For most
modern writers some ground outside the tradition itself, which will
provide a rational criterion by which the forebears may themselves
be criticised is sought after, and, of course, sought after in vain.

Thirdly, some institutional authorityz often helps to re-
inforce the authoritative literature. In the history of Catholicism
the stamp of Papal approval has often provided crucial clerity on the
demarcation between the orthodoxy and the heretical, But I know of
no ideological tradition where a parallel institutional authority
has had a recognised and continued existence in the life of that
tradition.

It seems, then, that an actual perusal of ideologies reveals
nothing of quitc the same character 2s a text with the authority of
Holy Writ. Perihaps it is indeed inconceivable that such a text could
be found, for iHoly Writ stcms from and is concerned with a particular

kind of reality, the reality of God, which, as I have ncoted already,

1 This of course also applies to religious writers. Paley's
Evidences of Christianity is one example.

2 It need not always, I suppose, be instituted. It was Augustine's
personal avtherity which, in many ways, swung the opinion of
orthodoxy against the Donatists, As Bishop cif Hippo he had no

particulzr authoiity in the matter.

3 In Marxism, the Second International was a possible contender
for the role c¢f just such an authority. Jut its failure lay
preciscly in that i1t did not hecome the accepted body which
would decide uponr oxthodoxy.
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has no parallel inlideology.

Nevertheless, ldeologies often do have a corpus of
'clagsics' and it is such a corpus, or so I shall argue, which, if
it does not allow reasoning of quite the kind to be found in theology,
does allow that ethical judgments need not wholly be at the mercy of
whim and the arguments summoned in their defence need not be
wholly random.

The rcasoning in which theclogians cngage involves a
notion of orthodoxy in doctrine, the doctrinre of God ard of His
relationship to men. The orthodoxy which a corpus of literature
that has no such transcendent reality may enshrine is not so much
an orthodoxy of doctrine as of languuge. And, as I hope to show,
orthodox agreement in language can, at least on occasions, allow
the possibility of rational agreement in opinion.
2. I have noted already more than once in the course of this
thesis that the differcinces between one ideology and another reveal
themselves not in a §iﬁp1e oppositicn of principle or pronosition but
in the vocabulary, the conéepts, each employs. f course the ccncepts
-peculiarly‘identified with one tradition may be mixed, often quife
happily, with those of another. 1In Mazzini's writing, for example,
liberalism and nationalism are almost inextricably combined. In
Beveridge Socialism and liberalism are inseparable. §5till, we can
sensibly wake distinctions between liberal and nationalist, socialist
and conservative and to show that there are vorderline cases is not

to deny but to affirm that some such distinctions aras



possible.1 But if such differences are to be brought out this
must be done by reference to the contrasting ways in which each
understands and describes the world. The differences do not con-
sist in opposing assertions about the world.

For example, a perusal of liberal literature, however
comprehensive, will not discover a ‘core' of doctrine which liberals
have, by and large, accepted. What it will discover is a continuous
revision and modification of, and disagreement over doctrine,in which
all parties express their disagreements in similar terms. 1In brief,
they all usg the concepts of liberalism. And prominent among thece
concepts are the notions of liberty, civility, law, rights, toleration.
It is the presence of this shared language and not agreement over
doctrine which unites them in the same tradition.

I do not mean to say that by drawing up a list of such
concepts for each ideology we will have a criterion by which to
determine who is truly liberal (or whatevexr). A language must be
shared but it is not thereby bounded and, as I have suggested
already, the.borderline cases must remain borderline. What can be
said, at least what I now hope to show, is that though, in general,

a lenguage cannot determine what wilil be said in it, at least on

1 'Many words ip this sense then don't have 2 strict meaning.
PBut this is not a defect. To think it is would be like saying
that the light of my reading lamp iz no real light at all

because it has no sharp bowndary'
Wittgenstein: The Hlus Book
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some occasions the meaning of words does determine what can and
cannot be affirmed, and further, that terms may derive their meaning
chiefly from their systematic use in works of ideological reflection.

Let us return to the case concerning human rights. 1 said
there that any ethical dispute could not poséibly be aboui whether
it was right or wrong to violate a human right but whether this or
that set of actions did or did not amount to the violation of a2
human right. It is clear, then, that the dispute is over the
application of the term 'human right', about whether it is or is not
applicablec in a given set of circumstances. Now the proper application
of a term is to be decided in the light ;f its meaning, and the
neaning of a term is to be discovered in and derives from its use.
The use of a term, of course, must be reasonably systematic and
extensive if it is to give a fairly clear meaning. Therefore, if
a particular work employs a term fairly systematically, reference
to that work (or works) may, on occasion, satisfactorily resolve
questions about the appepriateness of further application of the
term.

This is the way in which a corpus of literature may sué;
tain an ethical language and may provide that orthodoxy in language
which enables a reflective determination of the reasonableness or
soundness of ethical judgments. This point caﬂ, I think, be best
c¢laborated and defended in the context of another parallel, that
batween idoological reflection and legrl reasoning.

3. It has been noted that legal questicns are often questions
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about words,1 or, more properly, about the application of words.
But we should not conclude from this that these matters are merely
matters of words, whatever might be meant by that. For upon the
decision whether to call this an act of mansiaughter or of murder
a very great deal may depend. I think that the way in which words
are important, become important,and issues over words may call for
resolution in questions of ideological reflection findslan
instructive parallel in the legal concern over words. Move impor-
tantly for our purposes here, the parallel also extends to the way
in which these issues may reasonably be resolved.

The particular example of legal reasoning I should like
to explore is the issue in Anthony Trollope's novazl The Eustace
Diamonds.

It will be recalled that the title of this story refers
to a diamond necklace, the ownership of which is in dispute. It
is claimed by the excecutors of the estate that the necklace could
not have bteen bestowed upon his wife by the late Sir Florian Eustace,
since this particular necklace ic a family heirlcom. It is not in
doubt that an heirloom cannot be given awaﬁ. Vhat is5 in docubt is
whether the necklace is in fact an heirloom. The learrned M» Dove,

reputed for the excellence of his opinions, is invited te offer onc

in this case. He determines that the necklace canunot bhe an neirloom

1 See Glanville Williams: 'Language and the Law' in
Law Quarterly Review January and April 1945
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and that, since its specific inclusion in the will is in doubt, it
could be claimed by the widow to be 'paraphernalia'. Now the manner
in which Mr Dove arrives at this opinion is the same as that by

which most legal questions are resolved, namely by an investigation

of previous cases. Mr Dove determines that, given the way the

terms 'heirloom' and ‘'paraphernalia’ have been used in the past, the
necklace cannot properly be called an heirloom, and, de;pite its great
value, could plausibly be called 'paraphernalia'. O0f course, should
the disputing parties be dissatisfied with this xeasoning, the reasoning
cannot itself settle the matter. This requives & judgment in ccurt.
But the Judge's decision will be takenl in the light of reasoning
similar to Mr Dove's. Mr Dove's reasoning is, if you like, prelip-
inary reasoning,but only in the sensge that it indicates in advance

of an actual court ruling how that ruling will go.

Mr Dove arrives at his opinion by censidering how the
terms 'heirloom' and 'paraphernalia' heve been used in previous judg-
ments. By doing this, he tries to determine the proper meaning of
the terms and his conclusion is correct in so far as_it coheres
with the meaning already established in law. This is the sense in
which lecgal opinions are coherent or incoherent. Now, depending on
how systematically and extensively the terms have previously been

used, Mr Dove's task will be more or less difficult and the truth

1 And will be criticizable, thot is open to appeal.



162

of his conclusion more or less ascertainable. It is unlikely
and perhaps inconceivable1 that the past employment should be so
systematic as to allow complete certainty over the correctness of
the present opinion. But the point is that such legal opinions may
be arrived at by reflection and that the reasohableness-or unreason-
abhlcness of the opinion can he shown while, at the same time, no
suggastion of indubitably demonstrable proos or certainty arises.
We may, in short, sensibly speak of the coherence or incoherence of
a legel opinion without pre-supposing the kind of complete coherence
for which a theoretical discipline strives.
4, If we now turn our attention to ideological reflection we
shall find, I think, that iﬁ rany instances this is not dissimilar,
One striking dissimilarity, of course, is the absence of what would
in this case appear to be vital, namely a corpus of past legal
decisions., But this absence is, at least on occasions, remedied by
a corpus of literature. And I should like tc¢ chow, if I can, that
this is indeed the case hy examining the instance of Marxisnm.

VWhen we read}Marx's writings, especially Capital, we come
away, if we are persuaded by what we read there, with scime sort of
understanding of the world in which we move and have our being,

In what is this understanding revealed? It is not revealed, and

1 This i3 not jpcculiar to legal talk., It is what has been
culled the 'open texture' of languunge.
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could not bhe if my argument so far is correct, in our now being
able to asscrt a number of propositions about the world to be true.
Fer, the understanding we are nowiu posgession ¢f could not consist
in some additional factz about the world which we did not formerly
know to be true, This would he knowledge rather than understanding
that we had won. It consists rather in the ability te mzke a new
range of judgments about the world. Ve may, of course, now affirm
certain beliefs which we did not formerly affirm, hut these are not
simple propositions about the world which we did not formerly kaow
to be the case. Such affirmations cannqt Le given any meaning, any
sense, outside the understaunding we have newly acquired. Nor doss
the understaading consist in sz stcock of prirciyples for action;
ideclogies cannot be understocd tc be a stock of principles
(abstract or otherwise)z. The uncerstonding we now possess roveals
itself in an ability to describe and explain the various prenomena

of wiil and sensation in which the world counsists, in terms of a

particular and distinc¥ive set of concepts, concepts like, for example,

alienation, science, ideology, labour, capital, surplus-value,

exploitation, revolution, feudalisw, socgialism and so on. The

1 'I believe in God' is not Tike, doss not do the same sort of
job as 'l believe there i3 a tiger outside the door'., Sime-
ilarly, affirming 'Capitalistic relaticons are exploitative!
is nnt like agserting 'Gremny Swith apples ave green'. Thoe
peculiavity cf beli thiese is exanrined at longth

i the next chapter.

fo such as

2 Ls T argued in Chanitcers 3 and 4
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extent to which these concepts combine together to make, so to
speak, a workable understanding, is determined by the extent to
which the rules for their employment, that is their meanings, are
determinate enough to prevent their whimsical use. And the rules,
very often, are just as determinate as the works from which they
spring are systematic. |

Marxism is a good illustration here becouse the language
of Marxists is so very nearly the language of Marx, even where the
Marxists in question have not read Marx. And precisely as the terms
of Marx's writings are used extensively and systematically to that
degree disputes over their applicetion are settleable. For exampie,
the term 'surplus-value' can be used to describe and relate pheno-
mcna with a reasonable lack of zmbiguity. The term ‘ideology', on
the other hand, is one which Marx scarcely employs sc that the
numerous Marxist accounts ofyideology, though they bear something
of a family resemblance, are at considerable variance. Marx's use
of the term is so limited in extent, that recoursze to that will not
suffice to settle any disagreements.l

It is my suggestion, then, that more or less eimilar

notions of rightness and wrongness can apply here as did in the

1 Perhaps this is true ofmany Marxist concepts., Certainly a
perusal of Marxist literature deoes not, as a matter of fact,
reveal much agreement and suggests that often the use of
teims is whimsical. I am, however, only concerncd with
logicai_bossibilities.



case of Augustine and Pelagius aﬁd of Mr Dove and the heirloom,

I am claiming that, in some disputes between Marxists there is,
in principle, some scope for a reflective consideration of the
correctness or incorrectness of a judgment, The reflection con-
sists in a comparison of any particular judgment with the correct
usage of the terms it employs, as revealed by the writings of
Marx, The degree to which reasoned reflection is possible is a
function of the degree to which those same terms are used exten-
sively and systematically by Marx.

Spmeone will say here: 'All this depends upon our acceptance
of Marx's writings as authoritative'. I cannot cee that anything
could depend on that. We cannot 'accept' somethiﬁg as authoritative.
What would such acceptance be like? To be 2 Marxist is not to have
accepted Marx's writings os authoritative. It is to be someone for
whom those writings have authority and this is revealied, not in
something we telieve about them, but by the part they play in. our
lives. For many Marxists, of course, Engels is also involved.
Further, many disagree over which of Marx's writings (The Young or
The Mature) are the embodiment of the "true' thecry. The matter
is even further complicated by the later theorists Lenin, Trotslky,
less oiten Stalin, and recently Mao. 7Tt is ip part an illustration
of ny thesis that the most profound disagreements tend to revolve
around these canoaical differences,

The c¢hjection nmay be raised: 'What about Marx? e nust

have used MNarxist vecabulary mand yet he cannot have balonged to the
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tradition which he founded, How did his words have sense? 1T he
talked nonsense, being without a canon of literature, everything
based upon what he said must also be nonsense. But if he talked
sense, the sense of what he said must have derived from something
other than the Marxist traditicn, Therefore, if Marxist talk
makes any sense, it must do so on some basis or criterion external
to itself.'

But such an objector has fziled to understanq the ides of
a tradition. Marx did not found a tradition; thisg could not be
done, A traditiocn has grown up around wvhat Marx wrote and the
growth of that tradition has lent to those writings a certain
authority., They did not come wifh that authority built in. Nor
could any basis in science cr history lend them auvthority of that
kind. What Marx said was, as is well known, couched in the language
of German philosophy, French socialism and English economic theory.
No deubt the synthssisg achieved between these three disvarate
elements was, in its way, a considerable inteileciual feat. No
doubt, too, it 1s this intelliectual strength which in part caused‘
a2 tradition to grow up arounrd these rather than some other writings.
But the intellectual effert neither founded nor did it provide a

foundation for ths ideological traditien which grew up around its



product.1

5. What I have been sketching are the logically necessary
conditions for the possibility of some degree of reflection, agrece-
ment and disagreement in the making and considering of ethicai
judgments, given that these can only have sense in the context of

an ideological or religious tradition. In short, I have claimed,

against the sceptical account of ideology, that reason and unreason

are possible here, given certain conditions,

Of course, talk of possibilities may suggest a simplicity
which the reality, the actualised possibility, is unlikely to have.
To begin with, even when reason is bossible, men are not always
reasonable. Secondly, differenti parts of the literature of a
tradition may confliet, or worse, it may be uncertain whether they
do conflict or not. Thirdly, the authority of the literature may
not be reéognised by all the parties. Fourthly, passions in these
matters tend to run high. And sc on. Very few, if any, ideological
debates are as clear—c;t as the matter of 'heirloom' vs. 'para-

phernalia’', or even as clear-cut as the Pelugian controversy. In.

consequence, the life of zn ideoclogical tradition is always turbulen

-3

t

1 I do not understand those who speak of Marxism's 'standing ow
falling' with, say, Marx's theory of lhiistory. I suppose this
means something like 'If Marx's thecry of history is true,
then Mavxism can be belicved, will be helieved', FEFut we know
that it can be believed, without going intc Marx's thsory of
history. An ideolegy cannot dopend for its lite upon the
intelliectual cohzrence ot one of its doctrines,
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and rarely approaches anything like the susteined stability of a
legal system or cecven a church, But in form, the three are not so
very different.1 In any event, they are more like than is the form
of ideological 1eflectiorn to the logic of an intellectual discip-

line, and this is the error I have sought to correct.

TV

1. The question with which we have heen concerned is how, if
at all, those ethical judgments which we make in the course of our
conduct of life and which sét limits to what is eppropriate and
permissible, to what can and cannot be done and thought in’the.
context of a moral or political traditicn, can be reflective, con-
sidered judgments, nct capable of procf or demonstration, but
nevertheless free fiom the arhitrary dictation of whim znd foncy.

I have argued that a corpus of literature gufficiently systematic
and with sufficlent auvthority can supply the criterion by which the
reason and unreason cf our various judgmenfs can bé determined,

especially in those =thical questions, and perhaps all ethical

1 There are diffevences, 91 course. Cne is that to whiech T have
alluded alreudy, the presence, offen crucial, of an institution-
al authority in law, und sometimes in the churcn., This is
connected, ¥ think, with the point I nmade earlier {Chapiter 5:
FIT:3) that the social wanifestvaticn of & religion, and the law,
is an dingtitation, that of an ldeclogy an orgaalsation.
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duestions are of this sort, where it serves no useful purpose to
distinguish between matters eof fact or substance and matters of
language or words.

A1l this, it will be recalled, has been advanced against
the sceptic who claims that ideological reflection is a spurious
form of reusoning, in short, ne exercise of reason at all,and further,
that my account of ideological understanding entails my concurrence
in Jjust such a view. I hobe that the argument has shown that neither
of these suggestions can be substantiated. Before concluding this
section, however, I should like to consider one final argument against
my rebuttal of the sceptic, an argument which has much in sympathy

with and could be said to be derived from Aristotlie's account of

ethical life in the Nichomachean Ethics.

2, 'The scope you allow’, it will be said by this objector,

'to ideological refiection depends upon a fundamental distinction
drawn hetween two kinds of question and consideration which may

arise in the course of‘our lives, roughly,purely practical or tech-
nical questions and considerationz and questions of riphtaess. But
such a distinction cannot be drawn. A man cannot be wise and he

evil, The wise»mau krows what is good for the 1life of the individual
an& of the state and such goodness cannot be separated into material
and ethical goodness. Tha 'phronemos', tlhie practically skilful and
wise politician, will not do that which oiffends the othos ¢f the state

e it is injurious, Political

,...
ot
w
o]
Q
oo
[44]

both bhecause it offencds and

education,the educaiion necessary to the successful govermment of
’ Yy H
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society cannot consist, then, merely in the acquisition of skill in
the business ¢f manipulating and maintaining political procedures.
It involves learning the approprviate use of those procedures as well
as a trainirg in their mechanics. We do not know how to act politi-
cally if we know only how to initiate procadures. Complete political
knowledge, the knowledge whiclh will allow a concrete, self-moved
activity of politics, is knowledge of the how and the Qhen'and the
what of political activity.'1

I do not disagree with any o% thig. It is not, however,
an objection to what I have been saying. The argument is that, in
concrete political activity pragmatic considerations and ccnsidera%
tions of ripghtness are insepsarable. But it does not follow from
this that they are indistinguishable. We cannot separate out the
mind and the body of a wan but we can, do and must distinguish
between the two. To establish that there is a distinction we do not
have to isolate minds from bodfesr(this was part of Descartes'
mistake, I think). We have to show that judgrents about a man's mind
cannot be reduced to judgments ahout his bedy., Similarly, in order
to show that pragmatic ccnsiderations are distinct from considerations
of rightness we <o not have to shkow that the cne, in reality, can
stand on its own, withcut the other, but that the one is not

-

reducible to the other., And thig I think I have shown. Fer I

1 I hope it is clezr how Llhis chjection may be said to be
Aristotelian,
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argued that while circumstance 1is central to judgments made in the
light of pragmatic considerations, circumstances are a mattef of
indifference to Judgments of rightness, The man who does what duty
requires of him for fear of the consequences of not doing so has not
3. The Aristotelian view, then, 1s either mistaken, or it is
the view that both ethical and practical considerations and judgments
are necessary to and inseparable in any concrete moral or political
life. This, of course, I do not question, and nothing I have said_
implies anything to the contrary. No doubt tiiis sort of objection
goes part of the way to correct the Rationalist errcr in thinking
that the concrete activity of sustaining a life together can find
its source and resource in thought alone. This error is one I also
sought to correct earlier in the thesis. It is perhaps worth under-
lining the fact that the ideological reflection, the possibility of
which I have tried to zllow, is and can oply be sensible or meaning-

ful reflection within ¢cme ideological tradition.

1 This reveals, in part, the singularity of the question pbilo-
sophers have often asked themselves 'Why should I be moral?’
If it conld be shown that, in some way, morality pays, this
would either be irrelevant to the man who does what he thinks
is right because it is right; or it would suggest that moral
judgments are 'veiled' judgments as to which course of action
is most likely to afford benefit. But surely the most diffi-
cult human problems invelve conflict bLetween the natural
decirs to benefit and the obligatior to do right?



PART THREFE

.THOUGHT AND CONDUCT

"deliberating is not to be understood as

a regrettable frustration of a demonstra-
tive manner of thinking. It is the only
kind of argument in which an agent can
recommend an action to himself and its
reasons are the only kinds of reasons
which may legitimately be adduced for
having made -this rather than that choice."”

MICHAEL OAKESHOTT



CHAPTER 7

Ethics and Generality

"Not everything that is expressed in the
language of information belongs to the
language-game of giving information.”

WITTGENSTEIN
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1. | Someone will say: 'What you have now shown is that when
we malke particular statements in ethics what we say is indeed sub-
ject to reason and unreason. And no doubt 1t is the case that
the reasonableness or otherwise of particular statements can only
be determined in the context of a corpus of authoritative liter--
ature. But to show this is not to show, as was earlier claimed,
that a theoretical or reflective expression of one's ethical per-

suasion is possible. To be able to make reasonable and unreasonable

particular judgmentis about the world may show that we are in possession

of an understanding of the world, as opposed to a mere account of it.
But a theoretical expression of one's understanding of the world
would be couched in general or universal, not particular, statements.
It would reveal the ground of the particular judgments. The reason
which the theorist must claim to exercise cannot be one whick, in
the light -of previous reflections, gives rise to particular descrip-
tions of the world; that is what any adherent of the ideology in
question may do. Rather, the theorist seeks to add to that corpus
of literature itself, by reveuling, in general, how such particular
judgments are to be made. What has yet to be shown', it will be
said, 'is not how it is possible to emnloy such literature as a
standard of rationality in the making and considering oi particular
judgments; but how such literature is possible.’

I think that the man who objects in this way is mistaken
about the character of ethical judgments, for, in a sense, such

Judpments do not admit of generality. Turther, when we do try te
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speak generally in the language of an ethical iraditicn what we
have to say, if understood as being in an explanatory mode or
revealing the founding principles of our talk, must turn out, upon
analysis, to be either tautological or nonsensical.

If then,we are to identify satisfactorily the place and
importance oif ideological reflection in the conduct of 1life, we shall
have to locate it in a pecpliar or distinective response to the partic-
ular and not in a general explanatory account of the particular. 1In
this chapter, I shali try to show that ideological reflection does
not play a part in our lives by adding to the stock cof our knowledge
or by providing theoretical explanaticns of that which w2 already
know, 7The reflectionswhich may enable us to undcrstard the world
ethically do not take the form of helpful information or general
theories,

2. According to the argument of Chapter 3, an ethical judgment
is a judgment of fact conceived within a werid of value, which is to
say, a descripticn of ¢he world in the language of an ethical vocab-
ulary. The possibility of a fect's being ethically sigpificant depends
upon our being able to impose some crder c¢f value upon the worid éf
contingent fact. Th;s is tuv be done by describing, and hence under -
standing, contingent facts in the vocabhulary of an ethical tradition
and thereby encompassing the contingent facts of experience, which

in theimselives are without vaiue, in the ethical worid in which ws

neve.,
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It follows from this that any proposition1 conceived
within a world of value will, to those who move in that world, be
understood as a simple factual proposition, and to those who do not,
it will be unintelligible, To say 'That is blasphemy' is, if one
is a religious believer, however devout, a simple assertion ahout
the fact. If one is totally out of sympathy with religious belief,
it is to utter a meaningless sgntence.

The difference between a proposition which has import in
ethics and one which does not, does nof lie in their being different
sorts of proposition (eg. descriptive/evaluativo)3. The difference

lies, rather, in the conditions necessary for understanding and

1 I speak only of propositions here, beéecause I am intercsted
in the nature of an ethical understanding of the facts and
events of experience (what lhappens and is the case). loral
and political vocabularies, hcocwever, may be, and perhaps
most frequently are, used in uttcrances which are not pro-
positions about the world. Commands and entreaties, for
example, may be couched in an ethical vocabulary. Such utter-
ances are themselves ethical actions and form part of an active
rather than a reflecctive response to ethical life. At a later
stage, I shall discuss the relations betwcen ethical proposi-
tions about the world and those ethical statements involving
'ought'.

2 Sentences can, of course, be understood in degrees. I mnay
perfectly well understand that the word 'blsasphemy' is being
used to condemn.

w

Julius Kovesi's stimulating discussion of this problem reaches

a conclusion of the same form as that which he wishes to

reject. Tor on his account judgments in ethics turn cut teo

be difierent sorts of proposition. See Kovesi: Moral Notions
Londecn 1967




agreeing that the propgsitions are indeed fact. For example, to
agree that 'This man is guilty' it is necessary to follow all those
conventional procedures by which the fact that it was this man and
not another who committed the felony in question is to be established.
But in order to do thig it is necessary first to understand the
utterance ard this involves or rather requires that we share that
ferm of life where legality and illegality make sense, Qhere talk

of guilt and felony can begin. And this is o matter of belouging
and participating. If we do not, to some degree, move in that werid
of value, we will not understand what it is to be gullty, so that
the judgment 'Hle is guilty' will not cenvey anything to ue. I1If, on
the other hand, we do understand what it mezns to be guilty, the
question of whether this man is guilty or not is simply1 a natter

of fact. The point is that there are no such things as 'valuve--judg—

nents', if we mean by that term a judgment of value as opposed to

a judgment of fact.

To take anoéher example. Given the Marxiut scheme of
things, the dispute about whether the Russian veveolution of 1905 wes
a boﬁrgéois revoiutiou is simply a diépute about a matter of fact,
namely, whether the characteristics necessary for something's being
a bourgeois revolution weore or were not prescnt ju Russia at that

time. But to be able to make and dispute this judgrment it Is not

1 When I say 'simply' 1 do not mean to deny that these are oiten
complex guesticons,
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only necessary to know some facts about Russiaz in 19053, it is nec-
essary to understand, that is to share in, the Marxist scheme of
things. Without this latter understanding, the judgment 'It was
a bourgecois revolution' is not a value judgment, still less = fac-
tually erroneous judgment; it simply makes no seuse, The man who
does not think and move within the world of Marxism does not him-
self understand the facts of history in these terms and cannot,
thercfore, assess whether judgments couched in these terms ave
correct or incorrect.

In contrast to both these casgs stand pronoasitions 1like
'This pen is red'. Here, the necessary conditicnz for urderstanding
(as opposed to verlfying or falsifving) the propesition do not
include a shared world of value, foi', by themnelves, the terms
'pen' and 'red' do not convey any positive significance iv the world
of practice. Aad the difference between the first twoe and the third
does not lie in their being propositions of a diiferent kind or

form, but in the necesTary conditions for their being understood.

175}

I take this to be the point of the remark thet: 'It i
' 1
impossible for thecre to be propositions of ethics',” for what we
have called factual judgments conceived within a world of value,
however discreet that werld nay be from any other, azre always

particular or relative judgments and never genesal o1 absoluie

1 Wittgenstein: Tractatus Legico-Prilosophicug 6.42
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judgments.1 A general proposition of ethics is, if my argument is
correct, impossible, since this would have to be, not a factual
Judgment conceived within a world of value, but a statement, a
proposition about those concepts in themselves. In other words,
while the task of ethical thinking and belief is to confer signifi-
cance upon an indifferent world, to look for general or absolute
propositions of ethics would be to require statements about the
value of value itself. The attempt to do this must always, I think,
result in incoherence (eg. Justice is evil) or vacuity (eg. Lying
is wrong).

In short, if, as has been argued, the difference between
one ideology and another lies in differences over the significance
of the facts and not the facts themselves, then, though these
differences can be made manifest in different attitudes, ways of
behaving and descriptions of the world, they cannot be captured
in anything said, No proposition can contain, so to speak, a judg-
ment of pure value.

I1f this sounds odd, it can be made more plausible by a
couple of examples. 'This is murder'. 'He has committed murder',

'She was murdered'. 'Ycu have been found guilty of murder'. These

1 I am avare that the terms 'absolute' and 'relative' are used
by Wittgenstein in his 'Lecture on Ethics'. However, I do
not tuink the distinction advanced here precisely coincides
with his.
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are all particular statements referring to people and events in
the vorld and all employing the term 'murder'. Depending on how
things actually are in the world, each will be true or false.
They are all statements of particular fact, and sometimes it is
supposed that the ethical element in the proposition 'He is a
murderer' can be brought out by showing that the making of such
judgments presupposes or assumes a general ethical principle azbout
murder. DBut what would suck a general ethical proposition look
like? Of course, we can think of a plausible candidate here, namely
'Murder is wrong', Now it is sugéested that the ﬁcceptance and
assertion of this fundamental proposition of efhics is what turns
the factual judgment 'He has commnitted murder' into‘an ethical judg-
ment, a judgment of value, and that such a general proposition or
principle is a necessary nart of any legitimate argument which seeks
to move frém fact to value.

But upon closer examination, we must coneclude that such
an utterance could not Ee the assertion of a substantive general
propos;tion of ethics,1 or indeed a substantive assertion of anything
else. It is vacuous, For one familiar with the notion 'murder’

it just is the c¢szse that one cannot murder with impunity. There is

1 I am not, of course, denying the possibility of general wmpiri-
cal propositions about murder. For example, the proposition
that 'All murders are committed in the morrning' is neither
tautclogical nor senseless. It is simply false.,
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no logical possibility of ethical disagreement 6r ethical differ-
ence (and hence agreement and unity) in terms of general principles
or propositions like this, Ethical differences are not between
those who think that murder is right and those who think it is
wrong, but between those who think, say, that killing by drunken
driving is murder, and those who thinlt it is not. It simply does
not make sense to claim that murder is right, though it makes per-
fectly good sense to claim that some particular murder, (the assas-
sination of Hitler, for example) is justifiable. But even _hervre,
though we may disagree about what to think, this disagrcementis not
about the rightness or wrongness of murder in general, but, given
the wrengness of any murdef, whether this one czn be justified.
Again, it is clearly meaningful to say 'That was very

generous of you' 'He 1is a generous man'. These are particular judg-
‘ments. They convey information about the world. But if I say
'Generosity is good', this is vacuous, 1t tells us nothing. We
cannot sensibly argue atout the matter for it would be nonseanse to
suggest that generosity is a bad thing. Those for whom gencrosity
ig a principle virtue-do not dififer from those fof whom it is not
in that the former think it good while the latter think it baq.

Tlie former may, in some particular instance, cail a man generous
where the iatter would be¢ inclined to think him a spendthrift. It is

in thie sort of difference that ethical boundaries axe
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1"evea1ed.1

These two cases are illustrations of the thesis that
there can be no general ethical propositions. The man, then, who
required of ideological reflection that it allow general propositions
was asking the impossgsible. No general propositions can be forth-
coming. If, then, ideological refiection is anything at all, it is
reflection concerned in the making and considering of phrticular
Judgments,
2, Once the impossibility of general propositicns in ethics
is admitted, those sympathetic to the objection with which this
chapter began may conclude that ali talk of theory in ideology is
misconceived. But to conclude in this way would be a mistake, if
we mean by denying the pertinence of the wofd 'theory' that there
is ne difference between the{active and the reflective response
within practical life. And if‘this denial is on the grounds that
talk wbich genuinely has ité significance in practical life, in the
practical ordering of the world, is nothing likc the talk involved
in an intellectual manner oif ordering the world, like science or
history, the conclusion is doubly mistaken. Tor it has been the
constant theme of this thesis that these two kinds of ordering are

logically distinct; We should not then expzct ideological reflection

1 Thisg, I hope, makes plain the qualifications 1 spoke of
earlier, when I guoted frow Alasdair Maclntyre's Short
Nigtory of Fthics, Eee pape 100,
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to look anything like the construction of aun intellectual under-
standing. And I think that failure to grasp this lies at the heart
of hoti the commonplace and the sceptical accounts of ideology. Both
think that the question at stake is whether the reflection that is
possible in the realm of practice can be a science. The one assumes
that this is so and explains the place of ideological reflection
accordingly. The cther sees that no science is possibie here and
concludes therefore that no reflection is possible. But this is an in-
appropriate dichotomy with which to approach the matter and I should
like now, if I can, to destroy those last vestiges of the way of
thinking which inclines us to suppose idececlogical reflection to he
something akin to the exercise of an intellectual discipling,

3. I spoke of active and refleciive responses to practical
life. The difference can be brought ocut in the following way. A
practical understanding of the world must cogsist in an 2bility to
bestov upon the events that contingently occur in time, a significancs
for us as agents. Thce movement of a hand in space is, in a practi-
cal understanding, neither contémplated in its aesthetic quality
(as‘in the appreciation of a bhallet) nor does it stimulate explana-
tion in terms of its phvsicelly necessary antecedents (as in the
science of physiology) but is recognised, say, as a bid at an
aucticn, ‘Understood &g such, it provokes a response, a reaction cn
the part ¢f the other agents ivvolved in the situation. The mark

of cur being in posseszion of thic sort of understanding lies in

our alility {o responc appronrviatcely {in this case by accepting or
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raising the bid) and a lack of understanding is signalled in an
inappropriate response (by, for example, treating it as a threatening
gesture) .

The child who learns to llve and to accomplish his purposes,
learns, even, which purposes it is sensible to entertain, learns how
tco behave, which actions and responses ave appropriate and when. The
point about this sort of understauding is that, unlike the intellac-
tual understandings that history and science sunply, its practical
character allows it, often, not to take an articulate form, but rather to
find its inmedigte expression in actual cenduct. A practical under-
standing of the world allows us to feel and to be at home in the midst
of a world of chance and change. Aad being at home reveals itself
in the ease and confidence with which we =z=ct.

The primary expression of praciical understanding, then,
will take the form oF heing eble to act, rother thsn teing abie to
assert.l The knowledge it supplies will Le in the nature of a skill,
an ability to do. Of course, I speak here of the logic of the matter,
for only in logic can the doing be separated from our awrticulation of
what we do. Once the power to uriiculate and assess cur activity in
words becomes an actuality we cannot in fact separate cur thought

and our speech from our behavicur,

1 Some uttierances, as I noted earlier, are themsslves actions,



Nevertheless, though it is easy to think of our behaviour
as, in some sense, resulting from at least our verbal identification
of phenomena in the world, this is not so. The child does not learn
to identify certain people as 'mother' or 'father' first and then
act accordingly. Part of learning how to act appropriately to
*this' (and the 'this' must remain unspecifiable) is to call this
'mother' or 'father'. Our learning of language does not precede
but comes amidst, is coeval with,our learning how to act in the
world.

Now, it follows from this that a practical understanding
could, at least in principle, ke revealed almost &holly in inarti-
culate ectivity; that the significance bestowed upon the phenomena
of our experience could make itself manifest only in our reactions
to them. If, then, we sometimes articulate that significance,the
words we utter should not be understood as describing or formulating
the principles of our unarticulated activity, but rather as replacing
that activity, replacing the reaction in physical behaviour by =a
reaction in linguistic behaviour.1 Practical and ethical talk does
not reveal an ethical understanding of the world in the same way
that = newspaper reporit reveals what went on at Wembley last night.
Its role is not that of sunplying, either to onlookers or the agent

himself, information about a certain ethical order in termns of which

1 Sowmsthing similar can be argued about 'psain' language and

©

'the languagzs of love', I think,
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the world is arranged., Still less does the parficularity of ethical
talk lie in its giving peculiar informaticn or reports of a peculiar
sort.1 The sentences 'He wes murdered at 3.00am' and 'The knife
entered the hcart and life was terminated at 3.00am' do not differ
in that the former conveys an ethical meaning on top of, or as well
as, describing the facts, while thg latter merely describes the
facts, Ratherrthe former describes the facts in such a way, in a
Janguage which enables the facts to have import in ethical life.
“hat makes é£h1031 talk distinctive is not that it is additicnally
informative, whether about some super-scnsible qualities which the
world is thought to possess or abou? our feelings, but enabling,
It enables us to go on in the world.

We can see from this, I hope, that what I have called
the refliective response to ethical life shows itself as an inclina-
tion to articulate the ethical significance of particular phencmenu
in the world. It attempts to formulate in words the significance
of things. Such formulation, however, must replace or accompany
simplie behaviour, and does not describe it or reveal its foundations.
The words we utter mus? do, in somrec way, what the Action does. The
woxds must be pf service, and their power is to enable, not to
aseert, To understand such words is t¢ be able to accept the

judement which such words express. It is to be enabled to come to

1 Az the school of moral philosophy known as 'intuitionism'
zupposed that it did.
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terms with the phenomena to which they refer. Any further reflection,
reflection upon the correctness of such judgments is, if it is produc—
tive of understanding, also enabling and not descriptive or explana-
tory. The test of whether, having reflected in this way, our ethical
understanding of the world is enhanced is not merely whether we can

go on, but whether we can go on with greater confidence and ease in
our conduct of life.

The reflective respouse to ethical life, then, consists in
an inclination to réact to the world by thinking and talking rather
than in action, to affirm in words one's ethical relation to the
phenomena of the world. TFor example, when the events we czll the
French Revolution took place, the reactions of Englishmen were many
and veried. Most, I imagine, knew little and cared less about what
had happened and was happening in France. Some went to France to
join revolutionary movemoents there and generally to take part in the
turbulent events. CQOthers stayed in England and, shariag the same
sentiment aes those who went, raised what support they cculd for the
revdlutionaries and tried to emulate their actions in England.- Still
others sought to prevent any such supoort being given, to foster the
emigré French nobility and to suppress any similar revolt in England.
All these are practical reactions and they spring from, they indicate
and they make gense in the context of, an understanding of the world
in which the events in France are encompassable. They are all active
responses. They consist in the performance af actual actiéns, of a

more or less unusual natlure, And all of them may be contrasted
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with, for example, the sermons of Dr Price, and, above all, Burke's

Reflections on the Revolution in France and Paine's Rights of Man.

These last two are ideological works par excellence, for they are

responses to particular events in the world which take the form of a
description of these events in the terms of an ethical vocabulary, a
vocabulary, that is to say, which enables us to grasp the significance
of the events, to see their good énd their evil.

'Seeing' the good and evil, however, is a metaphiorical way
of speaking, for it is not like seeing the colour or the shape of an
object. To be aware of the evil of something is to be able to encom-
pass that phenomena into one's practical 1ife in such a way that the
integrity of that life will not be destroyed by it. And to understand
the good is to encompass phenomena in Such a way that practical life
is enhanced, that cne is edified.

When we speak of reflection in practical life, therefore,
and wonder about the place it has, we must not suppose ourselvss to
be thinking of a reflecticn upon or about that activity but within
that activity; nor shouid we think that the illuminating character
of such reflection, if illuminating it be, lies in its providing
further or necessary information. The operations of thought whicﬁ
the exercise of an intellectual discipline must involve, the activities
of msking observations, explaining, reporting, verifying, falsitfying,
are, by ana large, alicn to any refleétion whose significance lies

in practical activity. Suchk talk is not of the accounting, verifying,

PO

explaining variety, but rather enabling, edifying, instructive,
Works of ideological reflecticn are profoundly misunderstood

as reflective if we, or indeed the authors themselves, imagine them
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to be scientific, informative, explanatory. They can, if they are to
bear any sort of relation to human conduct, be nothing of the sort.
Their reflectiveness lies in their'being descriptions of, judgments
about the world, rather than actions in it. What inclines us to call
them theoretical, I think, is their systematic character. But, since
such reflections cannot, logically‘cannot, result in general ethical
propositions of pure value; anything systematic must reveal itself
in particular judgments about the world. Ideological treatises are
not systematic in the same way that philosophical treatises are.

I have already mentioned Burke and the French Revolution.
Men of Burke's persuasion, no doubt, did express their opposition to
the Revolution in words and speeches. What marks Burke off is not
that he had some additional explanation ofrthe events in France,
whereas the average Whig had only an account of them. Rather, Burke
tries to give a complete account of the Revolution in the vocabulary
of a certain éthicel tradition. This vocabulary is alsco that in
which the isolated judgments of the Whigs are made. Further, its
ethical character lies in its serving to mark distinctions between
people and events which are also made manifést'in actual conduct

charucteristic of Whigs. Burke and the average Whig,1 if they have

1 'Average Vhig' is perhaps an unfortunate term since it is
arguable that there was, at the time, no one set of people
to whom such a term could refer. But I use it to indicate

what might be called a logical fiction. I am concerned
with a logicaliy possible rather than an historically
actual relationshiuv.
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an ethical understanding, will be able to encompass the cataclysmic
events of the French Revolution with some degree of equanimity., They
will not be ndnplussed, completely confused, and thrown off balance
by those events. In shert, they will know, in a sense, what is

going on and what it all adds up to. But such knowledge and such
understanding does not supply an explanation of the occurrence of
those events, but reveals itself in an ability to react intelligibly
to them. The difference between the one and the other liesliﬁ the
fact that the onec consists in deeds (harbouring emigrés, fighting a
war) while the other consists in reflections (a treatise).

The treatise, however, is not explanatory of the events
of the Revelution, nor is it, for reasons advanced in Chapter 2, to
be understood as the basis or the foundation of the actions of the
members ¢f the ethical tradition to which it itself hbelongs. It
does neither of these since both of them would he 'scientific'in
charecter (the first historical, the second philosophical) and could
not, therefore, have any import in practical life. Burke's
'Reflections' is itself one kind of response within ar ethical
tradition. It is the passing and making publi¢ of judgments couched
in the language of that tradition.

These judgments‘are about the significance of the events
of the French Revolution. Judgments about the significance of things
will ceonsist in descriptions oi those things,but their ability to
convey und hestow significance does not lie in their being descrip-

tions of some peculiar espect of the phencrena in guestion., Tne
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description in ethical terms is one way of bestowing significance
on those phenomena, of bringing them within the compass of our
practical end ethical life.

The business of writing and reflecting ideologically,
then, is the business of making the world ethically intelligible by
describing the contingent phenomena of the world in the vocabulary
of an ethical tradition. And the point of such significhnce,is not
like that in, say, empirical science. 1Its object is not to inform
or to explain, to supply us with fresh -knowledge of the world, but
to enable us to conduct our lives in the world with confidence and
ease, Further, as I argued in the last chapter, such descriptions
can be free from whim, and the correctness or incorrectness of such
descriptions is ascertainable where there is someauthoritative
appeal, as, for example, a corpus of literature identified peculiarly
with that traditiom.

It follows from what I have been saying that most ideolog-
ical writing will be concerned with making particular judgments about
some specific set of phenomena in the world, however large or small
that-set may be. And I think that this is borne out.by a perusal
of those works usually described as ideological or philosophical in
the layman's senserof that term. Just as Burke conveys and propagates
his ethicai-world via an account of the events of the French Revolution,
so Paine offers an alternative ethical world througﬁ a compcting
description of the same events. Again, Marx reveals the significance

c¢f things through descriptions of, variously, the 1848 Revolutions,
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working class life in 19th century England, the c¢ivil war in France.
Mazzini's liberal nationalism is conveyed by a systematic description
of the actions of Austrians in Italy. Maine and Mill both concern
themselves with popular movements in England. And so on. The
examples are endless, for there is no other way than by the descrip-
tion of the particular that an ethical understanding can be conveyed
in words. There can be no propositions of ethics.

Such works as those I have cited are often held to be
explanatory, and, in a sense, they are, though I have rejected that
term.» But since their significance 1lies in the practical world,
the world of activity and evaluation, they ave 'explanatory' not in
their ability to ahate mystery, the mystevy of igncrance, but to
abate unezse, the uneass that arises wheun we have no confidenrcs in our
ability to go on. What we stand to gain in faith, or the strengthening
of faith, is neither knowledge nor information, but confidence and
edification. Ideological treatises do not 'explain' phenomena in the
way that scilientific hypotheses expléin. They are not general, nor
vdo they stand outside the phenomena to which they relate. Liberal
treafises, for example, do not show that liberalism is true (whatever
that might mean) but show the Truth of Liberalism. '"Faith comneth by
hearing"”. But this faith is in our hearts and makes us sav, net "I

. . 1
know" but "I belicve".'

1 Pascal: Pensées Braunschvg 248, The quotation is trom Paul's

Lettor tb the Romans 1.37
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4. Someone will say: "“But these works do involve proof,
demonstration and explanation. Marx is not merely content to
elaborate an account of 19th century industry. He defends his
account and argues in favour of it as the true account. Maine
tries to show, with historical evidence, that popular governmnent

is destructive. Locke tries te prove logically that property is
necessary to society. And in all these arguments there is recourse
to general theories and assertions. Paine, for example, does nét
merely say 'That is a right' and 'That is a right'. e seys things
like 'Every civil right grows out of a-natural right'l. Now this is
general and it is argued for."

The first thing to be said about this objeciicn is that
ideological writers, especially those in the 19th contury, have oiten
thought themselves to be engéged in academic inguiry, to be proviug
from the facts ol history, demonstrafihg by scientific reasouing,
drawing philosophical distinctions. But it does not follow irom the
fact that they thought that this is what they were doing, that this
is what they were doing. I may claim, and perhaps even intend, ito.
show that 2 pius 2 equals 5, but if 2 plus 2 does not cqual §, what-
cver my intentiown and whatever my opinion of the achievcment ci my
work, my claim is mistaken. Similarly, Marx thought he had, in his

writings, unified theory and practice., But if thie is logically

1 Thomas Paine: Rights of Mun Pelicsn Classics odition
London 1969, p.Cl




impossible, then his claim is mistaken. And, of course, his mistake
cannot lie in his having done the logicalily impossible. His work
cannot itsel? be a logical confusion. When it is said, therefore,
that Marx was not content to elaborate an ethical description of
19th century industry, but sought to develop a revolutionary theory
of that society, we must understand this to mean that Marx would not
have taken favourably to the suggestions that his work ig the
elaboration of such a description; that he does not and could not
prove what he says scientifically; that no unification of theory and
practice does or could result. But Marx's feelings on this matter are
clearly irrelevant. The substantial- question here is 'What actually
is the nature of his writing and reflection?' and though Marx, like
anyone else, is entitled to advance an opinion on the nature of his
work, it is not a privileged opinion because that work is his, We
need not trouble, then, if an account of what kind of reflection is
possible in ideology is greatly at variaunce with the views of those
who are famous for that reflection., It is notorious that even the
most brilliant scientist may mcke a poor showing at giving an account
of the logic of his discipline.

The second point to be made against the objection we are
considering is that I have not denied the possibility of reflective
argument in ideology =and, since the whole of the last chapter was
concerned to reveal what kind of reason and argument is possible, 1
hope I can take this to have beern shown. But the form of such argu¥

ment is not the defensco or rejection of general judgments by refer-
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ence to evidence of the particular (as in the case of science) but
the defense of particular descriptions by an appeal to orthodoxy in
language and doctrine enshrined in a corpus of authoritative liter-~
ature.

The third point will reqqire rather more extensive elsbhor-
ation than these first two. It has been sald that ideologists do
make general statements and the example quoted is Paine;s remark
that 'Every civil right pgrows out of a natural right'. Here, it will
be said, is clearly a general thecory of right. General propositicns
of ethics, then, cannot be impossible for this is one. My reply to
this is really a further elucidation of the view ithat when ethical
lenguage takes on the apuearance of a general statement about the
vorld, it must be understcod to be enabling rather than explancstory
oxr informative. I shall try to shcew that if Paine's remark is taklen
to be explanatory it must, upon analysis, turn cut to be nonsense.
But I shall then go on to show, if I can, that when we understand
utterancas of this sort to be enabling, we may see that where informa-
tion is not and could not be ccnveyed by the statement ithere may yet
be point in making i<.

5. Let us begir with Paine's statement. 'Every civil right
grows out of a natural rizht'. The question is, briefly, whether
general talk of natural rights can do the same sort of job as talk
of civil rights. Ii we are arguing about whethor a man has & right
to a certaiu picce of land cur &rgugent can fairiy readily be

setftled hyv recourse to the law relating tc fand cwnership aud the



facts of the case. If there still remains something of a dispute,

we méy try to determine what his rights in general are, as the law
nowv stands. But the whole of our argument ics dependent for its sense
and for its concrete character upon a legal framework, the legal
system within which such guestions can sensibly be raised and
answered, It is not as though, were there no legal system he would
have different rights or that his rights would be abolished, still
less that he would have those rights, only they would now be un-
enforceable. It is rather that, without a legal system,no talk of
rights and no arguments concerning them can begin. The business of
claiming or denying a right‘presupggggg a systen of law. The exist-
ence of law allows the possibility of rights, and the content ol law
determines what those rights are. The non-existence of law, there-
fore, does not alter the substance of rights but prohibits their
possibility. The possibility of talk of rights depends upon‘the
exiotence of a specifiablie legal system. This is part of the grammar
of 'right',

This being the case, what are we to make of talk of natural,_
or for that matter human, rights.1 The superficial appearance of
Paine's romrark suggests that he can supply the ground or foundation
of the rightness of a right outside Egl_legal framework. But thig is

absurd. It is absurd because, as we have seen, rights presupposs

1 Or, conversely, the 'Duties of Man' (Mazmzini)



some system of law or civilitj,1 while natural rights transcend
any social system. I say 'transcend' here because, as Paine's tract
makes clear, the role of natural right is to enable us to deny the
rigﬁtness of some rights presently (1792) recognised in law (eg. fhe
right of patronage) and to assert the rightness of some things not
presently enshrined in law (The universal right to vote). Now this
means that if we say that the origin of every civil right is a
natural right, we cannot be giving an explanation of every right
that is, however the gppearance of our utterance may incline us to
think that that is what we are doing. For natural rights are supposed
to enable us to discriminate betwecen one existing right snd another,
whereas an explanation would have to be an explanation of whatever
rights existed. On the other hand, an explaration of the rightness
of rights cculd not enable us to point to what was right and wrong
in present rights. Rights, logically, cannot be wrong. Whatever
service Paine's talk performs, then, it cannot be that of providing
a general theory or explanation of right.

Rights cannot, logically, be wrong, but they can, of course,
be objectionable and objected to. One Qay of expressing one's

opposition to some right in law is in the vocabulary of natural

1 I do not consider here the additional difficulties raised by
positing a system of natural law. I do not do so because this
would involve a distrvacting digression. But I think that tzalk
of natural law can also be scen to bae enabling. I hope the
rest of this chapter will, indircectly, sheow this to be the cese.
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rights. The voéabulary of natural rights may enable us to arti-
culate our opposition to some right in law and this vocabulary may
be kept alive by tracts like Paine's.

Another example may ﬁelp to make this plainer. Suppose
that under a given legal system citizens have, amongst others, the right
of habeas corpus and, say; the right of way along any footpath of
more than fifty years reccgnition. A man may, without feeling Very
much one way or another, witness and indeed tolerate the violation
of the second of these rights. He may; though he recognisec the
existence of this right, be verylittle bothered to find that such a
right of way is fenced off where it goes through somecne's garden.
Though he recognisez that he does have a right in law, it may not
trouble him much that he cannot exercise it. It ma& on the other
hand be the case that for him, as for many people, the right of
habeas corﬁus is quite a different matter. Here it is perhaps quite
inconceivable to him that he could stand by and witness a violation
of his or indeed someon; else's right in this metter. Yei, if we
were to point out to hinm thét, in law, the twoc areequally rightsj
and the vioiation of either eyually an offence, what we have said,
though true, is likely to be considered shallow or beside the point.
For the man may claim that the right of habeas corpus is 3. much nore

fundamental right than that of a right of way.

Now when someone says this, 1 think that most of us would
claim to know what he meant. But whatever he neans, what he says,

if taken to be the description of some feature of the right to trial,
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must turn out to be nonsense. A legal system is not the sort of
thing which has depths or foundations. Such talk as this cannot,

I think, increase our knowledge about the world. But what it can
do is to mark a difference in the world, namely between the impor-
tance of some rights rather than others in our ethical ordering oi
the world. It does net, however, mark in the sense of cdescribe
what the differences are. Nor does it describe the ethical order.
It may provide a vocabulary in which the discriminaticens demanded
by that order may be made, and tnrough which that order may make
itself manifest. When we describe something as & natural or a kuman
right we do not offer an explanation'of oy an observation upon the
fact of the thing, but we hestow upon the contingent facts of the

' .
world an importance which such a thing must have if it is to be
aatisfactor;ly encompassed in our ethicsl understanding.

The consequence of sceing that this kind of talk is
enabling is, I think, to grasp that if we zre to understand the
place that ethical judgment and etliicel reflection can have in the
conduct of life we must ask what service it performs there and not:
how well or badly it describes o1 explains that conduct. Any com-
pletely olbjective explanation and desgcription must, I have argued
throughout the course oi this thesis, stand outside conduct and

cannot, therefore, zssist us in it:

6. No doubt the sceptic wilil give voice to some impatience
here. 'Look' he will say "When Paine zays “ivery civil right grows

vut of a naiural zignt" he has offeved me a theory of right;
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if what he says.turns out, upon analysis, to be inccherent non-
senée, no amount of philosophising will turn that nonsense into
sense. If its nonsensical character results from its being a
spurious mixture, a confusion of theory and practice, then that
is what it remains. It cannot subseguently be shown, by sone
elaborate reconstruction, to have been part of a genviune form of
reflection after all.’

No amount of philosophising will turu nonsense into
sense and nothing in my argument suggeststhat it will. My concern
is with logical possibility and necessity. I have (ried to ghow the
impossibillity of practical activity's being informed by objectively
demonstrable theory and tihe necessary form rcflecticn must take 1if
it is to infofm conduct. My argument about Paineand iundeed mauny
theorists like him is that we can be misled Ly the appcarance of
whiat Paine has to say. Tor one thing is certain, the significance
of Paine's writings has been in the practicul and not in the theo-
retical arena, His 'thcories' have life as the inheritance of the
Radical tradition in politicsl and notin the world of punilosophy.
Ifi we are to understandvhow this is possible, we nmust understand
‘how such statements as Paine's may play a rolc, perform a service

which their appearance suggests that they could not. I do not deny

1 Many TFabiaun Scciety pemphlets are c¢learly in this tradition.
The kind of 'life’ that Psaine moy have is shown in the Henry
Colling' introduction toe the Pelican Classics edition of
Rights of Man
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that a confusion betwecen theory and practice may result in works

of a spuriocus nature which do not come to occupy any place in prac-
tical Yife. (I think of Comte's Positivism, for example). But
neither do I suggest that ethical reflection must have this misleading
appecrance. It is the case that many, if not most, ideclogical
refiections ape the appearance of the theoretical sciences. It is
sometimes said that if this were not so, they would‘lose much of

their pleausibility. Be this as it may, there arc some works of

ideological reflection which do not have this appearance (for

exumple, Marcus Aurelius's Meditationg, Halifax's The Character of
a Trimmer) and some which, though they have the appearance, have

never gained practical currency (for exanple, Huxley's Evolution and

Ethics, Boiingbroke's The Use of Higiory).

Certainly, part of the ditfficulty in meeting the rather
L. e . -
hard-headed objections of the sceptic arises because of this mis-
lJeading appearance. The case we have been considering 1is one in
which, when ouxr suppor's for opposition to some right in law is in
question, we have recourse to talk of natural or human rights. Often
this talk, by its appearance, lecads us to suppose that the debate has

moved to a deeper or a ucre general level, that we are now concerned

with the truth and falsity of 'theories' about a tiyanscendent realm

1 Perhapes it would he wiss to wepeat here my carlier caution
that this ’'sceptic' is an ideplisation. I do net refer in
particular to those whose views I considered in detail in
Chapter 3.
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of general prinéiple. We arce inclined to think that this is so
because the appearance of our utterances is that of'general state-
ments. On my argument, this logically cannot be so. Yet, against
the sceptic, I want to claim that there may still be point in making
such statements.

What point there is, or may be, can be brough§ out by con-
sidering a case where we are less likely to be misled by thé appear-
anée, where, in fact, what we say does not have the appcarance of a
substantive assertion at all.

If someone says to me, 'I did promise to go to the match
with him tonight, but I don't think I should leave her in this mood',
I may say, 'Well, you did promisc and a promise is a promise'. Now,
what have 1 said? I have stated a fact 'You did promise'’. Not only
did he already know this fact, but its recognition lay at the heart
of his difficulty. I said, 'A promize is a promise' - a tautological
statement of the most obvious kind, which, on anyone's reckoning,
could scarcely be thought to increase his knowledge of the situation,
Put that it could not have increased his knowledge is only interesting
if it was ever thought that it might. 1In saying 'A promise is a
promise' I npever did and never could intend, nor would I be thought
to, tell him something Lie did not know. If the utteranée iz to te
significant, theﬁ, it cannot be significant in the way that informa-
tion is. My point is that éven when a proposition may be thought to
give information, even when it hay the appearance of an assertion

about the world, its role may actuslly he like, and more iwportantly,
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sometimes could only be like, 'A promise is a promise'. It is
tempting to try and bring this role out by saying that 'It reminds us
of what it is fo promise'. But even this way of putting it may be
misleading, for to be reminded is to be reminded of something we
once knew. But knowledge, 1if I amAright, is not involved here. I
should prefer to say that if the man says 'You're right, a promise
ils & promise' what we have said has enabled him to pffi}m his
ethical understanding of promising. And I should like toc claim
that the same is true of 'All men (however unequal) are equal’,

'The world is the best of all possible worlds and everything in it
is a necessary evil' 'All history (that matters) is the history of
class struggle'. All these, analysed as informative or explanatory,
turn out to be vacuous or contradictory. But there may yet be point
in uttering them.

7. 'A promise is a promise’. The importaut question here is
not, Is it true? (could it be false?) but Is it helpful? To ask

Is it helpful? is not very cdifferent from asking, after the event,
did 1t help? that is, asking a contingent question. Not that whatl-
cvef helps is right. The kind of reflection of whiéh I spoke in the

1
last chapter will, within limits, determine what it is appropriate’

1 Consider this example of apprepriateness. A Conservative poli--
tician said of late 'We suppert workers not shirkers.' This,
no doubt, is true. It is also, taken at face value, unconien-
tious. Who would advocate the support of shirkers? Neverthe-
legs, there is something about the utterence which makes it
appropriate for Conservatives (it might aimost be a raliying
call) ond which makas its nssertion inaporopriate for those of

a different political pervsuasion,
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éo say and to try to say. Nor, if it is helpfui, can it he helpful
in the same way that those pragmatic or purely practical considera-
tions which I distinguished earlier could be helpful. Ethical con-
siderations are concerned with setting the limits to what can be done
with integrity in the context of a moral or political tradition.

The rcflection whose possibility I have sketched will, at
best, provide us with a Vocabulary.and a keen sense of how it is to
be used. In an attempt to improve his ability in the deployment of
such o vocabulary, and his ability to council and exhort others in
matters of ethics, a man may systematically reflect in ethical terms
upcenr a large number of situations and cvents. He may try, too, to
make his judgments about each situa£ion cohere with all the rest.
Further, in se doing, he will, perhaps, elaborate his view in seen-~
ingly general statements and these may, in their turn, come to be
adopted as orthodox doctrinal formulations. But if we imagine that
in so doing the man is theorising about rather than within his
faith, that his reflections are, so to speak, out of or beyond the
conduct of life, whether as a rational precursor of actual activity,
or as a distillation of the principles of the tradition to which he
belongs, we shall fail to understand how it is that what he says has
any significance at all. Tor understood cn either of these nodels,
his talk must turn out to be vacuous or nonsense.

Such a man is a tueorist and I have tried to show the con-
ditious under which sucﬁ theorising cen be a genuine exercise of

reflective reasen. But the precise nature of its involvement in
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actual conduct has yet to be explored. It is to this that I

should like to turn in a concluding chapter.



CHAFIER 8

Reflecticn in Conduct

"Writing is an admirable activity for
arousing the sense of system that lies
dormant in every man, and anyone who
has ever dene-uny will have found that
it always awakens scmething which we
did rot clearly recognise before, even
though it was lying witbin us."

LICHTENBERG
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In a long and elahorate proclamation in which he
assorted, with all the elegance of Oriental
rhetoric, both the sanctity of his mission and
the invincibility of his troops, he /The Mahdi/
called upon the inhabitants /of Khartoum/ to
surrender. Gordon read aloud the summons to the
assembled townspeople. With one voice they dec-
lared that they were ready to resist. This was
a false Mahdi, they said. God would defend the
right; they put their trust in the Governor-
General. The most learned sheik in the town drew
up a theological reply, pointing out that the
\iahdi did not fulfill the requirements of the
ancient prophets. At his appearance, had the
Euphrates dried up and revealed a hill of gold?
Had contradition and difference ceased upcn the
eartin? And, moreover, did not the faithful 'know
that the true Mahdi was born in the year of the
Prophet 255, from which it surely followed that
he must now be 1,046 years old? And was it not
clear to all men that his pretender was not a
tenth of this age? These arguments were certainly
foereible; but the Mahdi's army was more forcible
stiln, 1

In this last sentence, Strachey neatly summerises for us
what has becn called the problem of ideology. The Mahdi did indeed
win Khartoum, and, appavently regardless of the theoretical coherence
or otherwise of his claim to be the Mahdi. The problem afises when
we think, as it is tempting to do,lin the manner of the commonplace
model of ideology, thaf there is a clear and close connection between
the 'truth' of our 'theory of politics or morality' (or of Life, per-
haps) and the success which attends our endeavours in the world, and

when, moreover, we suppose this kind of reflection to be supplerentary

1 Lytten €trachey: ‘The End of General Gordon' in
Emincent Vietoriaus Penguin llodern Classice edition, Loendou 1969

p. 243
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or preliminary reasoning which, if sound, will guide us through the
contingencies of existence. Vhen we see that this is not so, when
it ie apparent that these reflections are neither the way to avoid
‘sorry statesmanship' nor the 'origins of the most important changes
in the commercial relations of the world', it 1s equally tempting to
embrace (as I think Strachey does) .a scepticism which holds such
reflection to be, in some sense, & superfluous addition to the con-
crete or realistic conduct of Jife. The problematic character of
ideology is not, however, averted thefeby. For we must now ask why
men engage in such reflections and in the propagation of their con-
clusions atvall.

At a conservative estimate, 200,0001 copies of Paine's

Rights of Man were published and distributed, often LDy men who in

doing so risked a very great deal. And men of considerable poliitical
experience vigerously sought to prevent its publication and fo des~
troy its popularity. Were all these wmen mistaken? Did their
activities spring simply from a confusicn over what is and what is
not logically possible, or from en ignorance cf thg ways of the
world? Wo must agree with the sceptic, I think, that many of these
men, and their counterparts in numberless other situations, both
misunderstqod the true character and oversstimated the real signifi-

cance of their activity. HMNevertheless, we cannct sensibly agree,

1 The examnls is drawn from E P Thompson's fascinatiang study
A Higtory of the English vorking Clzss, London 13863

&
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as I hope I have shown, that these activities of arguing, writing

and propagating,and the doctrines around which the activities
focussed, were not a genuine part of the fabric of morals and poli-
tics. We cannot agree, if for no other reason than this, that for
many ,on these and similar occasions, such activities formed the major
part of their ethical conduct and presented to them difficulties,
doubts, dilemmas and achievements characteristic of moral iife. '

In consequence, neither can we agree, even when we have
rejected a monistic or unitary view of the rationglity involved in
ideoclogy, that such reflections are subject to no canons of
reasoning at all. It is true that wec have seen good reason to re-
prlace a monistic account with an appreciation of the pluralism in-
herent-in ethical and religious life. But the acknowledgement of
pluralism does not entail, and indeed denies, the non-existence of
rationality altogether.

.S8till, though we may with confidence abandon both the
commonplace and the sceptical account, we may yet be unclear as to
therprecise character of the involvement of ideological reflection
in human conduct. It is the purpose of this chapter to clarify just
this question. Since it takes the form of a conclusion to the
argunent presented in the preceding chapters it is, necessarily,
repetitive to a degree. What I hope to do here is to resoilve a few
of the remaining ambiguities and to draw together some of the strands
of my argument insuch a way as to answer the question with which this

chapter is peculiarly concerned.



207

1. To do this, it may be best to return for a moment to

Strachey's example, It is natural that the inhabitants of Khartoum,

“faced with the immanence of the Mahdi's forces, should have asked

themselves 'What ought we to do?' By itself, the question is ambig-
uous., Despite what some philosophers have said, 'ought; ig . not a
solely moral term. In the sense in which it is not, the question
'What ought we to do?' is the question 'What needs to be done?’'.
This is a technical question and as cuch it is purposive in form,
'What ought we to do if we are to achieve ...?' An anaswer need not,
however, presuppose some one purpose, but mgy be hypothetical, 'If
you want to achieve X, do Y'. In this sense, the question calls for
that kind of consideration which I earlier called purely practical.
Since I have already spoken at some length on the nature of these
considerations, I shall not do so again now.

In the second sense, tihe sense which‘is of parvicular inter-
cst to this thesis, the guestion 'What ought we to do?' is the ques-
tion 'What is it right to do?' And at this point our attenticn must
focus upon the other kind of censideration which I have called con-
siderations 6f rightness. In the example we have before us, the
cousiderations edvanced by the learned sheik may strike us (and per-
haps Strachey intends that they should) as a little fanciful, but
they are not, Y think, different in kind to those we might find

more cogent, Ths question here is whether the inhabitants' resictance
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would or would not amount to opposition to the true Mahdi. It is
clear that such opposition would be quite abhorrent, whatever its
success, tq the devout, so that the guestion of crucial importance
is whether the contender is a true or a false Mahdi. The sheik in
the example brings forward reasons for thinking that this is a
false Mahdi. ' .

These are reasons with regard to his entitlement to be
called The Mahdi. 1In other words, the_question resolves itself
into the application of a term or title (the Mahdi) and such applic-
ation must be made according to the rules operating over the use of
the term. These rules are discovered and mastered in the use of
the terms handed down to us, hence the sheik's refereunce to the
writings of the-prophets.

To resolve such questions as these into matters of the
application of a term may seem a little dry, given the intensity of
feeling which normally accompanies situations of this sort., I put
it like thig, however, in order to seveal the character of the
question both as being one of a certain secort of understanding of
the contingent facts with which we azre confronted and as a cuestion
allowing some possibility of reasonzd reflection. The meves in such
reasoning wouid Ye both a consideration of those cases wvhere we
are not in doubt about the use of the term and of the use of the
term in those texts which lhisve authority for us.

It is unlikely that we will errive at any very certain con-

clusions in sveh watters, a2nd evan if we did, their certainty would
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be of duite a different kind from that in, say, mathematics or
physics. This, however, does not in any way show that reason is
impotent here. It is a philosophical prejudice to suppose that if
two parties do not agree upon some issue, one or both of them must
be unreasonable. To begin with, there is a certain open texture to
all language and to ethical languagé more than most. Secondly, in
matiers of ethics and religion there is an unéliminable personal
element. Some feature of a situation may strike cne person as
important or crucial while to another it may not =eem to have any
very great weight at all. And since in the making of ethical judg-
ments it is theapgent himsely who muét decide, if they are to be of
any mowment in his life, this personal elément is very often of the
utmost importance.

Those who refuse to be satisfied with anything less than
a single set of principlez verified in the light of a unitary, uni-
versal and indubitaeble Reason, fly in the face of both logic and
experience. They 1y in the face cf logic because there is cvery
philosophical reason to think that such a universal Reason is
impossible, aund invthe face of experience because it presents an
appearance of great diversity and nof uniformity in the business of
religious and ethical allegiance and sentimeut.
2. The second conclusion te be drawn from the case we have
been examining is that idcological reflection is indeed practical in
character, that is, wholly iuvolved in the world c¢f conduct. The

quastion, 'What ought we to do?' is aboult what is to bhe done. But
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it is not concerned with what is to be done in the same way that
questions of a purely practical or technical variety are. The peopic
of Khartoum concluded with the learned sheik that this was a false
Mahdi. Plainly, this determines what is to be done, for there can
be no doubt among the faithful that a false Mahdi is to be resisted.
He is to be resisted because of what compliance with his demands would
amount to. But the considerations which bear upon the determination
td resigt have nothing to say asbout itz likely success orxr failure,
Even if that resistance fzils, even if‘the likelihood of its failure
is widely recognised in advance, it deces not show the determinaticn
to resist to have been ill-considered. For the important point is
that compliance with the demands of a false Mahdi would itself Ete
a kind of betrayal, defeat and failure.

For many believers it is not the outcome, the

course of events which determines whether God

.is victorious, but faith in God which deter-

mines what is to be regarded zas victory.l

From tﬁe other point of view, the Mahdi, assuming he
genuinely telieved himself to be the true Mahdi, had a confidence
in his right which may-have lent him a covtain confidence in his right,
But it would be a mistake to think, and he would be foolish io suppoese,
that the confideﬁce in right assured him of success in might. Con-
versely. even though the chances of military success might be smail,

ire

£

he may wecll think himself obliged to make the attempt. Fcr a fail

1 D 7 Phillips: Faith and Philosophical Frquiry ».83




to do so would.be a failure on his part to preserve the integrity
of his identiy as the Mahdi.

The point is that, fiom ecither side, success and failure
are different in character here from in the purely practical con-
text. They are independent of the actual course of events. It is
his awareness of this independence that often makes the man of
faith appear, to the more purely practically oriented man,.té be
ruthless and incapable of compromise.1 But whether he be this or
no, the man of feith may rightly disregard the likelihood of
material success or failure in arriving a2t moral decisiong.

The case we are considering here is one where 2 religious
understanding is involved, and roaetheless religious because it
may be unfamiliar to us. As I zrgued earlier, the religious signi-
ficance of an act must be totaily indepeundent of the practical
lessons of contingent experience. Ideological or ethical under-
standings, on the other Land, cannot have this total independence,
Though they are not affected by coglingencies as the understanding

of practical wigdom is, they are affected by what happens in e

different way. TFor example, the political events of the Zuglish

Revolution of 1688, though they did net and could not show the

1 There are, of course, ideclopgical traditions in which tolexa-
tion and reasonableness are cardinal virtues. PBut thsze
necesserily invelve & certain uccompromising attitude to

‘extremicts ',



arguments of Filmer's Patriarcha te be invalid or his judgments
mistaken, and did not prcve the correctness of Locke's view of the

world in the Two Treatises, did nevertheless incline Englishmen,

who concerned themselves with such natters,to talk in the manner
of Locke and to cease to talk in the manner of Filmer.l

This was not because Filmer's thesis had been refuted
by the subsequent course of events, but because his viéw of the
authority of the crown residing in the person of the monarch did
not 'fit' very well with the conditioung under which William and
Mary succeeded to the throne, It is not that any man, if he were
reasonable, would be compelled upon reflectioen to reject Filmer's
account of the matier, but that circumstances and the way things
turned out inclined men to cease talking in the language of
Patriarcha, and, perhaps, made it casier to talk in the terms of
Locke's Treatises.

In this way, though particuisr contingent circumstances
cannot bear directly upon our ethical judgments, they may prompt
or provoke some change in the terms cf some men's ethical under-
staﬁding. As Paine says at one point:

& long and violent zhuse ¢f power is generally

the Mecans of caelling the rvight of it into

question (and in Matters, *oo, which night
never have been thought of bhad not the Sviferers

212

1 I am indebhted to e Wavid Manning for this example. See
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been aggravated into the inquiry).
The indirectness of the conunection between our ethical understanding
and the contingent facts of experience may be contrasted with these
purely practical considerations where the result cr outcome of cur
actions is the tcst of the wisdom of our judgments and decisicouns.
Filmer's way of understanding the world was, so to speak, left behind,
but it was left btehind just because men ceased to talk and thus to
understand in that way. And men ceased to talk in that way partly
because of the turn events had taken., It is futile to wender, as
many have done, whether idsas cause events or events ideas. The
question is based on a3 false dichotomy. The world is, in part, a
worid of ideas.
3. Someone might ask: 'Surely, religious ianguage and belief
may be continpgently afifected in this manner also?' Perhaps it may,
but the important cifference is that the changes in men's understanding

.~

are, in csses like Filmer's,inevitable. Fcr the language of Filmer
and Locke are 1anguage§ in which politiecsi sentiments are prressed,
that is, sentiment: which inform hut which do not constitute the
sphere of po]itics. Gecause this is so, because, in the main,
religious undergtunding alzo constitutes the activities it iaforms,

ideological widerstanding may be influenced by cuntingent events ia

a way that religious belief 15 not. Ye may merk the difference,

1 in Leonard Mricgel (ed}
New York 1064
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perhaps, by saying that ideologies are independent of particular
circumstances but do not, and could not, enjoy a general independ-
ence. Unlike religions they are not totally at war with the world
of contingency.

In summary, then,I hope I heve satisfactorily shown that
ideologies, ethical traditions, are understandings which have a
genulne place in human conduct, which 1s, nevertheless, a distinc-

tive place.

II1-

In the cxamples we have censidered so far, reflectdions

=t

of the kind in which we are interested have been occasioned by
particuler and critical circumstances. Is it not possible, Qe might
wonder, to reflect in a similar manner in general, that is to try
to set aun ethical wattern of rightness for actions, rather than
merely to determine the ethical cheracter of this'or that action?
Someone in sympathy with the commonplace model discussed at the
outset of the thesis might feel that there wes some cause here to
reconsider that accounti. Cevtainly, we can think of cases which
are clegrly of a generel character aind which show up the Commonplace'
model in the best light.
Tor examnle, Christion thicclogians of fime past were

often occupied with ibe question of whether rebellleon against the
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sovereign is or is not contrary tec the will of God. Aquinas,
Luther, Calvia and,to a lesser degrec, Augustine, all turned their
attention to this problem. And the problem is not about this or
that particular rebellion but about rebellicn in general. 'Nothing
cbuld be plainer' it might be gzid, 'than thet in order to determine
whether some particular rebellion is an act of impiety, it is per-
tinent to ask whether rebellions as such arcs acts of iwmpiety'.:

It is true that there is a measuvre of generality here
vhich has to be accountad for. It must be said, however, that if
my argument in this thesis has Dbeen souqd, there are two forms
which this generality cannot take. . First, for rcasons advanced
in Chapter 2, the generza2lity in refiection canpnct take the form of
general principles or aims deterwined in advance of an activity,
which consists in putting them intc practice. HNor, for rcasons
advenced in the last chapter, can it take the form of gegeral propo--
sitions of ce¢thics., This point hag aliready hiecen fairly thoroughly
explored but it requir€: careful clucidation if it is to be fully
appreciatad. At the risk of tediwn, thevefore; I shall retrace
some of the facets of the argument.

I should like to do so by returning, briefly, to the

N

example of Mr Dove and the Fusiace Diamonds. It will be remembered
that Mr Do?e concluded, after some reflection, that a diamond neck-
lace may not be consicdered an heirloom. UHow h;s conclusion could be
expressed in either of twe ways. He could gay: "Necklaces cannot be

heirlooms' or he could cay 'This (veferviug to the particular neck-
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lace) cannot be called an heirlcoom'. The point I want to make
here is thut both these amount to the same conclusion. The first
way of putting the conclusion makes it lcok like a general rule
or principle from which we derive the particular. We could say

.
'Necklaces are not heirlcomg, therefore Lady REustace'sz necklace
is not an heirloom'. But if we were to think that this was a move
from & general understanding to a particular judgment we should be
mistaken. For in tlie context of the case, to conciude in ecither
wvay is to give a ruling. And ia whichever form the ruling is
expressed, it will have been arrived at by the same process of
reasoning, namely, an investipation into pest applicatiocrs of the
term 'heirloom'. Furiber, the two statcments do net stand in any
particular relation to each other. The general 'Necklsces are not
heirlooms' does not explain or inrnform the particular; it is siaply
another way of saying the samc thing.

We can see this more ciearly by contrasting it with
another familiar soxt of general statement, & scientific hypothesis.
Thé particular statement 'This object falls at 22 feet per second
per second' is to be determined as true or fazlse by empirical
observation. But the general slatement 'Cbjects fall at 32 feet
per second per second' cannot be either confirmad or refuted Ly
empifical observation, since we cannot ohserve the worid in general.
True, as Popper has shown, 'I think, the general statement is
refuted if we observe a particulaxr inrstance of an object falling

at somo cther speed, but this is net because we okserve the general
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statement to be false but because our observation of the particular
is logically incompatible with an assertion of the general. It is
the argument involving the fact of the particular, hbwever, and not
the observation itself which refutes the hypothesis. Moreover the
two statements ;tand in a particular relation to each other. The
particular observation may lead us to wonder why the object falls

in the way it does and the¢ answer is 'Because of the léw of gravity'.
In other words, the general hypothesis 'All objects fall at 32 feet
per second per second' serves to explain the particular phencmenon
we observe,

It will be clear that the general and the particular
expressions of the legal judgment arc net related in thils uwanner,
They are, notwithstanding, certainly different in some way. But
the difference dces not lie in what they assert or in the manner
in which they are arrived at, but in the ways that each may he used.
The particular judgment is a specific arfirmation of the rule
governing the application of the term 'heirloom'. The genereal
judgment is an affirmation of this rule in general, that is, in
any‘given casc. In short, the general expression is an affirmation
which is itself a formulation of the rule.

3. 7 It is tempting to think that when we formulate a rule

we are describing or reporting upcn the rule that actually operatces

in concuct. If we do thinkk this it is a small step to conceding the
suggestion that I have consistently and continuously argued agaiunst,

that ethical yeflcetion leads L¢ a discovery or determination ol
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the basic rules or aimsg or principles which govern an activity.

But this is not so. When Mr Dove concludes that 'Necklaces cannot
be heirlooms', he does not degcribe the rule for the application of
the term, which he has discovered in the previous cases he investi-
gates. He 1nve§tigates previous casdes in order that he may go on

in the same way. His general statement, then, is not only a formu-

lation of the ruie but is itself one way of following the rule. And
in following it he affirms it. That is what makes his statement a
ruling, a statement capable of legal import.

The formulation of a rule is not a description of the
rule, for rules are in no sense 'therc' to he described. They are
transcendent in precisely the fashion in which I argued earlier
that faiths are transcendent. Rules govern whal we de, and because
of this knowledge cf rules can only be nanifested in action. They
inform our activity. For any rule, then, 1t is the case that vie
can conform with it or break it, but we camnnot describe or explain
it.l For example, to speak a language is to engage in a rule-
following activity. I.mean to say that only if we follow the rules
which govern the use of a language can we make intélligible utter-
ances. To know the rules of a language, therefore, will consist

in being able to sgpeak it. Rut this lknowvledge is quite different

1 This obviously conflicts with ithe veriectly ordinary sense ia
which we say 'Explain the rules to me'. But this means 'Teach
me the rules' (I go on to elabovcte on this)., When I say that

explanation ig not possib

ie here, I mean explanation after the
fashion of the historian or

scientist,
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from that involved in knowing the formulations of rules. It does

not follow from the fact that we can spczk a language that we can

give some formulation of the rules which govern our gpeaking it.

Conversely, knowledée of the formulations of those rules does not
.

consist in being able to follow the rule, but in being able to

repeat the formula.

It may scem s0 obvious that we can state the rules of an
activity (like tennis or chess) that what I say appears to he
kighiy implausible. There is no reasbn why we should not use the
expression 'Stating the rules' so long as we are clear about what
is involved in this. To formulate a rule is not tc reveal the
basis or informing principle of some activity which involves the
following of a rule. It is itself one way of affirming the rule.
Even when we determine what rules shall apwly, even that is to say,
where our formulations are specifically intended as constitutive
and regulative for som¢ sphere of activity (as in the promulgation
of laws, for example) ;;r formulations cannot be determinate, since,
in order to inform activity, there must be interpretation, applica-
tion and médification in the light of contingently changing cixcun-

1
stances,.

1 It is worth remembering at this point that Mr Dove's
'Necklaces cannot Le heirlocoms’ is occasioned by the
need to apply the law in a hitherto unconsideved
instance.
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The rule-following activity of speaking a language is
again a good example here. The rules of language may be formulated
but the way language may be used and may come to be used is not
determined thereby. - Rather it is we who, in those formulations,
determine to usé it this way or that. For example, it might be
said to be a rule of language that 'Disinterested does not mean
uninterested'.l But can wve be said, in saying this, tc have
stated a fact? The statemént does not involve any claim about how
people actually do use the words uninterested and disinterested.
And if, by and large, they do regard them as being synonymcus, must
we not say that very often they do mean fhe same? I do pot intend
to say that the statement 'Disinierested does not mean uninterested’
is false, not & fact, but that it is a mistake {o suppose that it
could gtate a fact. Statements of this sort are gencralisations
within an on-going linguistic practice.z They 2ore themselves
instances of following the rule and as such carnct be the indepen-~
dent revelation otf the pule that is followed.

What these forrmulations do do is enable us to affirm

certain norms in the context cf the conduct of a practice. Suppose

1 An example suggested to me by Mr (eofircy Hunter in a
discussion of this point.

2 Here we touch sgain on the main hurden of Professor Oakeshott's
accnunt . and at this point we can, 1 think, appreciate its
great plauvsibility. Nevertheless, as 1 tried to show, talk

of abstracticn will not capture the character of the relation-
S0ip.
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someone uses 'uninterested' to mean without passion or partiality.
We might say: 'You mean disinterested, don't you?' If he replied
'Uninterested, disinterested, they're much the same, aren't they?'
we should say 'No, Uninterested does not mean disinterested'. In

. doing this, we ;ould be affirming a norm in the use of language,
perhaps with & view to prescrving the possibility of making just
those discriminatiéns which a conflation of the two terms prohibits.}
But our statement would not be made in the realm Qf possibility,

(it is quite conceivable that uninterested and disinterested
should come to mean the same) or in the realm of actuality, (on
many occasions thc words are so used as to have the same meaning)
but in the realm of normalitv (we ought tou use the words like this).
4. I hope I have shown that certain utterances of a general
forin are one way in which a norm may be affirmed in the context of
some on-going sphere of conduct. When we put it like this, it is
pretty cobvious wherc all the argument has brought us. ¥or it is
clear that the statements we call beliefs and doctrines are just

of this kind. For example, the claim that 'All history is the
Listory of class struggle' is not, as is aimost always supposed, a

rather grand explauatory theory of the past. Logically, it could

1 Cousider the statement 'Tahulous does not mean fantastic',
Undoubtedly, there was a time when the two words were gener-
ally used in such a2 way tThat thay meant quite different
things. But nowadays thsy are used synonymously. This pro-
bibits us, very often, frommaking those discriminations which
such a difference in measning would sllow,
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not be that. In fact, it is a general affirmation that what is of
most importance in the past are the class-struggles we find there.
This importance can be shown, but it cannot be proven. Importance
is not a quality which inheres in the events of the past and lies
walting to be discovered, but something we attach or attribute to the
facts of the past.r And the statement *All higtory is the history of
class struggle' is one way of bestowing cr affirming this importance:
In short, then, ideolégical doctrines are general affir-
mations of the rules and norms which may govern the application of
the concepts of the ethical vocabularies1 by which we bestow value

upon the contingent facts of experience.
I1X
1. I have argued that there is no difference in the kindé of

conclusion that particular and seemingly general judgments are.

The manner in which we arrive at them and the reflective considerstionsz

1 Someone will no doubt say that I have reduced all ethical
questiong to mere matters of words. I do not know what is
meant by mere here. The intelligibility of &ll experieunce
is dependgﬁzﬁhpon language. This 1s not to say that lang-
uage is experience. PRut without language the expoerience
remains 'private' and therefore unintelligible. Vords, and
the rules for their use, are, then, crucial in all human
intercourse and fundamental to the elaboraticn of the
nature of that intercourse.



upon which we may base them are one and the same. And I have

already elaborated at some length upcn the nature and manner of this
reflection. Nevertheless, plainly there are differences between
general and particular affirmations of rules and norms. The differ-
ences, however, do not lie in the logically necessary conditions

for each, but in the advantages which accompany the use of cach.
First, and obviously, among these is that the general or dsctrinal
formulation, unlike the particular, is not restricted to the specific
case which may have prompted it. It can, so to speak, be used again
and more readily lends guidance to further application than does the
particular, It is mot in any sense universall, but it is not con-
fined to a specific set of>circumstances in the same way that parti-
cular judgments may be. It is, of course, both possible and necessary,
as I have already argued, to apply the rules for the applicztion cf
a term in the light of previous particular applicatiors, but this

does not prevent the deployment of generai formulations making the

1 I do not mean to enter the debate about the universalicability
of moral judgments directly. My argument, however, is that
the generalisations of which I speak do not add anything to
the particular. This can be seen in the fact that when a par-
ticular judgment is completely universalised, it turns out to
be 'When in any situation exactly like thic {(and this musti
amount to a virtually unique specification) act exactly as you
would in this one'. General formulatious may assist us in
some measure in ithe application of a rule, but they canunot
deternine the appropriate interpretation in advarnce of partic-
ular circumstances.
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task easier.

This relative independence of the specific occasion, or
more properly, the fact that general doutrinal formulations are not
affected as immediately as particular judsments are by the specific-
ity of circumstances, allows them, on occasion, to sustain an ethical
vocabulary over space and time. Mere especially, they hold this
advantage over any purely active expression of ideclogical adherence.
For the purely active expression, consisting as it does in deeds, is
confined in its affirmation of ethical faith to the occasion upon
which it is performed. If, then, we ask, as this thesis is concerned
to do, whether ideological doctrines lave any peculiar or distinctive

o

rari to play in the conduct of ethiczl 1ife, we shall find the answer

2. To students of ideolopgy, fascisnm prescuts gome difficulties
peculiar to itself. Despite the ubiquitous use, or ahuse, of the
label 'fascist', the ideology of fascism had a relatively brief life,
confined in both time and space. During this life, it generated

very little theoretical literature and what works'were written tend

to be unsystematic and inconsictent. This has led some people to

1 It is, for example, often easier to give a legal ruling in the
light of the law itéelf, than in the light of precedent. Honce
the advantages of codification. It gees without saying slmost,
that on nearly every occasion both sre involved.



conclude that perhaps fascism is not an ideology at all. Since,
however, as I have argued, theoretical literature is not a necessary
part of an ideological tradition, we need-not concur in this con-
clusion. 'Part of the reason for this comparative paucity of reflec-
tive literature was undoubtedly the fact that the Fascists prided
themselves on being men of action, not of theory. Furthermore, much
of the support for the movement sprang from a general feceling that
Italy's political and economic problems arose out of a certéin nat-
ional disunity, rather than from any very positive or definite idea
of corporate unity. The ideology, therefore, found its chief
expression in a very active response to a specific set of circum-
stances. In consequecnce, when those circumstances changed and the
action was no longer possible (The Marches on Rome were ovér), the
possibility of adherence to the ideology went with it. For the
Italians 6f the time the choice was rcally whether to join the move-
ment or not. And this was not a choice that could be reflected upon
very much, except in tle terms of some competing ideoclogy. If a
man has doubts about whother to join, those doubts had to be expressed
in the laﬁguage of Harxism or Liberalism, since the Fascists had no
very extensive vocabulary in which to present or resolve the question,
so that in their eyes, simply by having doubts, he had already
declarcd himself not 1o be a Foscist.

But when the times had changed, as times inevitably will
change, when there was ao lobger a great and active movement to join,

the Farcistas were left with no doctrinal positions and no distinctive
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ethical vocabulary in whichto affirm their identity over against
those of other persuasions and in which to perpetuate their under-
standing o¢f the world.

The point may be emphasised by comparing this case with
"the case of an ideology which hos and always has had a wealth of
reflective literature, namely Marxism, After their failure to accom-
plish any significant political achievements in the Russian Revolution
of 1905, the Marxists, chief among them Lenin, were forced to abanden
their active involvement in the political struggles in Russia. But
this did not signal the demise of {he idgology, for its adherents
were able (and saw themselves as being compelled) to turn their
attention tn doctrinal questions, Lenin teking up come of the mocst
abstruse of a.ll,1 the existence of a corpus of literature peculizrly
their own previded them with an ethical vocabulary in which both the
significande of the defeat they had sustainsd was to be grasped and
the plans and hepes for the future were to be expressed. In this
way, the ideologlical li%erature supplied the possibility of sustaining,
affirming and indeed developing their distinctive political identity,
despite théir enforced exclusion from active engagement in Ruzsian
pelitice. And the precervation and development of this identity

took the form of an claboration of and zrgument over varicus doctirinal

Fed

His twe most 'philesophicul’® works: Moferialism and Huoirio-
Cri. isir and Philosophical Neoteboolis were writien duvring the

years 1905~101d.
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formulations by which the rules for the application of the terms

of their vocabulary were affirmed. In short, the ideological liter-
ature which they inherited sustained the background of understanding
in which they conceived the facts and events of the world. It was
in this way that the writings of Marx and Engels were of service

in the life of the ideology of Marxism.

The second advantage which may_attend ideologies and
religions with a corpus of literature providing some doctrinal for-
nmulations lies in their power of communicability. There is nothing
more natural, when we' are told that a man is, say, a Marxist or a
Christian than that we should ask him what he believes. If his
ideological or religicus understanding 1s made manifest solely or
chiefly in an active response to the world, that is. purely in a.
characteristic manner of behaving and acting, it is pretty well ia-
articulate. Though we may, by following his example, learn to under-
stanq the world as he does, thic way of learuning will be depcndent
on his fairly constant presence. The process may, so to speck, be
short-circuited, by an articulation of his understanding. If this
takes the form primarily of particular ethical ju&gments ('l believe
that this situation is X and therefore we must do Y'), though we
may, and in part must, learn to employ his vocabulary by such
utterﬁnceé, they often appear to be confined to the specific.

If, on the other hand, he tells us that, for example, 'The
zinfulness of men can be atoned in the saving power of Christ', while

without some varticular applications of the terms 'sinner' and
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'salvation' we shall be unable to come to understand the werld in
the same way, yet what he says may more rapidly and more easily
introduce the vocabulary in terms of which he makes his experience
significanf.

We should be mistaken, however, if we thought that in
what he said he had revealed to us the foundations of his understanding,
or, woerse, that he had simply made another general claim about the
world which could be assessed alongside all those of his ccmpetitors,
in some general framework cf human understauding. To come to share
his understanding of the world is not to have been satisfied cf the
correctness of his picture of the worid, but to come to picture the
worla in that way oneself. Tor the man Limself too, there may be some
advantage in expressing himself in this manner. We are all, I an
inclined to think, the adherents of snme ethical or religious tradi-
tion, but we are not all capable of the formulaticn of belief or
of the sophisticated process of reflection which such formulation may
involve. IJdeologists and theologians are, generally, nen and women
of impressive ability and erudition. To those who are not so0 capeble,
the formulations of the theorists may supply a-way of gffirming our
position in the world of worality, pclitics and religion which,
withcut thqse thinkers, we would lack. Further, they may introduce
in the mind of the believer or adhercent, especially if he demands a
certain intellectunl strength in this faith, a confidence which is
the accompeaniment of that sense of system of which Lichtenberg speaks

in the passage quoted at the head of this chapter. This, surely, is
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the place which theologians have played in the lives and conduct of
ordinary believers? It is easy both to overestimate and to belittle

this place. Perhaps I may, to some degree, have set the matter right.

We have arrived, then, at a conclusion to the‘question
which this thesis set out tﬁ ask and to answer, 'What is the role of
ideolagical reflection in human conduct?' In so doing we have, I hope,
resolved those difficulties which were encountered by the other,
plausible answers which I heve rejected. What must not be lost eight
of, however, is the dependence of this reflection upon what might be
called the general stream of human activity. This last chapier has

been especially concerned with the place of reflection in that activ-

[+

ity. Reflection, by itself, can neitber create nor indefinitely
sustain an ethical understanding. Suck an understanding must alwzys,
at lecast in some measure, be menifested in activity, for it is,

after all, an undérstanding which infcrms conduct. ‘Moreover, where,
as in the case of anarchist literature, the reflcction itself pro-
hikits any concrete activity, it must be vacuous and impotent, fit
only to be_a subject of some interest to the detached inquiry of
academics. Anavchisgt literature may, frow time to time, have
pronpted someonre te throw an occasional bomb but since, upon
examination, it cennot eunahle us to attach to the throwing a greater

signiificance than to any clher political act, it must remain,and has
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remained, an empty absurdity.

The burden of my thesis has been the inextricability of
thought and conduct in any understanding which is to be of practical
import. If it has done nothing other than this, it‘will have served
to point ouf some of the errors in the way we commonly think about
the questiions it has raised. And, perhaps it hés lent some plausi-

bility to the view which I have tried to substitute.
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POSTSCRIPT

Throughout the thesis, I have tried to anawer the most
obvious criticisms that may be made against what I have been saying,
but doubtless there are many points in my argument which are open
toc serious, though unforeseen, objections. Partly, this is because
I have had cause to touch upon,and sometimes merely touch upon,so
many of the traditional problems of philosophy. It is improbable,
too, that I have contributed anything very original to the analysis
of these preblems. What oviginality there is in the thesis lies in
its synthesis rather than its aralysis.

The twentieth century has been heralded as the time of a
great revolution in philosophy. I do not myself think this to Le
the case. Nothing can be very revolutionary which does not involve
a profound and unmistakable break with the past, and Plato, Aristotle,
Descartes, Hume and Kant are of as much interest to and studied by
philosophers now as at any time. Nevertheless, there has been an
obvious division in phileosophy. Since Moore's famous 'Refutation
of Ideaiism', Moore, Russell, Ayer, Ryle, Austin and Wittgenstein
(though I am not sure that he would have been happy with the
inclﬁsion of hig name) nave formed a traditicn quite scparate from
the self—confesséd inheritcors of the continsental Idealist tragition,
among whom we may numbexr Eradley, Besanquet, MacTaggert, Collingwood

an¢ Qak%eshott.
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The subject of my inquiry has Jed me to ignore this
division and to read the philosophers of hoth traditiongs. In con-
sequence, since a philosophical education consists in nething other
than reading and following the minds of previous philosophers, the
outcome of that education is in sympathy with and shares something
of the appearance of both.

I should like to think that such a synthesis is to a

degree both original and timely.

"Even though my philosophy is not equal to
the discovery of anything new, yet it may
have courage encugh to regard venerable
bcliefs as unfounded.”

LYCHTENBERG
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