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CHAPTER ONE

INTERPRETATION AND THE
SCIENCES OF MAN*

1
Is there a sense in which interpretation is essential ro explanation in the
sciences of man? The view that it is, that there is an unavoidably ‘her-
mencutical’ component in the sciences of man, goes back to Dilthey., But
recently the question has come again to the fore, for instance, in the work
of Gadamer,' in Ricoeur’s interpretation of Freud,” and in the writings of
Habermas.*

E?c‘_rﬁ“rg&_n"‘g"‘g:‘in the sense relevant to hermeneutics, is an attempt to
make clear, to make sense of, an object of study. This object must, there-
fore, be a Eext or a text analegue, which in some way is confused, in-
complete, cloudy, seemingly contradictory — in one way or another,

unclear. The interpretation aims to bring to light an underlying coherence

Or SENSE.

This means that any science which can be called ‘hermeneutical’, even
in an extended sense, must be dealing with one or another of the confus-
ingly interrelated forms of meaning, Let us try to see a little more clearly
what this inmhes

one, between the sense or coherence made, :md IS eml‘:l_mhment in_a
pameular ﬁLI:J enf carriers or srgntﬁers For otherwise the task of making
clear what is fragmentaﬂ’ or confused would be radically impossible. No

* lhave greatly henefited in preparing this paper from discussions held under the auspices.of
the Study Group for the Unity of Knowledpe, whose meetings were supported by the
Ford Foundation.

' Eg., H. G, Gadammer, Wabrbeit wnd Methode Thbingen; reéal.

! Paul Ricoeur, D I'tnterpretation (Paris, 1a65),

Y Eg, | Habermas, Erbentmis und Interesse (Frankfurt, ro68).
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sense could be given o this idea. We have to be able to make for olr
interpretations claims of the order: the meaning confusedly present in this
text or text-analogue is clearly expressed here. The meaning, in other

e i - 2 re tha k1, -—;....—:-I.--— .-,_—"_l
words, is one which admits of more JII"ME&SS!I?1. and, in this

sense, a distinetion must be possible between meaning and expression,
The poine of the above qualification, thar this distinction may he only
relative, is that there are cases where no clear, unambiguous, non-arbi-
tracy line can be drawn berween what is said and s expression. It can be
plausibly argued (I think convincingly, although there is no space to go
into it here) that this is the normal and fundamental condition
ngful expression, that EXAct synonymy, or equivalence of meaning, is g
rare and localized achievement of specialized languages or uses of
civilization. But this, if true {and | think it is), does noy do away with the
distinction hetween meaning and expression. Even if there is an impor-
tant sense in which g meaning re-expressed in 4 pew ﬁ;&iu‘r?cﬁhn_q_r he
declared identical, this by no m ans entails that we can give no sense to
the project of ex préﬁ_ﬁ'ﬁfgm;ﬁhéa]lin_gﬁ a new way. It does of course raise an

of mean-

interesting and difficult question abour what can be meant b

¥ eXpressing
ILin a clearer way: what is the 1t which is clarified

if equivalence is

Hence the ohject of a science of interpretation muyst be deseribable in

terms of sense and nonsense, coherence and its absen ce; and must admit of
a distinction hepween meaning and its expression; ' T T

There is also a third condition it must meet. We can speak of sense or
coherence, and of their different embodiments, in connection with such
phenomena as gestalts, or patterns in rock formations, or stiow
where the notion of expression has no real warrant, What is lacki
is the notion of ‘i-:ii,”_biEEf_ for whom rhese_r_g_u_qp_ings_gfé-
subject, the choice of criteria of sameness and Hiffei-encu, the choice
among the different forms of coherence which can he identified in a given

pattern, among the different conceptual fields in which it can be seen
arbitrary,

L I8
In a text ar text-analogue, on the other hand,
explicit the meanin expressed, and this means expressed by or for
subject or subfccts.@? 1b
The identification of the subject s by
lematical, as we shall see further on; it may be one of the maost difficylr
problems, an area in which prevailing epistemological prejudice may
blind us to the nature of our object of study. I think this has been the case,

T . / T
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ill show below. And moreover, the identification of a Sll!hiECl d'—‘"-’is
s HTES : of a clear and absolute distinction berween meaning and =
B RS 1?5 A w above. Burany such distinetion, even a relative one, is
pression, ahl“"ﬂ Bp]::!mat all, 15 eotalls achitrais: withtu apeat i g *:«j;ﬂh_’e'_"""
\vi?hﬂu‘;;;;:g: a scieucf,: of imer'gretiﬁon_m_i_léf_% have:sense;-distin-
i Bt

e : ER a subject.
guishable from its expression, which ifor or by a subi

3
if conditions ized in
fore going on to see in what way, if any, these conditions sre] renillze 8
via e
H]: ciences of man, | think it would be useful to set out more ri Ealr{ v 1;:. 1h
. : i t we think of the
i i 5 whether or no
ides uestion, why it matter
rides on this g : wlboerics o
aences of man as hermeneutical, what the 1553:& i3 atl.;mk.e llue. .
. i 1 T - CXEITICE
i W)t d al ane. but it as
isse at root an epistemologic
The issue here is at r : e
from an ontological one, and, hence, cannot but be re]e'l.-am. :
m | mqui ‘e might say
tions of science and of the proper conduct of enquiry. We r; g 3
S i . i € Seven-
hat it is an ontological issue which has been argued ever SIT:?E; :
: ; i i 3| i ch have ap-
nth century in terms of epistemological considerations which have ap
tee
3 trabh:.
ared to some to be unansw ST
Pﬁfrhc case could be put in these tcrmsﬁl:at are the cnfcrla.of judpe s
i ience ‘esstul_interpretation is one whic
i I sgience: SLCCTES I I
in a hermeneutica d_succes : oo Whieh,
makes clear the meaning oniginally present in a _c_gn_f;;_sn;;.{%_ fi_‘:l_g. e _LE:_:
loudy form. But how does one know that this INterpretation 15 correck:
iy = 5 - e
Presumably because it makes sense of the original text: what :E T%“j
gidyi [ i i 50, is accounted for.
stifvi e contradictory is no longer so, :
mystifving, puzzling, ; : el
etati anding of the ‘languag
i als throughour to our underst uage
lﬂTf:FpIctﬂ.['lUn .EI.'PFH'_EI. b . : hl W il
i i ; see that this express
551 h understanding allows us to
of expression, whic P il
151 ICTI nd so on, and tha
i i adiction to thatother, a
uzzling, that it 15 in contr o 0 i
Eifﬁcu]tiﬁ are cleared up when the meaning is expljes,acd 1'an ne ) qﬁam
I ing s j rucially inade :
i standing seems to be crucially
But this appeal to our unders . ! 5
Whart if someone does not ‘see’ the adequacy of our mterpretau?;:, doy _
ife? i it makes sense of the ori-
e try to show him how
not accept our reading? W : : i e
i e must read the
' : sense. But for him o follow us
inal nonsense or partial sens : i
f}rigjnal language as we do, he must recognize these expression: 3
i rprob-
uzzling in a certain way, and hence be looking for a solution to our p !
f ‘If he does not, whart can we do? The answer, it would seem, can only
em. If he does not, 3 : . | s
be more of the same. We have to show him through the reading of D.F:;. =
: i i in the way we propose. Bu
10N ression-must be read in :
expressions why this exp : : e
coess | i er readings, and so on,
05 e follow us in these othe ;
sucecess here requires that h : o
ially " scape an ultmare app
3 ; orever. We cannot escape _ : g
would seem, potentially f We cansiot 1 ot
a common understanding of the expressions, of the ‘language’ invo
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0 x..{’.- standing of such clarity that it would carry with it the certainty of the

__There ar
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This 15 one way of trying to express what has been called th

eher-
_meneutical cirele’.

'hat we are trying to establish is a certain reading of
text or expressions, and what we appeal ta as our grounds for this reading
can only be other readings. The circle can also be pur in terms of part—
whale relations: we are trying to establish a reading for the whole text,
and for this we appeal to readings of irs partial expressions; and yet
because we are dealing with meaning, with making sense, where EXpTES-
sions only make sense or not in relation o others, the readings of partial
expressions depend on those of others, and ultimately of the whole.

Put in forensic terms, as we started to do above, we can only convince
an interlocutor if at some point he shares our understanding of the lan-
guage concerned. If he does not, there is no further step to take in rational
argument; we can try to awaken these intuitions in him, or we can simply
give up; argument will advance us no further. But of course the forensic
predicament can be transferred into my own judging: if | am this ill-
equipped 1o convince a stubborn interlocutor, how can | convince myself?
How can | be sure? Maybe my intuitions are wrong or distorted, mayhe |
am locked into a circle of illusion,

Now one, and perh:!E_s the only, sane response to this would be to say
'@1_1_'[_ uﬁggh unchramw 15 an memdnahic parr of our gpistemological pre-
dicament; rhat even to thrauerm it as ‘uncertainty’ is to adopt an
abaurdlv severe criterion of ‘certainty’, ", which deprives the mnﬁfﬂuﬁmv
sensible use, Bur this has not been the only or even the main response of
our philosophical tradition, And it is another response which has had an
important and far-reaching effect on the sciences of man. The demand has
been for a level of certainty which can only be attained by mhreﬁ.l-;ing
beyond the .;.m.h:_

(o waysjin which this break-out has been envisaged. The

~hmlmlgh[ be calle bne and could be thought to reach a
calmination in Hegel. It does not involve a negation of intuition, or of our
understanding of meaning, but rather aspires to attainment of an under-

undeniable. In Hegel's case, for instance, our full understanding of the
whole in ‘thought’ carries with it a grasp of its inner necessity, such that
we see how it could not be otherwise. No higher grade of certainty. is
conceivable. For this aspiration the word *break-our” is badly chosens
aim is rather o bring understanding to an inner clariry which |La_bsiigtt

Thmway, which we can call %mpmust }u. A genuine attempt to
g0 beyond the circle of our own interpretations, to get beyond subjec-

tivity, The attempt is to reconstruct knowledge in such a way that there 15

.-.-.;J...q

| et e s
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no need to make final a[!}'!i.a| o readings or judgements which cannot
be checked further s why the basic building block of knowledge
on this view is the l]_'_E_Tim'_:_!H_]:J_,_ﬁr z-.cnst:—dlt:lﬁ___a _'Lﬁm of mfomntmn-
which is not the de]:!.-eranu. of :l_]udgt.mcnr which has |_‘o1_|-r deﬁmtmn no
element in it of reading or interpretation, which is a brute darum. The
highest ambition would be to build our knowledge from such building
blocks by judgements which could be anchored in a certainty beyond
subjective intuitiog? This is what underlies the attraction of the notion
of the association of ideas, or if the same procedure is viewed as a
method, induction. If the original acquisition of the units of informa-
tion is not the fruit of judgement or interpretation, then the constar-
ation that two such elements occur together need not be the fruit of
interpretation either, of a reading or inwition which cannot be
checked. For if the occurrence of a single element is a brute darum,
then so is the co-occurrence of two such elements. The path ra trae
knowledge would then repose crucially on the correct recording ot such
£LO-0CCUrrEnces, ==

This is what lies behind an ideal of verification which 15 central to an
important tradition in the philosophy of science, whose main contem-

porary protagonists are the logical empiricists, Verification must be

grounded ultimately in the acquisition of\brute dataf By ‘*brure data’ |
mean here and throughout data whose val sannot be questioned
by ochrmg.nm interpretation or nddlng, data whose credibility
cannot be founded or undetermined by further reasoning* If such a
difference of interpretation can arise over given data, then it must be
possible to structure the argument so as to distinguish the basic, brute
data from the inferences made on the basis of them.

The inferences themselves, of course, to be valid, must similarly be
beyond the challenge of a rival interpretation. Here the logical em-
piricists added to the armoury of traditional empiricism, which set
great store by the method of induction, the whole domain of logical
and mathematical inference which had been central to the ranonalist

4 The notion of brute data here has some relarion to, but i not at all the same as, the “hruce
facts’ discissed by Elizabeth Anscomhe, ‘On brute facks', Amalysis, 18 [1957-58) pp.
o=z, and John Searle, Speech Acts {Cambridge, to69), pp. so-3. For Anscombe and
Searle, brute [acts are contrasted to what may be called “institutional facrs’, 1o usé Searle's
term, i.e., facts which presuppose the existence of cectain institutions. Vatng would be an
example. Bur, as we shall see below in section 11, some insturional facts, such as Xs
having vored Liberal, can be verified as brute data i the sense used here, and thus find a
place in the caregory of political behaviour. Whar cannot as easily be described in terms of
brute dara are the institutions themselves, CF. the discussion below in section 1L
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position (with Leibniz ar lease, although not with Hegel), and which
offered another brand of unguestionable ce rtainty.

Of course, mathemarical inference and empirical verfication were
combined in such a way that two theories or more could be verified of the
same domain of facts. Bur this was a consequence to which logical em-
piricism was willing to accommodate itself. As for the surplus meaning in
a theory which could not be rigorously co-ordinated with brute dara, it
was considered to be quite outside the logic of verification.

As a theory of perception, this epistemology gave rise to all sorts of
problems, not least of which was rthe perpetual threat of scepticism and
solipsism inseparable from a conception of the basic data of knowledge as
brute data, beyond investigation. As a theory of perception, however, it
seems largely a thing of the past, in spite of a surprising recrudescence in
the Anglo-Saxon world in the 19305 and ry940s. But there is no doubrt that
it goes marching on, among other places, as a theory of how the human
mind and human knowledge actually function.

In a sense, the contemporary period has seen a better, more rigorous
statement of what this epistemology is about in the form of computer-
influenced theories of intelligence, These try to model intelligence as
consisting of operations on machine-recognizable input which could
themselves be marched by programs which could be run on machines. The
machine criterton provides us with our assurance against an appeal to
intuition or interpretations which cannort be understood by fully explicir
procedures operating on brute data — the input.”’

The progress of natural science has lent great credibility to this epi-
stemology, since it can be plausibly reconstructed on this model, as for
instance has been done by the logical empiricists, And, of course, the
temptation has been overwhelming ro reconstruct the sciences of man on
the same model; or rather to launch them in lines of enguiry that fic this
paradigm, since they are constantly said to be in their ‘infancy’. Psychol-
ogy, where an carlier vogue of behaviourism is bemng replaced by 2 boom
of computer-based models, is far from the only case,

The form this epistemological bias — one might say obsession - takes is
different for different sciences. Later 1 would like to look at a particular
case, the study of politics, where the issue can be followed out. But in
general, the empiricist orientation must be hostile to a conduet of E@Fy_

UOCE discussion i M, Minsky, Computation (Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1g96%), PP Tag—7,
where Minsky explicidy argues that an effective procedure, which no longer requires
INEUTHAN OF interpretation, is one which can be reilized by a machine,
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which is based on_interpretation, and which encounters the her-

meneutical circle as this was characterized above. This cannot meet the
}éﬁuirrmr:nts of intersubjective, non-arbitrary verification which it con-
qders essential 1o science. And along with the epistemological stance
5 5 :

goes the ontological belief thar reality must be susceptible to under-
}randing and explanation by science so understood. From this follows a

cerrain set of notions of what the sciences of man must L‘If‘.

On the other hand, many, including myself, would like to argue that
these notions about the sciences of man are sterile, .that.w‘.: CANNOL CoMme
to understand important dimensions of human |il‘r:. within the |:|m.1lnc|5
set by this epistemaological orientatnion. This dispute 15 of course fa_m]]l::.r
to all in at least some of its ramifications. \.'!E-’_h*_Ltl\ElEE ._[ﬂ_i_.']_a_ll_'p_ I8 T!W.I
the issue can be fruitfully posed in terms of the notion of interpretation
as | began to outline it above. :

| think this way of putting the question is useful because it .'J.HOU.-'E.. s
ar once to bring to the surface the powerful epistemological Ibv;:]:cfs
which underlie the orthodox view of the sciences of man in our
academy, and to make explicit the notion of our epistemplogical pre-
dicarment mmphicit in the opposing thesis. This is in facr rather more
way-out and shocking to the tradition of scientific thought than is often
admitted or realized by the opponents of narrow scientism. It may not
strengthen the case of the opposition to bring our fully Wh;_H is invelved
in a hermeneutical science as far as CcoOnVINCing waverers is mncernuﬂ,
bur 2 gain in clarity is surely worth a thinning of the ranks — ar least in
philosophy.

3
Before going on to look at the case of political science, it mig.hl be worth
asking another question:_why shnulc_:] we even pose the uulL'§_t:|u.n whether
the sciences of man are hermeneutical? What gives us the idea in rl'rlu hrst
place thar men and their actions constitute an object or a series of
objects which meet the conditions outlined above? _

The answer is that on the phenomenelogical level or that of ordinary
speech (and the two converge for the purposes of this -.nrgunfem.} a
certain notion of meaning has an essential place in the characterization
of human behaviour. This is the sense in which we speak of a situation,
anaction, a demand, a prospect having a certain meaning for a person.

Now it s frequently thoughe that ‘meaning’ is used here in a sense
which 15 a kind of illegitimate extension from the notion of linguistic
meamng. Whether it can be considered an extension or not is anothet
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matter; it certainly differs from linguistic meaning. But it would be
very hard to argue that it is an illeginimare use of the term.

When we speak of the *meaning’ of a given predicament, we are
using a concept which has the following articulation. @genning s
w‘z\tm is not the meaning of the situation in Tacfio, But its
meaning for a subject, a specific subject, a group of subjects, or perhaps
what its meaning is for the human subject as such (even though par-
ticular humans might be reproached with not admitting or realizing
this}. @:&caning is of something;fthat is, we can distinguish between
a given eltment — situation, action, or whatever — and its meaning. Bur
this is not to say that they are physically separable. Rather we are
dealing with two descriptions of the element, in one of which it is
characterized in terms of its meaning for the subject. Bur the relations
between the two dc:icripriuns are not symmetrical. For, on the one

hand, the description in terms of meaning cannot be, unless descrip-
tions of the other kind apply as well; or put differently, there can be no
meaning withour a substrate. But on the other hand, it may be thar the
same meaning may be borne by another substrate — for instance, a
situation with the same meaning may be realized in different physical
conditions. There is a necessary role for a potentially substirutable
Substr.‘g.ﬁ'; or all meanings are of something, )

ings have meaning in a fi wn o the
meanings of other things»This means that there is no such thing as a
single, unrelated meaningful element; and it means thar changes in the
other meanings in the field can involve changes in the given element.
Meanings can not be identified except in relation to others, and in this
way resemble words, The meaning of a word depends, for instance, on
those words with which it contrasts, on those which define its place in the
language {e.g., those defining ‘determinable’ dimensions, like colour,
shape), on those which define the activity or *language game’ it figures in
{describing, invoking, establishing communion), and so on. The relations
between meanings in this sense are like those berween concepts in a
semantic field.

Just as our colour concepts are given their meaning by the field of
contrast they set up together, so that the introduction of new concepts
will alter the boundaries of others, so the various meanings that a sub-
ordinate’s demeanour can have for us, as deferenual, respectful, cringing,
mildly mocking, ironical, insolent, provoking, downnight rude, are estab-
lished by a field of contrast; and as with finer disciminanon on our part,
or a more sophisticated culture, new possibilities are born, so other terms

1

£
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of this range are altered. And as the meaning of our terms ‘red’, *blue’,
green’ s fixed by the definition of a field of contrast through the
determinable term ‘colour’, so all these alternative demeanours are only
available in a society which has, among other types, hierarchical relations
of power and command. And corresponding to the underlying language
game of designating coloured objects is the set of social practices which
sustain these hierarchical structures and are fulfilled in them,

Meaning in this sense — let us call it experiential meaning — thus is for a
subject, of something, in a field. This distinguishes it from linguistic
meaning which has a four- and not a three-dimensional structure.
Linguistic meaning is for subjects and in a field, but it is the meaning of
signifiers and it is about a world of referents. Once we are clear about the
likenesses and differences, there should be little doubt that the rerm
‘meaning’ is not a misnomer, the product of an illegitimate extension into
this context of experience and behaviour.

There is thus a quite legitimate notion of meaning which we use when
we speak of the meaning of a situation for an agent. And that this concept
has a place is integral to our ordinary consciousness and hence speech
about our actions, QOur actions are ordinarily characrenized by the pur-
pose sought and explained by desires, feelings, emotions. But the lan-
guage by which we describe our goals, feelings, desires is also a definition
of the meaning things have for us. The vocabulary defining meaning —
words like “terrifying’, ‘attractive’ — is linked with that describing feeling
~‘fear’, ‘desire’ — and that describing goals — ‘safery’, ‘possession’,

Moreover, our understanding of these terms moves inescapably in a
hermeneutical circle. An emotion term like ‘shame’, for instance,
essentially refers us to a certain kind of situation, the “shameful’, or
*humiliating’, and a certain mode of response, that of hiding oneself, of
covering up, or else ‘wiping out’ the blot. Thar is, it is essential to this
feeling’s being identified as shame that it be related to this situation and
give rise to this type of disposition, But this situation in its turn can only
be identified in relation to the feclings which it provokes; and the
disposition is to a goal which can similarly not be understood without
reference to the feelings experienced: the ‘hiding’ in question is one which
will cover up my shame; it is not the same as hiding from an armed
pursuer; we can only understand what is meant by ‘hiding’ here if we
understand what kind of feeling and situation is being talked about. We
have to be within the circle.

An emotion term like ‘shame’ can only be explained by reference to
other concepts which in turn cannot be understood without reference to
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shame. To understand these concepts we have to be in on a cerrain experi-
ence, we have to understand a certain language, not just of words, but also
a certain language of mutnal action and communication, by which we
blame, exhort, admire, esteem each other. In the end we are in on this
because we grow up in the ambit of certain common meanings, But we can
often experience what it is like to be on the outside when we encounter the
teeling, action, and experiential meaning language of another civiliz-
ation. Here there 1s no translation, no way of explaining in other, more
accessible concepts. We can only carch an by gerting somehow into their
way of life, if only in imagination. Thus if we look at human behaviour as
action done out of a background of desire, feeling, emotion, then we are
looking ar a reality which must be characterized in terms of meaning. But
does this mean that it can be the object of a hermeneurical science as this
was outlined above?

There are, to remind ourselves, three characteristics that the objectof a
science of interpreration has: it must have sense or coherence; this must be
distinguishable from its expression, and this sense must be for a subject.

Now, in so far as we are talking abour behaviour as action, hence in
terms of meaning, the category of sense or coherence must apply to it
This is not to say that all behaviour must ‘make sense’, if we mean by this
be rational, avoid contradiction, confusion of purpose, and the like.
Plainly a great deal of our action falls short of this goal. But in another
sense, even contradictory, irrational action is “made sense of” when we
understand why 1t was engaged in. We make sense of action when there is
a coherence between the actions of the agent and the meaning of his
situation for him, We find his action puzzling until we find such a co-
herence. It may not be bad to repeat that this coherence in no way implies
that the action is rational: the meaning of a situation for an agent may be
full of confusion and contradiction; but the adequate depicnion of this
contradiction makes sense of it.

Thus we necessarily have a hermeneutical circle. Qur conviction that
the account makes sense is contingent on our reading of action and situa-
tion. But these readings cannot be explained or justified except by refer-
ence to other such readings, and their relation to the whole. If an inter-
locutor does not understand this kind of reading, or will not accepr it as
valid, there is nowhere else the argument can go. Ultdmately, a good
explanation is one which makes sense of the behaviour; but then to
appreciate a good explanation, one has to agree on what makes good
sense; what makes good senseis a funcrion of one’s readings; and these in
tarn are based on the kind of sense one understands.

ey il
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But how about the second characteristic, that sense should be distin-
guishable from its embodiment? This is necessary for a science of inter-
pretation because interpretation lays a claim to make a confused meaning
clearer; hence there must be some sense in which the ‘same’ meaning is
expressed, but differently,

This immediately raises a difficulty. In talking of experiential meaning
above, | mentioned that we can distinguish berween a given element and
its meaning, between meaning and substrate, This carried the claim that a
given meaning #ay be realized in another substrate, But does this mean
that we can aliways embaody the same meaning in another situation? Per-
haps there are some situations, standing before death, for instance, which
have a meaning which cannot be embodied otherwise,

But fortunately this difficult question is irrelevant for our purposes. For
here we have a case in which the analogy berween text and behaviour
implicit in the notion of a hermeneurtical science of man only applies with
important modifications. The text is replaced in the interpretation by
another text, one which is clearer. The text-analogue of behaviour is not
replaced by another such text-analogue. When this happens we have
revolutionary theatre, or terroristic acts designed to make propaganda of
the deed, in which the hidden relations of a society are supposedly shown
up in a dramatic confrontation. But this is not scientific understanding,
even though it may perhaps be based on such understanding, or claim ro
be.

But in science the text-analogue is replaced by a text, an account.
Which might prompt the question how we can even begin to talk of
interpretation here, of expressing the same meaning more clearly, when
we have two such utterly different terms of comparison, a text and a tract
of behaviour? Is the whole thing not just a bad pun?

This question leads us to open up another aspect of experiential
meaning which we abstracted from earlier. Experiential meanings are
defined in fields of contrast, as words are in semanric fields.

But what was not mentioned above is that these two kinds of definition
are not independent of each other, The range of human desires, feelings,
emotions, and hence meanings is bound up with the level and type of
culture, which in turn is inseparable from the distinctions and categories
marked by the language people speak. The field of meanings in which a
given situation can find its place is bound up with the semantic field of the
terms characterizing these meanings and the related feelings, desires,
predicaments,

But the relationship involved here is not a simple one. There are two
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simple types of models of relation which could be offered here, but both
are inadequate. We could think of the feeling vocabulary as simply de-
scribing pre-existing feelings, as marking distinctions which would be
there withour them. But this is not adequate because we often experience
in ourselves or others how achieving, say, a more sophisticated vocabu-
lary of the emotions makes our emotional life, not just our descriptions of
it, more sophisticated. Reading a good, powerful novel may give me the
picture of an emortion which 1 had not previously been aware of. But we
cannot draw a neat line between an increased ability to identify and an
altered ability to feel emotions which this enables,

The other simple inadequate model of the relationship is to jump from
the above to the conclusion that thinking makes it so. But this clearly will
not do either, since not just any new definition can be forced on us, nor can
we force it on ourselves; and some which we do gladly take up can be
judged inauthentic, or in bad faith, or just wrong-headed by others, These
judgements may be wrong, but they are not in principle illicit. Rather we
make an ¢ffort to be lucid about ourselves and our feelings, and admire a
man who achieves this,

Thus, nerther the simple correspondence view is correct, nor the view
that thinking makes it so. But both have prima facie warrant. There is
such a thing as self-lucidity, which points us 1o a correspondence view;
but the achievement of such lucidity means moral change, that s, it
changes the object known. At the same time, error about oneself is not
just an absence of correspondence; it is also in some form inauthenticity,
bad faith, self-delusion, repression of one’s human feelings, or something
of the kind; it is a matter of the quality of what is felt just as much as what
is known about this, just as self-knowledge is.

If this is 50, then we have to think of man as a self-interpreting animal.
He is necessarily so, for there is no such thing as the structure of meanings
for him mdependently of his interpretation of them; for one is woven into
the other. But then the text of our interpretation is not that heterogeneous
from what is interpreted; for what is interpreted is itself an interpreta-
tion; a self-interpretation which is embedded in a stream of action. It is an

interpretation of experiential meaning which contributes ro the constitu-
tion of this meaning. Or to pur it in another way: that of which we are
trying to find the coherence is itself partly constituted by self-
interpretation.
Our aim is to replace this confused, incomplete, partly érroneous self-
interpretation by a correct one, And in doing this we look not only to the
selt-interpretation but to the stream of behaviour in which it is set; just as
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o interpreting a historical document we have to pla-.:l: it in the 5trc:1r|u: nf
events which it relates to. But of course the analogy is not exact, Elur t.r{,
we are interpreting the interpretation and the stream of behaviour in
which iisset togerher, and not just one or '[h:_’.‘ other. . -

There is thus no utter hutumgunm_ry of interpretation to what I-l is
about; rather there is a slide in the notion ::f interpretation. .H.]ru:lldy to bhe
4 living agent is to experience one’s situarion in terms of ce'r.tl:lm mean-
ings; and this in a sense can be thought of as a sort of proto- ||:1tr:r|,z=1-1::[{:.-.
tion'. This is in turn interpreted and Eh:ll]:l:.'l:j by the lal:lguagv: in which t ;
agent lives these meanings. This whulclm then ar a third level interprete
by the explanation we profter of his actions. _

A In this way the second condition of a hermeneutical saience is m.rat. IBut
this account poses in a new light the question mentioned at the bcgmnmg:
whether the interpretation can ever express the same meaning as tlju:
interpreted. And in this case, there is c.ie::ri}f a way in which the two lw:l'l
not be congruent. For if the explanation is really cluarf:r than the lived
interpretation then it will be such that it would aleer n some way the
Lehaviour if it came to be internalized by the agent as his .-;utF—mterprL?!—
ation. In this way a hermeneutical science which achieves its gnl-.th that is,
attains greater clarity than the immediate UI'.tdl.:rSt’ﬂll'ldlﬂg of agent or
observer, must offer us an mrerpretation which is in this way crucially out
of phase with the explicandum. : . .

Thus, humian behaviour seen as action of agents uf'hu desire and are
moved, who have goals and aspirations, necessarily offers a purchgse Elnr
descriptions in terms of meaning ~ what | have called 'c:lltpcrl:t‘l.‘ltl::l.l
meaning’. The norm of explanation which it posits is one whaclh 'makgs
wense' of the behaviour, which shows a coherence of meaning. This
‘making sense of " is the proferring of an inter prerntinq; and we have seen
that what is interpreted meets the conditions of a science of interpreta-
tion: first, that we can speak of its sense or coherence: and second, that
this sense can be expressed in another form, so that we can z.'pr:la;: t.Jf the
interpretation as giving clearer expression fo what is only 1mphcu_ in th.u
explicandum, The third condition, that this sense hL for a subject, is
obviously met in this case, although who this subject is is by no means an
unproblemarical question, as we shall see later on. .

This should be enough o show that there is a good prima facie case to
the effect that men and their actions are amenable to explanation of a
hermeneutical kind. There is, therefore, some reason to raise the issue and
challenge the epistemological orientation which would rule interpreta-
tion out of the sciences of man. A great deal more must be said to bring
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out what is involved in the hermeneutical sciences of man. But before
getting on to this, it might help to clarify the issue with a couple of
examples drawn from a specific field, that of politics.

It

I
In politics, too, the goal of a verifiable science has led to the concentration
on features which can supposedly be identified in abstraction from our
understanding or not understanding experiential meaning£hese — let us
call them brute data identifications — are what supposedly enable us to
break out from the hermeneutical circle and found our science four square
on a verification procedure which meets the requirements of the em-
piricist tradition,

But in politics the search for such brute data has not gone to the lengths
which it has in psychology, where the object of science has been thought
of by many as behaviour qua ‘colourless movement’, or as machine-recog-
nizable properties, The tendency in politics has been to stop with some-
thing less basic, but —so it is thought — the identification of which cannot
be challenged by the offering of another interpretation or reading of the
data concerned. This is what is referred to as &Mn the rhetoric of
political scientists, but it has v not the rock bottom quaiir_;,r of irs _p;_}:hﬂ_
logical homonym. B A e

Political behaviour includes what we would ardinarily call sctions, but
ones that are supposedly brute data identifiable. How can this be so?
Well, actions are usually described by the purpose or end-state realized.
But the purposes of some actions can be specified in what mighr be
thought to be brute data terms; some actions, for instance, have physical
end-states, like getting the car in the garage or climbing the mountain.
Others have end-states which are closely tied by institutional rules to
some unmistakable physical movement; thus, when | raise my hand in the
meeting at the appropriate time, 1 am voting for the motion. The only
questions we can raise about the corresponding actions, given such
movements or the realization of such end-states, are whether the agent
was aware of what he was doing, was acting as against simply emitting
reflex behaviour, knew the institutional significance of his MOVEment,
and so on. Any worries on this score generally turn out to be prety
artificial in the contexts political scientists are concerned with: and wher;
they do arise they can be checked by relatively simple devices, for cxample
asking the subject: did you mean to vote for the motion?

=
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Hence, it would appear thar there are actions which can be identified
beyond fear of interpretative dispute: and this is what gives the founda-
tion for the category of ‘political behaviour'. There are some acts of
obvious political relevance which can be specified thus in physical terms,
cuch as killing, sending tanks into the streets, seizing people and confining
them to cells; and there is an immense range of others which can be
specified from physical acts by institutional rules, such as voting, These
can be the object of a science of politics which can hope to meet the
stringent requirements of verification. The latter class particularly has
provided marter for study in recent decades — most notably in the case of
vating studies.

Bur of course a science of politics confined to such acts would be much
oo narrow. For on another level these actions also have meaning for the
agents which is not exhausted in the brute dara descriptions, and which is
aften crucial to understanding why they were done. Thus, in voting for
the motion I am also saving the honour of my party, or defending the
value of free speech, or vindicating public morality, or saving civilization
from breakdown, It is in such rerms that the agents talk abour the motiva-
tion of much of their political action, and it is difficult 1o conceive a
science of politics which does not come to grips with it.

Behavioural political science comes to grips with it by taking the mean-
ings involved in action as facts about the agent, his beliefs, his affective
reactions, his *values’, as the rerm is frequently used. For it can be thought
verifiable in the brute dara sense thar men will agree to subscribe or not to
a certain form of words (expressing a belief, say|; or express a positive or
negative reaction to certain events, or symbols; or agree or not with the
proposition that some act is right or wrong. We can thus get ar meanings
as just another form of brute dara by the techniques of the opinion survey
and content analysis.

An immediate objection springs to mind, If we are trying to deal with
the meanings which inform political action, then surely interpretive
acumen is unavoidable, Let us say we are trying to understand the goals
and values of a certain group, or grasp their vision of the polity; we might
try to probe this by a questionnaire asking them whether they assent or
not o a number of propositions, which are meant to express different
goals, evaluations, beliefs. But how did we design the questionnaire?
How did we pick these propositions? Here we relied on our understand-
ing of the goals, values, vision involved. Bur then this understanding can
be challenged, and hence the significance of our results quesrioned. Per-
haps the finding of our study, the compiling of proportions of assent and
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dissent to these propositions, is irrelevant, is without significance for
understanding the agents or the polity concerned. This kind of attack is
frequently made by critics of mainstream political science, or for that
matter social science in general,

To this the proponents of this mainstream reply with a standard move
of logical empiricism: distinguishing the process of discovery from the
logicof verification. Of course, it 1s our understanding of these meanings
which enables us to draw up the questionnaire which will test people’s
attitudes in respect to them. And, of course, interprerive dispure abour
these meanings is potentially endless; there are no brute data at this level,
every affirmartion can be challenged by a rival interpretation, But this has
nothing to do with verifiable science. What is firmly verified is the ser of
correlations berween, say, the assent to certain propositions and certain
behaviour. We discover, for instance, that people who are acrive polit-
cally (defined by participation in a certain set of mstitutions) are more
likelv o consent to certain sets of propositions supposedly expressing
the values underlying the system.® This finding 1s a firmly verified correl-
ation no matter what one thinks of the reasoning, or simple hunches, that
went into designing the research which established it. Polincal science as
a body of knowledge is made up of such correlanions; it does not give a
truth value to the background reasoning or hunch. A good interpretive
nose may be useful in hitting on the right correlations to test, but science
is never called on to arbitrate the disputes benween interprerations.

Thus, in addition to those overt acts which can be defined physically or
institutionally, the category of political behaviour can include assent or
dissent to verbal formulae, or the occurrence or nor of verbal formulae in
speech, or expressions of approval or rejection of certain events or
measures as observed in institutionally defined behaviour {for instance,
turning out for a demonstration),

Now there are a number of objections which can be made to this notion
of pohtcal behaviour; one might question in all sorts of ways how inter-
pretation-free it s in fact. Bur [ would like to question it from another
angle. One of the basic characteristics of this kind of social science is that
it reconmstructs reality in line with certain categorial principles. These
allow for an mter-subjective social reality which is made up of brute dara,
identifiable acts and structures, certain institations, procedures, actions.
It allows for beliefs, affective reactions, evaluarions as the psvchological

o hee H MoClosksy, *Consensus and ideology in American palines!, Amerdcan Falitical
Seience Remew, 5158 [ robq ), pp. 361—82,
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properties of individuals. And it allows for correlations berween these
two orders or reality: for example, that certain beliefs go along with
cerrain acts, certain values with certain institntions, and so on.

To put it another way, what is objectively {inter-subjectively) real is
brute data identifiable. This is what social reality is. Social reality de-
scribed in terms of its meaning for the actors, such that disputes could
arise about interpretation which could not be settled by brute data (e.g.,
are people rioting to get a hearing, or are they rioting to redress humili-
ation, or out of blind anger, or because they recover a sense of dignity in
insurrection?}, is given subjective reality, that is, there are certain beliefs,
affective reactions, evaluarions which individuals make or have about or
in relation to social reality, These beliefs or reacrions can have an effect on
this reality; and the fact that such a belief is held is a fact of objective
social reality. Bur the social reality which is the object of these attitudes,
beliefs, reactions can only be made up of brute dara. Thus any deseription
of reality in terms of meanings which is open to interpretive question is
only allowed into this scientfic discourse if it is placed, as it were, in
quotes and attributed to individuals as their opinion, belief, atritude.
Thar this opinion, belief, etc. is held is thought of as a brute datum, since
it is redefined as the respondent’s giving a certain answer to the
questlnnnalr{:.

This aspect of social reality which concerns its meanings for the agents
has been taken up in a number of ways, but recently it has been spoken of
in terms of political culture. Now the way thisis defined and studied illus-
trates clearly the categorial principles above. For instance, political cul-
ture is referred to by Almond and Powell as the ‘psychological dimension
of the political system’.” Further on they state: ‘Political culture is the pat-
tern of individual attitudes and orientations towards politics among the
members of a political system. It 15 the subjective realm which underlies
and gives meaning to political actions™.” The authors then go on to distin-
guish three different kinds of orientations, cognitive (knowledge and be-
liefs), affective (feelings), and evaluative (judgements and opinions).

From the point of view of empiricist epistemology, this set of categorial
principles leaves nothing out. Both reality and the meanings it has for
actors are coped with, But what it in fact cannor allow for are intersub-
jective meanings, that is, it cannot allow for the validity of descriptions of

T Gabriel A, Almond and G. Bingham Powell, Comparatiwe Politics: & Developmenszl
Approach (Boston and Toronto, 1966, p. 23.
Ybid, sl
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social reality in terms of meanings, hence not as brute data, which are not
in quotation marks and attributed as opinion, attitude, etc. to individ-
ual{s). It is this exclusion that I would like to challenge in the name of
another set of categorial principles, inspired by a quite other
epistemology,

.2

We spoke carlier about the brute data idennfication of acts by means of
insticutional rules, Thus, putting a cross beside someone’s name on a slip
of paper and putting this in a box counts in the right context as voting for
that person; leaving the room, saying or writing a certain form of words,
counts as breaking off the negotiations; writing one’s name on a piece of
paper counts as signing the petition, and so on. But what is worth looking
at is whar underlies this set of identificanions. These identifications are the
application of a language of social life, a language which marks distine-
tions among different pussibit social acts, relations, structures. But what
underlies this language?

Let us take the example of breaking off negotiations above, The lan-
guage of our society recognizes states or actions like the following: enter-
ing into negonation, breaking off negotiations, offering to negotiate,
negotiating in good (bad) faith, concluding negoniations, making a new
offer, and so on. In other more jargon-infested langnage, the semantic
*space” of this range of social activity is carved op in a certain way, by a
certain set of distinctions which our vocabulary marks; and the shape and
nature of these distinctions is the nature of our language in this area.
These distinctions are applied in our society with more or less formalism
in different contexts,

But of course this is not true of every society, Our whaele notion of
negotiation is bound up for instance with the distinet identity and auton-
omy of the parties, with the willed nature of their relations; it is a very
contractual notion. But other societies have no such conceprion. It is
reported about the traditional Japanese village that the foundarion of its
social life was a powerful form of consensus, which put a high premium
on unanimous decision,” Such a consensus would be considered shartered
if two clearly articulated parties were to separare out, pursuing opposed
aims and atrempting either to vote down the opposition or push it into a

¥ Lee Themas C. Smith, The Agrarion Origons of Modera fapan {Stanford, togse), chap. 5.
This type of consensus 15 also found in other traditional soceties, See, for instance, the
deza system of the Indonesian village,
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settlerment on the most favourable possible terms for themselves, Discus-
sion there must be, and some kind of adjustment of differences. Bur our
idea of bargaining, with the assumprion of distinct autonomous parties in
willed relationship, has no place there; nor does a series of distinctions,
like entering into and leaving negotiation, or bargaining in good faith (sc.
with the genuine intention of seeking agreement},

Now difference between our society and one of the kind just described
could not be well expressed if we said we have a vocabulary to describe
negotiation which they lack. We might say, for instance, thar we have a
vocabulary to describe the heavens that they lack, viz., that of Newtonian
mechanics: for here we assume that they live under the same heavens as we
do, only understand it differently. But it is nor true that they have the
same kind of bargaining as we do. The word, or whatever word of their
language we translate as ‘bargaining’, must have an entirely different
gloss, which is marked by the distinctions their vocabulary allows in
contrast to those marked by ours. But this different gloss is not just a
difference of vocabulary, but also one of social reality.

But this still may be misleading as a way of putting the difference. For it
might imply that there is a soaal reality which can be discovered in each
society and which might exist quite independently of the vocabulary of
that society, or indeed of any vocabulary, as the heavens would exist
whether men theorized about them or not, And this is not the case: the
realitics here are practices; and these cannot be identified in abstraction
from the language we use to describe them, or invoke them, or carry them
out. That the practice of negotiation allows us to distinguish bargaining
in good or bad faith, or entering into or breaking off negotiations,
presupposes that our acts and situation have a certain description for us,
for example, that we are distinct parties entering into willed relations.
But they cannot have these descriptions for us unless this is somehow
expressed in our vocabulary of this practice; if not in our descriptions of
the practices (for we may as yet be unconscious of some of the important
distinctions), in the appropriate language for carrying them on. (Thus, the
language marking a distinction between public and private acts or
contexts may exist even where these terms or their equivalents are not
part of this language; for the distinction will be marked by the different
language which is appropriate in one context and the other, be it perhaps
a difference of style, or dialect, even though the distinction is not
designated by specific descriptive expressions. )

The situation we have here is one in which the vocabulary of a given
social dimension is grounded in the shape of social practice in this
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dimension; that is, the vocabulary would not make sense, could not be
applied sensibly, where this range of practices did not prevail. And yet
this range of practices could not exist without the prevalence of this or
some related vocabulary, There is no simple one-way dependence here.
We can speak of mutual dependence if we like, but really what this points
up is the artificiality of the distinction between social reality and the
language of description of that social reality. The language is constitutive
of the reality, is essential to its being the kind of reality it is. To separate
the two and distinguish them as we quite rightly distinguish the heavens
from our theories about them is forever to miss the point.

This type of relation has been recently explored, for instance by John
Searle, with his concept of a constitutive rule. As Searle points out," we
are normally induced to think of rules as applying to behaviour which
could be available to us whether or not the rule existed. Some rules are
like this, they are regulative like commandments: do not take the goods of
another. But there are other rules, for example, those governing the
Queen’s move in chess, which are not so separable. If one suspends these
rules, or imagines a state in which they have not yet been introduced, then
the whole range of behaviour in question, in this case chess plaving,
would not be. There would still, of course, be the activity of pushing a
wooden picce around on a board made of eight squares by eighr; bur this
is not chess any longer. Rules of this kind are constitutive rules. By con-
trast again, there are other rules of chess, such as that one say *"adoube’
when one touches a piece without intending to play it, which are clearly
regularive.'!

I am suggesting that this notion of the constitutive be extended beyond
the domain of rule-governed behaviour. That is why I suggest the vaguer
word ‘practice’. Even in an area where there are no clearly defined rules,
there are distinctions between different sorts of behaviour such that one
sort 1s considered the appropriate form for one action or context, the
other for another action or context; for example doing or saying certain
things amounts to breaking off negotiations, doing or saying other things
amounts to making a new offer. But just as there are constitutive rules,
that 15 rules such that the behaviour they govern could not exist without
them, and which are in this sense inseparable from that behaviour, so | am
suggesting that there are constitutive distinctions, constitutive ranges of

1% Searle, Speech Acts; pp. 33-42.
" See the discussion in Stanley Cavell, Mast We Meas Whar We Say? (New Yark, te8g),
pp.11=31.
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language which are similarly inseparable, in that certain practices are not
without them.

We can reverse this relationship and say that all the institutons and
practices by which we live are constituted by certain distinctions and
hence a certain language which is thus essenual to them. We can take
voting, a practice which is central to large numbers of institutions in a
democratic society. What is essential to the practice of voting is that some
decision or verdict be delivered (a man elected, a measure passed),
through some cnrerion of preponderance (simple majority, two-thirds
majority, or whatever) out of a set of micro-choices [the votes of the
atizens, MDs, delegates). If there is not some such significance attached to
our behaviour, no amount of marking and counting pieces of paper,
raising hands, or walking out into lobbies amounts to voting. From this it
follows thar the institution of voting muse be such thar certain distine-
rions have application: for example, that between someone being elected,
or a measure passed, and their fmling of election, or passage; that berween
a valid vote and an invalid one which in turn requires a distinction
between a real choice and one which 15 forced or counterfeited. For no
matter how far we move from the Rousseanian notion that each man
decide in full autonomy, the very institution of the vote requires thar in
some sense the enfranchised choose. For there to be voting in a sense
recognizably like ours, there must be a disnnction in men's self-inter-
pretations berween autonomy and forced choice,

This is to say that an activity of marking and counting papers has to
bear intentional descriptions which fall within a certain range before we
can agree to call it voting, just as the intercourse of two men or teams has
to bear descriptions of a certain range before we will call it negotiation.
Or in other words, that some practice is voting or negotiation has to do in
part with the vocabulary established in a society as appropriate for
engaging in it or describing it.

Hence implicit in these practices is a cectain vision of the agent and his
relation to others and to society. We saw in connection with negotiation
in our society that it requires a picture of the parties as in some sense
autonomous, and as entering into willed relations. And this picture
carries with it certain implicit norms, such as that of pood faith
mentioned above, or a norm of rationality, that agreement correspond to
one’s goals as far as atainable, or the norm of contnued freedom of
action as far as attainable. These practices require that one’s actions and
relations be seen in the light of this picture and the accompanying norms,
good faith, autonomy, and rationality. But men do not see themselves in
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this way in all societies, nor do they understand these norms in all societies,
The experience of autonomy as we know it, the sense of rational action and
the sanisfactions thereof, are unavailable to them. The meaning of these
terms: is opagque to them because they have a different structure of
experiential meaning open to them.

We can think of the difference between our society and the simplified
version of the rraditional Japanese village as consisting in this, that the
range of meamng open to the members of the two societies is very different,
But what we are dealing with here is not subjecrive meaning which can fic
into the categorial grid of behavioural political science, but rather inter-
subjective meanings. It is not just that the people in our society all or mostly
have a given set of ideas in their heads and subscribe to a given set of goals,
The meanings and norms implicitin these practices are not just in the minds
of the actors but are out there in the practices themselves, practices which
cannot be conceived as a set of individual actions, but which are essentially
maodes of social relation; of mutual action.

The actors may have all sorts of beliefs and artitudes which may be
rightly thought of as their individual beliefs and auitudes, even if others
share them; they may subscribe ro certain policy goals or certain forms of
theory about the polity, or feel resentmentat certain things, and so on. They
bring these with them into their negotiations, and strive to satisfy them.
But what they do not bring into the negotiations is the set of ideas and
norms constitutive of negotiation themselves. These must be the common
property of the society before there can be any question of anyone entering
into negotiation or not. Hence they are not subjective meanings, the
property of one or some individuals, but rather inter-subjective meanings,
which are consticutive of the social matrix in which individuals find them-
selves and act.

The inter-subjective meanings which are the background to social action
are often treated by political scientists under the heading ‘consensus'. By
this is meant convergence of beliefs on certain basic marters, or of arttude.
But the two are not the same. Whether there is consensus or not, the condi-
tion of there being either one or the other is a certain set of common terms of
reference. A society in which this was lacking would not be a society in the
normal sense of the term, but several. Perhaps some multi-racial or multi-
tribal states approach this limit, Some multi-national states are bedevilled
by consistent cross-purposes, e.g., my own country, Canada. But consensus
as a convergence of beliefs or values is not the opposite of this kind of
fundamental diversity. Rather the opposite of diversity is a high degree of
inter-subjective meanings. And this can go along with profound cleavage.
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Indeed, inter-subjective meanings are a condition of a certain kind of very
menund cleavage, such as was visible in the Reformation, or the
Amernican Civil War, or splits in left wing parties, where the dispute is at
fever pitch just because each side can fully understand the other,

In other words, convergence of belief or attitude or its absence presup-
poses @ common language in which these beliefs can be formulated, and in
which these formulations can be opposed. Much of this common lan-
guage in any soclety is rooted in its institunions and pracrices; it 1s con-
stitutive of these institutions and practices. It is part of the inter-subjec-
tive meanings. To put the point another way, apart from the question of
how much people’s beliefs converge is the question of how much they
have a common language of social and political reality in which these
beliefs are expressed. This second question cannot be reduced to the first;
inter-subjective meaning is nor a marter of converging beliets or values,
When we speak of consensus we speak of beliefs and values which could
he the property of a single person, or many, or all; but inter-subjective
meanings could not be the property of a single person because they are
rooted in social practice.

We can perhaps see this if we envisage the situation in which the ideas
and norms underlying a practice are the property of single individuals,
This is what happens when single individuals from one society interiorize
the notions and values of another, for example children in missionary
schools. Here we have a totally different situation. We are really ralking
now about subjective beliefs and aritudes. The ideas are abstract, they
are mere social ‘ideals’. Whereas in the original society, these ideas and
norms are rooted in their social relations, and they can formulate
opinions and ideals on the basis of them.

We can see this in connection with the example we have been using all
along, that of negotiations. The vision of a sociery based on negotiation 15
coming in for heavy attack by a growing segment of modern youth, as are
the attendant norms of rationality and the definition of autonomy. This is
a dramaric failure of ‘consensus’. Bur this cleavage takes place in the
ambit of this inter-subjective meaning, the social practice of negotiation
as it 3s lived in our society. The rejection would not have the bitter qualicy
it has if what is rejected were not understood in common, because it is
part of a social practice which we find hard to avoid, so pervasive is it in
oursoctety. At the same time there is a reaching out for other forms which
still have the ‘abstract” quality of ideals which are subjective in this sense,
that 15, not rooted in practice; which is what makes the rebellion look so
unreal’ to outsiders, and so irrational.
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3

Inter-subjective meanings, ways of experiencing action in society which
are expressed in the language and descriptions constitutive of institutions
and practices, do not fit into the categorial grid of mainstream political
science. This allows only for an inter-subjective reality which is brute
data identifiable. But social practices and institutions which are partly
constituted by certain ways of talking about them are not so identifiable.
We have to understand the language, the underlying meanings, which
constitute them.

We can allow, once we accept a ¢ertain set of institutions or practices is
our starting point and not as objects of further questioning, that we can
easily take as brute data that certain acts are judged to take place or
certain states judged to hold within the semantic field of these practices;
for instance, that someone has voted Liberal, or signed the petition. We
can then go on to correlate certain subjective meanings — beliefs, atu-
tudes, etc. — with this behaviour or its lack. But this means that we give up
trying to define further just what these practices and institurions are,
what the meanings are which they require and hence sustain. For these
meanings do not fit into the grid; they are not subjective beliefs or values,
but are constitutive of social reality. In order to ger at them we have to
drop the basic premise that social reality is made up of brute data alone.
For any characterization of the meanings underlying these practices is
open to question by someone offering an alternative interpretation. The
negation of this is whar was meant as brute data. We have to admit that
inter-subjective social reality has to be partly defined in terms of mean-
ings: that meanings as subjective are not just in causal interaction with a
social reality made up of brute data, but that as inter-subjective they are
constitutive of this reality.

We have been talking here of inter-subjective meaning. Earlier | was
contrasting the question of inter-subjective meaning with that of consen-
sus as convergence of opinions. But there is another kind of non-subjec-
tive meaning which is also often inadequately discussed under the head of
‘consensus'. In a society with a strong web of inter-subjective meanings,
there can be a more or less powerful set of common meanings. By these |
mean notions of what is significant, which are not just shared in the sense
that everyone has them, but are also common in the sense of being in the
common reference world. Thus, almost everyone in our society may share
a susceptibility to a certain kind of feminine beauty, but this may not bea
common meaning. It may be known to no one, except perhaps market
researchers, who play on it in their adverrisements. But the survival of a
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national idenoty as francophones is a common meaning of Québecois;
for it 1s not just shared, and not just known to be shared, but its being a
common aspiration is one of the common reference points of all debate,
communication, and all public life in the sociery,

We can speak of a shared belief, aspiration, etc. when there is conver-
gence between the subjective beliefs, aspirations, of many individuals,
But it is part of the meaning of a common aspiraton, belief, celebration,
etc, that it be norjust shared but part of the common reference world, Or
to put it another way, its being shared is a collective act, it is a conscious-
ness which is communally sustained, whereas sharing is somerhing we do
each on his own, as it were, even if each of us is influenced by the others.

Common meanings are the basis of community. Inter-subjective
meaning gives a people a common language to talk about social reality
and a commen understanding of certain norms, but only with common
meanings does this common reference world contain significant common
actions, celebrations, and feelings. These are objects in the world that
everybody shares. This is what makes community.

Once again, we cannot really understand this phenomenon through the
usual definition of consensus as convergence of opimon and value. For
whar 15 meant here is something more than convergence, Convergence 1s
what happens when our values are shared. But what is required for
common meanings is that this shared value be part of the common world,
thart this sharing be shared. Butr we could also say that common meanings
are quite other than consensus, for they can subsist with a high degree of
cleavage; this 1s what happens when a common meaning comes to be lived
and understood differenty by different groups in a society. It remains a
common meaning, because there is the reference point which s the
common purpose, aspiration, celebration. Such is for example the
American Way, or freedom as undetstood in the USA. Bur this common
meaning is differently articulated by different groups. This is the basis of
the bitterest fights in a society, and this we are also seeing in the USA
today. Perhaps one might say that a common meaning is very often the
cause of the most bitter lack of consensus. It thus must not be confused
with convergence of opinion, value, attitude,

Of course, common meanings and inter-subjective meanings are closely
interwoven. There must be a powerful net of inter-subjective meanings
for there to be common meanings; and the result of powerful common
meanings is the development of a greater web of inter-subjective mean-
ings as people live in communiry,

O the other hand, when common meanings wither, which they can do
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through the kind of deep dissensus we described earlier, the groups tend
to grow apart and develop different languages of social reality, hence to
share fewer inter-subjective meanings.

To take our above example again, there has been a powerful common
meaning in our civilization around a certain vision of the free society in
which bargaining has a central place. This has helped to entrench the
social practice of negotiation which makes us participate in this inter-
subjective meaning. But there is a severe challenge to this common
meaning today, as we have seen. Should those who object to it really
succeed in building up an alternative society, there would develop a gap
between those who remain in the present type of society and those who
had founded the new one.

Common meanings, as well as inter-subjective ones, fall through the
net of mainstream social science. They can find no place in its categories.
For they are not simply a converging set of subjective reactions, but part
of the common world. What the ontology of mainstream social science
lacks is the notion of meaning as not simply for an individual subject; of
a subject who can be a ‘we’ as well as an ‘T. The exclusion of this
possibility, of the communal, comes once again from the baleful
influence of the epistemological tradition for which all knowledge has
to be reconstructed from the impressions imprinted on the individual
subject. But if we free ourselves from the hold of these prejudices, this
seems a wildly implausible view about the development of human con-
sciousness; we are aware of the world through a ‘we’ before we are
through an ‘I'. Hence we need the distinction berween what is just
shared in the sense that each of us has it in our individual worlds, and
that which is in the common world. Bur the very idea of something
which is in the common world in contradistinction to what is in all the
individual worlds is totally opaque to empiricist epistemology. Hence it
finds no place in mainstream social science, What this results in must
now be seen.

1

1

Thus, to sum up the last pages: a social science which wishes 1o fulfil the
requirements of the empiricist tradition naturally tries to reconstruct
social reality as consisting of brute data alone. These data are the acts of
people (behaviour) as identified supposedly beyond interpretation either
by physical descriptions or by descriptions clearly defined by institutions

T
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and practices; and secondly, they include the subjective reality of individ-
uals’ beliefs, attitudes, values, as artested by their responses to certain
forms of words, or in some cases their overt non-verbal behaviour.

What this excludes is a considerarion of social reality as characrerized
by inter-subjective and common meanings. It excludes, for instance, an
attempt to understand our civilization, in which negotiation plays such a
central part both in fact and in justificatory theory, by probing the self-
definirions of agent, other and social relaredness which it embodies. Such
definitions which deal with the meaning for agents of their own and
others” action, and of the social relations in which rhey stand, do not in
any sense record brute dara, in the sense thar this term is being used in this
argument; that is, they ar¢ in no sense beyond challenge by those who
would quarrel with our interpretations of these meanings.

Thus, 1 tried to adumbrate above the vision implicit in the practice of
negotiation by reference to certain notions of autonomy and rationality.
But this reading will undoubtedly be challenged by those who have
different fundamental conceprions of man, human motivaton, the
human condition; or even by those who judge orher features of our
present predicament to have greater importance, If we wish to avoid these
disputes, and have a science grounded in verification as this is understood
by the logical empiricists, then we have to avoid this level of study alto-
gether and hope to make do with a correlation of behaviour which is brute
data identifiable.

A similar point goes for the distinction between common meanings and
shared subjective meanings. We can hope to identify the subjective mean-
ings of individuals if we take these in the sense in which there are adequare
criteria for them in people’s dissent or assent to verbal formulae or their
brute data indentifiable behaviour. But once we allow the distinction
between such subjective meanings which are widely shared and genuine
common meanings, then we can no longer make do with brute dara
identification. We are in a domain where our delinitions can be challenged
by those with another reading.

The profound option of mainstream social scientists for the empiricist
conception of knowledge and science makes it inevitable that they should
accepr the verification model of political science and the categorial prin-
aples that this entails. This means in turn that a study of our envilization
in terms of its inter-subjective and common meanings is ruled out, Rather
this whole level of study is made invisible.

On the mainstream view, therefore, the different pracrices and institu-
tioms of different societies are not seen as related to different clusters of
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inter-subjective or common meanings; rather, we should be able w
differentiate them by different clusters of *behaviour’ and/or subjective
meaning. The comparison between societies requires on this view that
we elaborate a universal vocabulary of behaviour which will allow us to
present the different forms and practices of different societies in the
same conceptual web,

Now present-day political science is contemptuous of the older
attempt at comparative politics via a comparison of institutions. An
influential school of our day has therefore shifted comparison to certain
practices, or very general classes of practices, and proposes to compare
societies according to the different ways in which these practices are
carried on. Such are the ‘functions’ of the influential *developmental
approach’.'* But it is epistemologically crucial that such functions be
identified independently of those inter-subjective meanings which are
different in different societies; for otherwise, they will not be genuinely
universal; or will be universal only in the loose and unilluminating sense
that the function-name can be given application in every society but
with varying, and often widely varying, meaning — the same being
*glossed’ very differently by different sets of practices and inter-subjec-
tive meanings. The danger that such universality might not hold is not
even suspected by mainstream political scientists since they are unaware
that there is such a level of description as that which defines inter-
subjective meanings, and are convinced that functions and the various
structures which perform them can be identified in terms of brute dara
behaviour.

But the result of ignoring the difference in inter-subjective meanings
can be disastrous to a science of comparative politics, viz., that we
interpret all other sociéties in the categories of our own. Ironically, this
is what seems to have happened to American political science. Having
strongly criticized the old institution-focussed comparative politics for
its ethnocentricity {or Western bias), it proposes to understand the
politics of all society in terms of such functions, for instance, as ‘interest
articulation’ and ‘interest aggregation’ whose definition is strongly
influenced by the bargaining culture of our civilization, but which is far
from being guaranteed appropriateness elsewhere. The not surprising
result is a theory of political development which places the Atlantic-rype
polity at the summit of human political achievement.

Much can be said in this area of comparative politics (interestingly

11 Gee Almond and Powell, Comparative Politics,
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explored by Alasdair Maclnryre)."! But | would like to illustrate the
significance of these two rival approaches in conmection with another
common problem area of politics. This is the question of what is called
‘legitimacy”.'

It is an obvious fact, with which politics has been concerned sinee at least
Plato, that some societies enjoy an easier, more spontaneous cohesion
which relies less on the use of force than others. It has been an important
question of political theory ro understand what underlies this difference,
Among others, Aristotle, Machiavelli, Montesquieu, and Tocqueville
have dealt with it.

Contemporary mainstream political scientists approach this question
with the concept ‘legitimacy’. The use of the word here can be easily
understood. Those societies which are more spontaneously cohesive can
be thought to enjoy a greater sense of legitimacy among their members,
But the application of the term has been shifted. ‘Legitimacy’ is a rerm in
which we discuss the authoriry of the state or polity, its right to our
allegiance. However we conceive of this legitimacy, it can only be
attributed to a polity in the light of a number of surrounding conceprions
— for example, that it provides men freedom, that it emanates from their
will, that it secures them order, the rule of law, or thar it is founded on
tradition, or commands obedience by its superior qualities. These concep-
tions are all such that they rely on definitions of what is significant for
men in general or in some particular society or circumstances, definitions
of paradigmatic meaning which cannot be identifiable as brute data. Even
where some of these terms might be given an ‘operational definition’ in
terms of brute data — a rerm like ‘freedom’, for instance, can be defined in
rerms of the absence of legal restriction, @ la Hobbes — this definition
would not carry the full force of the term, and in particular that whereby
it could be considered significant for men.

According to the empiricist paradigm, this latter aspect of the meaning
of such a term is labelled ‘evaluative’ and is thought to be urterly
heterogeneous from the ‘descriptive’ aspect. But this analysis is far from
firmly established; no more so in fact than the empincist paradigm of
knowledge itself with which it is closely bound up. A challenge to this

B How is 3 comparative science of politics possible?’, in Alasdair Melntyre, Apainst the
Self-Images of the Age (London, 1971,

Mackntyre's aricle also containg an interesting discussion of ‘legitmacy’ from a
different, although I think related, angle,

14
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aradigm in the name of a hermeneutical science is also a challenge to the

P
descriptive’ and ‘evaluative’ and the entire concep-

distinction between *
tion of Wertfrieheit which goes with it.

In any case, whether because it is ‘evaluative’ or can only be applied in
connection with definitions of meaning, ‘legiimate’ 1s not a word which
can be used in the description of social reality according to the concep-
tions of mainstream social science. It can only be used as a description of
subjective meaning. What enters into scientific consideration is thus not
the legiimacy of a polity but the opinions or feelings of its member
individuals concerning its legitimacy. The differences between different
socictics in their manner of spontaneous cohesion and sense of com-
munity are to be understood by correlations between the beliefs and
feelings of their members towards them on one hand and the prevalence of
certain brute data identifiable indices of stability in them on the other.

Thus Robert Dahl in Modern Political Analysis' speaks of the different
ways in which leaders gain ‘compliance’ for their policies. The more
citizens comply because of ‘internal rewards and deprivations', the less
leaders need 10 use ‘external rewards and deprivations’. But if citizens
believe a government is legitimate, then their conscience will bind them to
obey it; they will be internally punished if they disobey; hence govern-
ment will hive to use less external resources, including force.

Less crude is the discussion of Seymour Lipset in Political Man.'"" But it
is founded on the same basic ideas, viz. that legitimacy defined as
subjective meaning is correlated with stability. ‘Legitimacy involves the
capacity of the system to engender and maintain the belief that the
existing political institutions are the most appropriate ones tor the
sociery,””

Lipset is engaged in a discussion of the determinants of stability in
modern polities, He singles out two important ones n this chapter,
effectiveness and legitimacy. ‘Effectiveness means actual performance,
the extent to which the system satisfies the basic functions of government
as most of the population and such powerful groups within it as big
business or the armed forces see them."" Thus we have one factor which
has to do with objective reality, what the government has actually done;
and the other which has to do with subjective beliefs and ‘values’. “While
effectiveness is primarily inserumental, legitimacy is evaluarive.”" Hence

1% Eoundation of Madern Political Science Series {Englewood Cliffs; 1963], pp. 31-2.

% New York, 1963, chap. 3.
7 pbid., p.6g. ¥ Ibid. 1 fhid.
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from the beginning the stage is set by a distinction berween soc | reali
and what men think and feel abour ir. el
_anset sees two types of crisis of legitimacy that modern socicties haw
aﬂrfjm?d more or less well, One concerns the starus of major consuwal:i -E
institutions which may be under threat from the development of mod i
indu§tria] democracies. The second concerns the degree to whi:h ﬂir;
political groups have access to the political process. Thus, under the ﬁ:s
head, some traditional groups, such as landed .'Ldsrocre;c}r or clerical :
have been roughly handled in a society like France, and have remaj 5&
alienared from the democratic system for decades af;En\fnrds‘ wher -”'“?
England the traditional classes were more gently hnndled?thcm: ‘*llb "T
were willing to compromise and have been slowly in:cgr:n:e::l and '::'1:::f
formed 'leo the new order. Under the second head, some societies rr;*i:—
aged to integrate the working class or bourgeoisie into the PG]ET.I'C:Ell .ro—
cess at an early stage, whereas in others they have been kept out till [:lil 2
recently, and consequently have developed a deep sense of alienation ?romL
the system, have tended to adopr extremist ideologies, and have generall
contributed to instability, One of the determinants of ‘.1 wciu.ry's pu:rfnn.'nltr
4nce on these two heads is whether or not it is forced to affront the
different conflicts of democraric development all at once or one ar a time
Arrmtl.wr important determinant of legitimacy is effectiveness, .
I['hrs approach, which sees stability as partly the result of legitima
belicfs and these in turn as resulting partly from the wa t]‘lf t tf}’
welfare, and access to political life of different groups fare :eems :rﬂE::;
b!ush eminently sensible and well designed to help us l];'ldt:rstzll"ld the
history of the last century or two. But this approach has no place for a
slrudy of the inter-subjective and common meanings which are constitu-
tive of modern civilization. And we may doubr whether we can undcu-
stand the cohesion of modern societies or their present crisis if we le .
these out of account. ol
. Let us take the winning of the allegiance of the working class to the new
:ndustrlfil regimes in the nineteenth and twentieth century. This ‘:Fu :ar
fr-lurn being a matter simply or even perhaps most sign:iﬁcantlvrofﬂ:c -:1 ed
with _which this class was integrated into the political pr{;cess anﬂdpfhe
effectiveness of the regime. Rather the consideration of the granting of
;::izii:zd'ifig-th:: political process as an independent variable may be
It is not just thatr we often find oursélves invited by histarians to
?cmunt for class cohesion in particular countries in terms nEl other
actors, such as the impact of Methodism in early nineteenth century
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England (Elie Halévy)* or the draw of Germany’s newly successful
nationalism. These factors could be assimilated to the social scienrist’s
grid by being classed as “ideologies’ or widely held ‘value systems’ or some
other such concatenations of subjective meaning. -

But perhaps the most important such ‘ideology’ in accounting for the
cohesion of industrial democratic societies has been that of the society of
work, the vision of society as a large-scale enterprise of production in
which widely different functions are integrated into interdependence; a
vision of society in which economic relations are considered as primary,
as it 1s not only in Marxism {and in a sense not really with Marxism) but
albm-'f: all with the tradition of Classical Utilitarianism. In line with this
vision there is a fundamental solidarity between all members of soiciety
who labour (to use Arendt’s language),”! for they are all engaged in pro-
-I:{u-':ing what is indispensable to life and happiness in far-reaching
interdependence.

This is the ‘ideology’ which has frequently presided over the integration
of the working class into industrial democracies, ar first directed
polemically against the ‘unproductive’ classes. for example in England
with the anti-Corn Law League, and later with the campaigns of Joseph
Chamberlain (*when Adam delved and Eve span, who was then the
gentleman?’), but later as a support for social cohesion and solidarity,

But, of course, the reason for putting ‘ideology’ in quotes above is thar
this definition of things, which has been well integrated with the concep-
tion of social life as based on negotiation, cannot be understood in the
terms of mainstream social science, as beliefs and *values’ held by a large
number of individuals, For the great interdependent matrix of labour is
not just a set of ideas in people’s heads but is an important aspect of the
reality which we live in modern society. And at the same time, these ideas
are embedded in this matrix in that they are constitutive of it: that is. we
would not be able to live in this type of society unless we were iml;ucd
with these ideas or some others which could call forth the discipline and
voluntary coordination needed to operate this kind of economy. All in-
dustrial civilizations have required a huge wrench from the traditional
peasant populations on which they have been imposed; for they require
an entrely unprecedented level of disciplined sustained, monotonous
effort, long hours unpuncruated by any meaningful rhythm, such as that
of seasons or festivals, In the end this way of life can only be accepted

:'" Histomre dn penple anglais aw XIXe sidcle (Paris, 1914),
2 The Huean Conditiorn (New York, tasa),
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when the idea of making a living is endowed with morte significance than
that of just avoiding starvation; and this it is in the civilization of labour,

Mow this civilization of work is only one aspect of modern societies,
along with the society based on negotiation and willed relations [in
Anglo-Saxon countries), and other common and inter-subjective mean-
ings which have different importance in different countries. My point is
that it 1s certainly not implausible to say thar it has some importance in
explaining the integration of the working class in modern industrial
democradc society. But it can only be called a cluster of inter-subjective
meaning. As such it cannot come into the purview of mainstream political
science; and an author like Lipser cannot take it into consideration when
discussing this very problem.

But, of course, such a massive fact does not escape notice. What hap-
pens rather is that it is re-interpreted. And what has generally happened is
that the interdependent productive and negotiating socicty has been
recognized by political science, but not as one structure of inter-subjective
meaning among others, rather as the inescapable background of social
action as such. In this guise it no longer need be an object of study, Rather
it retreats to the middle distance, where its general outline takes the role
of universal framework, within which (it is hoped) actions and structures
will be brute data identifiable, and this for any society at any time. The
view is then that the political actions of men in all societies can be under-
stood as variants of the processing of ‘demands’ which is an important
part of our political life. The inability to recognize the specificity of our
inter-subjective meanings is thus inseparably linked with the belief in the
universality of North Atlantic behaviour types or *functions’ which viti-
ates so much of contemporary comparative politics.

The notion is that what politics is about perennially is the adjustment
of differences, or the production of symbolic and effective *outputs’ on the
basis of demand and support ‘inputs’, The rise of the inter-subjective
meaning of the civilization of work is seen as the increase of correct
perception of the political process ar the expense of “idenlogy’. Thus
Almond and Powell introduce the concepr of ‘political secularization’ o
describe ‘the emergence of a pragmartic, empirical orientation” 10
politics.” A secular political culrure is opposed not only 1o a traditional
one, but also to an ‘ideclogical’ culture, which is characterized by ‘an
inflexible image of political life, closed to conflicting informatien’ and
falls to develop the open, bargaining attitudes associated with full

U Comparative Politics, psE
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secularization”.*” The clear understanding here is that a secularized cul-
ture is one which essentially depends less on illusion, which sees things as
they are, which is not infected with the ‘false consciousness’ of traditional
or ideological culture (to use a term which is not in the mainstream
vocabulary),

3

This way of looking at the civilization of work, as resulting from the
retrear of illusion before the correct perception of whar politics peren-
nially and really is, is thus closely bound up with the epistemological
premises of mainstream political science and its resultant inability to
recognize the historical specificity of this aivilization’s inter-subjective
meanings. But the weakness of this approach, already visible in the
attempts to explain the rise of this civilization and its relation to others,
becomes even more painful when we try to account for its present malaise,
EVEN Crisis,

The strains in contemporary society, the breakdown of civility, the rise
of deep alienation, which is translated into even more destructive action,
tend to shake the basic caregories of our social science. It is not just thar
such a development was quite unpredicted by this science, which saw in
the rise of affluence the cause rather of a further entrenching of the
bargaining culture, a reduction of irrational cleavage, an increase of
tolerance, in short ‘the end of ideology’. For prediction, as we shall see
below, cannot be a goal of social science as it is of natural science. It is
rather that this mainstream science hasn’t the categories to explain this
breakdown, It is forced to look on extremism either as a bargaining
gambit of the desperate, deliberately raising the ante in order to force a
hearing, Or, alternatively, it can recognize the novelry of the rebellion by
accepting the hypothesis that heightened demands are being made on the
system owing to a revolution of ‘expectations’, or else to the eruption of
new desires or aspirations which hitherto had no place in the bargaining
process. But these new desires or aspirations must be in the domain of
individual psychology, that s, they must be such that their arousal and
satisfaction is to be understood in terms of states of individuals rather
than in terms of the inter-subjective meanings in which they live. For these
latter have no place in the categories of the mainstream, which thus
cannot accommodate a genuine historical psychology,

But some of the more extreme protests and acts of rebellion in our

H Thid., poe.

Sge
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society cannot be interpreted as bargaining gambits in the name of any
demands, old or new. These can only be interpreted within the accepted
framework of our social science as a return to ideology, and hence as
irrational. Now in the case of some of the more bizarre and bloody forms
of protest, there will be little disagreement; they will be judged irrational
by all but their protagonists. But within the accepted categories this
irrationality can only be understood in terms of individual psychelogy; it
is the public eruption of private pathology; it cannor be understood as a
malady of society itself, a malaise which afflicts its constitutive mean-
ings. ™

No one can claim to begin to have an adequate explanation for these
major changes which our civilization is undergoing. Bur in contrast to the
incapacity of a science which remains within the accepted categories, a
hermeneutical science of man which has a place for a study of intersub-
jective meaning can at least begin to explore fruitful avenues. Plainly the
discipline which was integral to the civilization of work and bargaining is
beginning to fail. The structures of this civilization, interdependent work,
bargaining, mutual adjustment of individual ends, are beginning to
change their meaning for many, and are beginning to be felt not as normal
and best suited to man, but as hateful or empty. And yet we are all caught
in these inter-subjective meanings in so far as we live in this society, and in

and tension of the critique of our society which is always in some real
sense a self-rejection (in a way that the old socialist opposition never
was).

Why has this set of meanings gone sour? Plainly, we have to accept that
they are not to be understood at their face value. The free, productive,
bargaining culture claimed to be sufficient for man. If it was not, then we
have to assume that while it did hold our allegiance, it also had other
meanings for us which commanded this allegiance and which have now
gone.

** Thus Lewss Feuer in The Conflict of Generations (New York, 196g), attempts to account
for the "misperception of social reality” in the Berkeley student uprising of ro68 in terms
of a generational conflice (pp. 46670}, which in turn is rooted in the psychology of
adolescence and attaining adulthood. Yer Feuer himself i his first chaprer notes the
comparanve recency of self-defining political generations, a phenomenon which dares
from the post-Mapoleonic era (p. 33). Bur an adequare anempt eo explain this historical
shift, which after all undeclay the Berkeley rising and many others, would | believe have
1o take us beyand che ambir of individual psychology ro psycho-history, to a study of the
intrication of psychological conflict and inter-subjective meanings. A variane of chis
form of study has been adumbrated in the work of Erik Erikson,
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This is the starting point of a set of hypotheses which attemprt o redefing
our past in order to make our present and future incelligible. We might
think that the productive, bargaining culture offered in the past common
meanings (even though there was no place for them in its philosophy), and
hence a basis for community, which were essentially linked with s beingin
the process of building, It linked men who could see themselves as breaking
with the past to build a new happiness in America, for instance. But in all
essentials that furure is built; the notion of a horizon to be attained by
future greater production {as against social rransformation) verges on the
absurd in contemporary America. Suddenly the horizon which was
essential to the sense of meaningful purpose has collapsed, which would |
show that like so many other Enlightenment-based dreams the free, pro- !
ductive, bargaining society can only sustain man as a goal, not as a reality.
Or we can look ar this development in terms of identity. A sense of
building their future through the civilization of work can sustain men as
long as they see themselves as having broken with a millenmal pastof injus-
tice and hardship in order to create qualitatively different condinons for
their children. All the requirements of a humanly acceptable identity can be
met by this predicament, a relation to the past {one soars above it but pre-
serves it in folkloric memory), to the social world (the inter-dependent
world of free, productive men), to the earth (the raw material which awaits
shaping), to the future and one’s own death (the everlasting monument in
the lives of prosperous children), to the absolute (the absolure values of
freedom, integrity, dignity). !
But ar some point the children will be unable to sustain this forward
thrust into the future. This effort has placed them in a private haven of
security, within which they are unable to reach and recover touch with the
great realities: their parents haveonly a negated past, lives which have been
oriented wholly to the future; the social world is distant and without
shape; rather one can only insert oneself into it by taking one’s place inthe =
future-oriented productive juggernaut. But this now seems without any
sense: the relation to the earth as raw material is therefore experienced as
empty and alienating, but the recovery of a valid relation to the earth is the
hardest thing once lost; and there is no relation to the absolute where weare |
caught in the web of meanings which have gone dead for us. Hence past -
future, earth, world, and absolute are in some way or another occluded;
and what must arise is an identity crisis of frightening proportions. :
These rwo hypotheses are mainly focussed on the crisis in US civilization, 5
and they would perhaps help account for the fact that the USA is in some -
sense going first through this crisis of all Atlantic nations; not, thatis, only -
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because it is the most affluent, but more because it has been mare full
based on the civilization of work than European countries who reraim-j
something of more traditional common meanings.

But they might also help us to understand why alienation is most severe
among groups which have been but marginal in affluent bargaining soci-
eties. These have had the greatest strain in living in this civilization while
their identity was in some ways antithetical to it. Such are blacks in the
USA, and the community of French-speaking Canadians, each in different
ways., For many immigrant groups the strain was also great, bur they
forced themselves to surmounrt the obstacles, and the new J'Jdeutiw i:.:
sealed in the blood of the old, as it were. S

But for those who would not or could not succeed in thus transformin
themselves, but always lived a life of strain on the defensive thf
breakdown of the central, powerful identity is the trigger to a deep ;-urn-
over. It can be thought of as a liberation bur at the same time it is deepl
unsettling, because the basic parameters of former life are being chan Pei
and there are not yet the new images and definitions to live a new ffllv
acceptable identity. In a sense we are in a condition where a new sncis:l
compact (rather the first social compact) has to be made between these
groups and those they live with, and no one knows where to start |

In the last pages, L have presented some hypotheses which maj,lf appear
very spfl:aulative; and they may indeed turn out to be without foundation
even without much interest. But their aim was mainly illustrative, M ;
principal claim is that we can only come to grips with this phr:nomen;m o!;
breakdown by trying to understand mare clearly and profoundly the
common an-il inter-subjective meanings of the society in which we have
been living. For it is these which no longer hold us, and to understand zhjé
.::h:mgr: we have to have an adequate grasp of these meanings. But this we
cannot diy as iqng as we remain within the ambit of mainstream social
T;:Tce. f;r it will not recognizc intcr-subjc_ctive meaning, and is forced to
o0k at the central meanings of our society as though they were the
mFscapablﬁ background of all political action. Breakdown is thus inex-
P].li'..'ﬂbl& in political terms; it is an outbreak of irrationality which must
u]nma!tely be explained by some form of psychological illness.

Mainstream science may thus venture into the area explored by the

AL :]f'“"'“. h}rpol'hrsr:s,_ but after its own fashion, by forcing the psycho-
:;..“::tﬂnﬁal fav_:ts of |d:?mit}r inta the grid of an individual psychology, in
Saort, by re-interpreting all meanings as subjective. The result might‘hs a

. fﬁFfl.lnlogical theory of emotional maladjustment, perhaps traced o
_ %sl‘.rram features of family background, analogous to the theories of the
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authoritarian personalicy and the California F-scale. But this would no
longer be a political or social theory. We would be giving up the attempt
to understand the change in social reality ar the level of its constiturive
inter-subjective meanings.

v

It can be argued, then, that mainstream social science is kept within
certain limits by its categorial principles which are rooted in the tradi-
tional epistemology of empiricism; and secondly that these restrictions
are a severe handicap and prevent us from coming to grips with impaortant
problems of our day which should be the object of political science. We
need to go beyond the bounds of a science based on verification to one
which would study the inter-subjective and common meanings embedded
in soctal realiry,

Bur this science would be hermeneutical in the sense that has been
developed in this paper. It would not be founded on brute data; its most
primitive data would be readings of meanings, and its object would have
the three properties mentioned above: the meanings are for a subject in a
field or fields; they are moreover meanings which are partially constituted
by self-definitions, which are in this sense already interprerations, and
which can thus be re-expressed or made explicit by a science of politics. In
our case, the subject may be a sociery or community; but the inter-subjec-
tive meanings, as we saw, embody a certain self-definition, a vision of the
agent and his society, which is that of the society or community.

But then the difficulties which the proponents of the verihcation model
foresee will arise. 1f we have a science which has no brute dara, which relies
on readings, then it cannot but move in a hermeneutical circle. A given
reading of the inter-subjective meanings of a sociery, or of given institu-
tions or practices, may seem well founded, becanse it makes sense of these
practices or the development of that society. Bur the conviction thart it
does make sense of this history itself is founded on further related read-
ings. Thus, what I said above on the identity crisis which is generated by
our sociery makes sense and holds together only if one accepts this reading
of the inter-subjective meanings of our society, and if one accepts this
reading of the rebellion against our society by many young people (sc. the
reading in terms of identity crisis). These two readings make sense to-
gether, so that in a sense the explanation as a whole reposes on the
readings, and the readings in their turn are strengthened by the explana-
tion as a whole.
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But if these readings seem implausible, or even more, if they are not
understood by our interlocutor, there s no verification procedure which
we can fall back on, We can only continue to offer interpretations; we are
inan interpretative circle.

But the ideal of a science of verification is to find an appeal beyond
differences of interpretation, Insight will always be useful in discovery,
but should not have to play any part in establishing the truth of its
findings. This ideal can be said to have been mer by our natural saences.
Rut a hermeneutic science cannot but rely on insight. It requires that one
have the sensibility and un&cmtanding necessary to be able to make and
comprehend the readings by which we can explain the reality concerned.
In physics we might argue that if someone does not accept a true theory,
then either he has not been shown enough (brute data) evidence (perhaps
not enough is yer available), or he cannot understand and apply some
formalized language. Bur in the sciences of man conceved as her-
meneutical, the non-acceptance of a true or illuminatung theory may come
from neither of these, indeed is unlikely to be due to either of these, but
rather from a failure to grasp the meaning field in question, an inability to
make and understand readings of this field.

In other words, in a hermeneutical science, a certain measure of insight
is indispensable, and this insight cannot be communicated by the gather-
ing of brute data, or initiation in modes of formal reasoning or some
combination of these. It is unformalizable. But this is a scandalous result
according ro the authorirative conceprion of scence in our tradition,
which is shared even by many of those who are highly crincal of the
approach of mainstream psychology, or sociology, or politcal science.
For it means that this is not a study in which anyone can engage,
regardless of their level of insight; that some claims of the form: if you
don’t understand, then your intuitions are at fault, are blind or inade-
quate’ will be justified; that some differences will be non-arbitrable by
further evidence, but that each side can only make appeal to deeper in-
sight on the part of the other. The superiority of one position over another
will thus consist in this, that from the more adequate position one can
understand one’s own stand and that of one’s opponent, but not the other
way around. It goes without saying that this argument can only have
weight for those in the superior position.

Thus, a hermeneutical science encounters a gap in intuitions, which is
the other side, as it were, of the hermeneutical circle. But the situation is
graver than this; for this gap is bound up with our divergent oprions in
politics and life.
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We speak of a gap when some cannot understand the kind of self-
definition which others are proposing as underlying a certain society or
set of institutions, Thus some positivistically minded thinkers will find
the language of identity-theory quite opaque; and some thinkers will not
recognize any theory which does not fit with the categorial presupposi-
tions of empiricism, But self-definitions are not only important to us as
scientists who are trying to understand some, perhaps distant, social
reality. As men we are self-defining beings, and we are partly what we are
in virtue of the self-definitions which we have nccupn:d, however we have
come by them. What self-definitions we understand and what ones we do
not, is closely linked with the self-definitions which help to constitute
what we are. If it is too simple to say that one only understands an
‘idenlogy’ which one subscribes to, it is nevertheless hard to deny that we
have great difficulty grasping definitions whaose rerms structure the world
in ways which are utterly different from or incompatible with our own.

Hence the gap in intuitions doesn't just divide different theoretical
positions, it also rends o divide different fundamental oprions in life, The
practical and, the theoretical are inextricably joined here. It may not just
be that to understand a certain explanation one has to sharpen one’s
intuitions, it may be that one has to change one’s orientation — if not in
adopting another orientation, at least in living one's own in a way which
allows for greater comprehension of others. Thus, in the sciences of man
in so far as they are hermeneutical there can be a valid response to 'l don't
understand’ which takes the form, not only ‘develop your intitions’, bur
more radically ‘change vourself”, This purs an end to any aspiration to a
value-free or ‘ideology-free’ science of man. A study of the science of man
is inseparable from an examination of the options between which men
must choose.

This means that we can speak here not only of error, but of illusion, We
speak of ‘illusion’ when we are dealing with something of greater
substance than error, error which in a sense builds a counterfeit reality of
its own. But errors of interpretanon of meaning, which are also self-
definitions of those who interpret and hence inform their lives, are more
than errors in this sense: they are sustained by certain practices of which
they are constitutive. It is not implausible to single out as examples two
rampant illusions in our present society. One is thar of the proponents of
the bargaining society who can recognize nothing but either bargaining
gambits or madness in those who rebel against this society, Here the error
is sustained by the practices of the bargaining culture, and given a sem-

blance of reality by the refusal to treat any protests on other terms; it
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hence acquires the more substantive reality of illusion. The second exam ple
is provided by much *revolutionary’ activity in our society which in desper-
ate search for an alternative mode of life purports to see its situation in that
of an Andean guerilla or Chinese peasants. Lived out, this passes from the
stage of laughable error to tragic illusion, One illusion cannor recognize
the possibility of human variation, the other cannot see any limits to man’s
ability to transform itself. Both make a valid science of man impossible,

In face of all this, we might be so scandalized by the prospect of such a
hermeneutical science, that we will want to go back to the verification
model. Why can we nor take our understanding of meaning as part of the
logic of discovery, as the logical empiricists suggest for our unformalizable
insights, and still found our science on the exactness of our predictions?
Our insightful understanding of the inter-subjective meanings of our
society will then serve to elaborate fruitful hypotheses, but the proof of
these puddings will remain in the degree they enable us to predict.

The answer is that if the epistemological views underlying the science of
mterpretation are right, such exact prediction is radically impossible, for
three reasons of ascending order of fundamentalness.

The first is the well-known ‘open system’ predicament, one shared by

“human life and meteorology, that we cannot shield a certain domain of

human events, the psychological, economic, political, from external inter-
terence; it is impossible to delineare a closed system,

The second, more fundamental, is thar if we are to understand men by a
science of interpretation, we cannot achieve the degree of fine exactitude of
ascience based on brute data. The data of natural science admit of measure-
ment to virtually any degree of exactitude. But different interpretations
cannot be judged in this way. At the same time different nuances of inter-
pretation may lead to different predictions in some circumstances, and
these different outcomes may eventually create widely varying furures.
Hence it is more than easy to be wide of the mark.

But the third and most fundamental reason for the impossibility of hard
prediction is that man is a self-defining animal. With changes in his self-
definition go changes in what man is, such that he has to be understood in
different terms. But the conceptual mutations in human history can and
frequently do produce conceprual webs which are incommen surable, that
is, where the terms cannot be defined in relation to a common stratum of
thprcssinns. The entirely different notions of bargaining in our society and
in some primitive ones provide an example. Each will be glossed in terms of
practices, institutions, ideas in each society which have nothing corres-
ponding to them in the other.
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tact that all states of the system, past and future, can be described in the
same range of concepts, as values, say, of the same variables. Hence all
future states of the solar system can be characterized, as past ones are, in
the language of Newtonian mechanics. This is far from being a sufficient
condition of exact prediction, but it is a necessary one in this sense, that
only if past and future are brought under the same conceptual net can one
understand the states of the later as some function of the states of the
former, and hence predict,

This conceprual unity is vitiated in the sciences of man by the fact of
conceptual innovation which in tuen alters human reality. The very terms
in which the future will have to be characterized if we are to understand it
properly are not all available to us at present. Hence we have such
radically unpredictable events as the culture of youth today, the Puritan
rebellion of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the development of
Soviet society, and so on.

Thus it is much easier to understand after the fact than it is to predicr,
Human science is largely ex post understanding. Or often one has the
sense of impending change, of some big reorganization, but is powerless
to make clear what it will consist in: one lacks the vocabulary. But there is
a clear asymmertry here, which there is not (or not supposed to be) in
natural science, where events are said to be predicted from the theory with
exactly the same ease with which one explains past events and by exactly
the same process. In human science this will never be the case.

Of course, we strive ex post to understand the changes, and to do this
we try to develop a language in which we can situare the incommensur-
able webs of concepts. We see the rise of Puritanism, for instance, as a
shift in man’s stance to the sacred; and thus, we have a language in which
we can express both stances — the carlier medieval Catholic one and the
Puritan rebellion — as ‘glosses’ on this fundamental term. We thus have a
language in which to talk of the transition. But think how we acquired it.
This general category of the sacred is acquired not only from our experi-
ence of the shift which came in the Reformation, but from the study of
human religion in general, including primitive religion, and with the
detachment which came with secularization. It would be conceivable, but
unthinkable, that a medieval Cartholic could have this conception — or for
that matter a Puritan. These two protagonists only had a language of
condemnation for each other: ‘heretic’, ‘idolator’. The place for such a
concept was pre-empted by a certain way of living the sacred. After a big
change has happened, and the trauma has been resorbed, it is possible to
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try to understand it, because one now has available the new language, the
transformed meaning world. But hard prediction before just makes one a
laughing stock. Really to be able to predict the future would be to have
explicited so clearly the human condition that one would already have
pre-empred all cultural innovation and transformarion. This is hardly in
the bounds of the possible.

Sometimes men show amazing prescience: the myth of Faust, for
instance, which is treated several times at the beginning of the modern
era. There is a kind of prophesy here, a premonition. But what charac-
terizes these bursts of foresight is thart they see through a glass darkly, for
they see in terms of the old language: Faust sells his soul to the devil. They
are in no sense hard predictions. Human science looks backward, It is
inescapahly historical.

There are thus good grounds both in epistemological arguments and in
their greater fruitfulness for opting for hermeneutical sciences of man.
Bur we cannot hide from ourselves how greatly this opinion breaks with
cerrain commonly held nations about our scientific tradition, We cannot
measure such sciences against the requirements of a science of verifi-
cation: we cannot judge them by their predictive capacity, We have to
accept thar they are founded on intuitions which all do not share, and
what is worse that these intuitions are closely bound up with our funda-
mental options. These sciences cannot be wertfrei; they are moral sciences
in a more radical sense than the eighteenth century understood. Finally,
their successful prosecution requires a high degree of self-knowledge, a
freedom from illasion, in the sense of error which is rooted and expressed
in one’s way of life; for our incapacity to understand is rooted in our own
self-definitions, hence in what we are. To say this is not to say anything
new: Aristotle makes a similar point in Book 1 of the Ethics. But it is still
radically shocking and unassimilable to the mainstream of modern
SCIENCe.



CHAPTER TWO

NEUTRALITY IN POLITICAL
SCIENCE

I
A few vears ago one heard it frequently said that political philosophy
was dead, thart it had been killed by the growth of science, the growth of
positivism, the end of ideology, or some combination of these forces, but
that, whatever the cause, it was dead.

It is not my intention to rake over the coals of this old issue once
more. | am simply using this as a starting point for a reflection on the
relation between political science and political philosophy. For behind
the view that political philosophy was dead, behind any view which
holds that it can die, lies the belief that its fare can be separated from
that of political science; for no one would claim that the science of
politics is dead, however one might disapprove of this or that manner of
carrying it on. It remains a perpetually possible, and indeed important
enterprise.

The view was indeed that political science has come of age in freeing
itself finally of the incubus of political philosophy. No more would its
scope be narrowed and its work prejudiced by some value position
which operated as an initial weight holding back the whele enterprise.
The belief was that political science had freed itself from philosophy in
becoming value-free and in adopting the scientfic method. These two
moves were felt to be closely connecred; indeed, the second contains the
first, For scientific method is, if nothing else, a dispassionate study of the
facts as they are, without metaphysical presuppositions, and without
value biasses,

As Vernon van Dyke puts it:

seterice and scientific, then, are words that relate to only one kind of knowledge,
i.e., to knowledge of what is observable, and not 1o any other kinds of know-
ledge that may exist. They do not relate to alleged knowledge of the normarive -
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knowledge of what ought to be. Science concerns whar has been, is, or will be,
regardless of the ‘oughts’ of the situation.!

Those who could hold that political philosophy was dead, therefore,
were those who held to a conception of the social sciences as wertfrei; like
natural science, political science must dispassionarely study the facts,
This position received support from the views of the logical empiricists
who had, for philesophers, an extraordinarily wide influence among sci-
enoists in general, and among the sciences of man in particular. Embol-
dened by their teaching, some orthodox political scienrists tended to
claim that the business of normative theory, making recommendations,
and evaluating different courses of action could be entirely separated
from the study of the facts, from the theoretical attempt to account for
them.

Many, of course, had doubts; and these doubts seem to be growing
today among political scientists. But they do not touch the thesis of the
logical separation berween fact and value. They centre rather around the
possibility of serting one’s values to one side when one undertakes the
study of politics. The relation between factual study and normative be-
liefs is therefore thought of in the same tradinonal positivist way: that the
relationship if any is from value to fact, not from fact to value. Thus,
scientific findings are held to be neutral: that is, the facts as we discover
them do not help to establish or give support to any set of values; we
cannot move from fact to value. It is, however, often admitted that our
values can influence our findings. This can be thought of as a vicious
interference, as when we approach our work wirh bias which obscures the
truth, or as something anodyne and inevitable, as when our values select
for us the area of research on which we wish to embark. Or it can he
thought of as a factor whose ill effects can be compensated by a clear
consciousness of it: thus many theorists today recommend thar one set
out one’s value position in detail at the beginning of a work so as to set the
reader (and perhaps also the writer) on guard.

Value beliefs remain therefore as unfounded on scientific fact for the
new generation of more cautious theorists as they were for the thinkers of
the hey-day of ‘value-freedom’. They arise, as it were, from outside
factual study; they spring from deep choices which are independent of the
facts. Thus David Easton, who goes on to attempt to show that “whatever
effort is exerted, in undertaking research we cannot shed our values in the

U Political Science (Stantord and London, 196a), P Loz,
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way we remove our coats’,” nevertheless states his acceptance at the outser
of the ‘working assumption’ which is ‘generally adopted today in the
social sciences’, and which ‘holds that values can ultimately be reduced to
emotional responses conditioned by the individual’s total life-experien-
ces”.” Thus there is no question of founding values on scientific findings.
Emortional responses can be explained by life-experience, but not justified
or shown to be appropriate by the facts about society:

The moral aspect of a proposition . .. expresses only the emotonal response of an
individual to a state of real or presumed facts ... Although we can say that the
aspect of a proposition referning to a fact can be true or false, it is meaningless w
characterize the value aspect of a proposition in this way.”

The import of these words is clear. For, if value positions could be sup-
ported or undermined by the findings of science, then they could nor
simply be characterized as emotional responses, and we could not say
simply that it was meaningless (although ic might be misleading) to speak
of them as true or false.

Political philosophy, therefore, as reasoned argument abour funda-
mental political values, can be entirely separated from political science,
even on the mirigared positivist view which is now gaining ground among
political scientists, *Values’ steer, as it were, the process of discovery, but
they do not gain or lose plausibility by it. Thus although values may be
somehow ineradicable from political science, reasoned argument con-
cerning them would seem easily separable (though theorists may differ as
to whether this is wise or not).” Indeed, it is hard to see in what such
reasoned argument could consist. The findings of science will be relevant
to our values, of course, in this sense, that they will rell us how to realize
the goals we set ourselves, We can reconstruct political science in the
mould of a ‘policy science’, like engineering and medicine, which shows
us how to attain our goals, Bur the goals and values still come from
somewhere else; they are foundéd on choices whose basis remains
obscure.

The aim of this paper is to call into question this notion of the relation
of factual findings in politcs to value positions, and thus the implied
refation berween political science and political philosophy, In parocolar
my aim is to call into question the view that the findings of political
science leave us, as it were, as free as before, that they do not go some way

L The Palitical System (Mew York, 1953), p. 225, b Ihid., pi 22, b 1bid,
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ro establishing particular sets of values and undermining others, If this
view is shown to be mistaken, then we will have to recognize a conver-
gence between science and normative theory in the field of politics.

It is usual for philosophers, when discussing this question, to leave the
realms of the sciences of man and launch into a study of *good’, or com-
mending, or emotive meaning, and so on. | propose to follow another
course here, and to discuss the question first in connection with the discip-
lines in terms of which I have raised it, namely political philosophy and
political science. When we have some understanding of the relations
berween these two on the ground, as it were, it will be time to see if these
are considered possible in the heavens of philosophy.

F 3
The thesis that political science is value-neutral has maximum plausi-
bility when we look at some of its detailed findings, Thar French warkers
tend to vote Communist may be judged deplorable or encouraging, but it
does not itself determine us to accepr either of these judgements. It stands
as a tact, neutral between them,

If this were all there is to politcal science, the debate would end here,
But it is no more capable than any other science of proceeding by the
random collection of facts, At one time it was believed that science was
just concerned with the correlation of observable phenomena = the obser-
vables concerned being presumed to lie unproblematically before our
gaze, But this position, the offshoot of a more primitive empiricism, is
abandoned now by almost everyone, even those in the empiricist
tradition.

For the number of features which any given range of phenomena may
exhibit, and which can thus figure in correlations, is indefinite; and this
because the phenomena themselves can be classified in an indefinite
number of ways. Any physical object can be classified according to shape,
colour, size, function, aesthetic properties, relation to some process, etc.;
when we come to realities as complex as political society, the case is no
different. But among these features only a limited range will yield correla-
tions which have some explanatory force.

MNor are these necessarily the most obrrusive, The crucial features, laws
or correlations concerning which will explain or help to explain
phenomena of the range in question, may at a given stage of the science
concerned be only vaguely discerned if not frankly unsuspected. The
conceptual resources necessary to pick them out may not yet have been
tlaborated. It is said, for instance, that the modern physical concept of
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mass was unknown to the ancients, and only slowly and painfully evolved
through the searchings of the later Middle Ages. And yet it is an essenual
variable in the modern science. A number of more obtrusive features may
be irrelevant; that is, they may not be such that they can be linked in
functions explanatory of the phenomena. Obvious distinctions may be
irrelevant, or have an entirely different relevance from thar attnibuted o
them, such as the distinction between Aristotle’s ‘light’ and ‘heavy’
bodies.

Thus when we wish to go beyond certain immediate low-level correla-
tions whose relevance vo the political process is fairdy evident, such as the
one mentioned above; when we want to explain why French workers vote
Communist, or why McCarthyism arises in the United States in the late
19408, or why the level of abstentionism varies from election to election,
or why new African regimes are liable to military take-over, the fearures
by reference to which we can explain these results are not immediately in
evidence. Not only 15 there a wider difference of opinion about them, but
we are not even sure that we have as yet the conceprual resources neces-
sary to pick them out, We may easily argue that certain more obtrusive
features, those pertaining, say, to the institutional seructure, are not rele-
vant, while others less obtrusive, say, the character structure prevalent in
certain strata of the society, will yield the real explanation. We may, for
instance, refuse to account for McCarthyism in terms of the struggle
berween Executive and Legislature, and look rather to the development of
a certain personality structure among certain sections of the American
population. Or else we may reject both these explanations and look to the
role of a new status group in American society, newly rich but excluded
from the Eastern Establishment. Or we may reject this, and see it as a
result of the new position of the United States in the world.

The task of theory in political science, one which cannor be foregone if
we are to elabarate any explanations worth the name, is to discover what
are the kinds of features to which we should look for explanations of this
kind. In which of the above dimensions are we to find an explanation for
McCarthyism? Or rather, since all of these dimensions obviously have
relevance, how are we to relate them in explaining the political
phenomena? The task of theory is to delineate the relevant features in the
different dimensions and their relation so that we have some idea of what
can be the cause of what, of how character affects political process, or
social structure affects character, or economic relations affect social
structure, or political process affects cconomic relatons, or vice versa;
how ideological divisions affect party systems, or history affects
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ideological divisions, or culture affects history, or party systems affect
culture, or vice versa. Before we have made some at least tentative steps in
this direction we do not even have an idea where to look for our explana-
rions: we do not know which facts to gather.

It is not surprising, then, thar political science should be the field in
which a great and growing number of ‘theoretical frameworks’ compere
to answer these questions. Besides the Marxist approach, and the interest-
group theory associated with the name of Bentley, we have seen the recent
growth of ‘structural-functional' approaches under the influence of
systems theory; there have been approaches which have attempted to
relate the psychological dimension to political behaviour (e.g. Lasswell),
different applications of sociological concepts and methods (e.g. Lipset
and Almond), applications of game theory (e.g. Downs and Riker), and so
on.

These different approaches are frequenty rivals, since they offer
different accounts of the features crucial for explanation and the causal
relations which hald. We can speak of them, along with their analogues in
other sciences, as ‘conceprual structures’ or ‘theoretical frameworks’,
because they claim ro delimirt the area in which scientific enguiry will be
fruittul. A framework does not give us at once all the variables which will
be relevant and the laws which will be true, but it tells us what needs to be
explained, and roughly by what kinds of factors. For instance, if we
accept the principle of inertia, certain ways of conceiving bodies and
therefore certain questions are beyond the pale. To pursue them is fruie-
less, as was the search for what kept the cannon-ball moving in pre-
Galilean physics. Similarly an orthodox Marxist approach cannot allow
that McCarthyism can be explained in terms of early upbringing and the
resultant personality structure.

But we can also see a theoretical framework as serting the crucial
dimensions through which the phenomena can vary. For it sets out the
essential functional relations by which they can be explained, while at the
same time ruling out other functional relations belonging o other, rival
frameworks. But the given set of functional relations defines certain
dimensions in which the phenomena can vary; a given framework there-
tore affirms some dimensions of variation and denies others. Thus for a
Marxist, capitalist societies do not vary as to who wields power, no
matter what the constitution or the party in office; supposed variations in
these dimensions, which are central to a great many theories, are sham;
the crucial dimension is that concerning class structure.

In the more exact sciences theoretical discovery may be couched in the
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torm of laws and be called principles, such as, e.g., of inertia, or the rec.
tilinear propagation of light. But in the less exact, such as politics, it may
consist simply of a general description of the phenomena couched in the
crucial concepts. Or it may be implicit in a series of distinctions which a
given theory makes {e.g. Aristotle’s classification of the types of polity), or
in a story of how the phenomena came to be (.. the myth of the social
contract), or in a general statement of causal relations (e.g. Marx’s preface
to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy).

Bur, however expressed, theoretical discovery can be seen as the de-
lineating of the important dimensions of vanation for the range of
phenomena concerned.

3

Theoretical discovery of this kind is thus one of the concerns of modern
political science, as we have seen, Buritalso is a traditional concern of what
we call political philosophy, that is, normative political theory. It is not
hard to see why. Normative theorists of the tradition have also been con-
cerned with delinearing crucial dimensions of variation — of course, they
were looking for the dimensions which were significant for judging the
value of polities and policies rather than for explaining them. But the two
types of research were in fact closely interwoven so thatin pursuing the first
they were also led to pursue the second.

Aristotle, tor instance, is credited with a revision of Plate’s threefold
classification of political society which enhanced its explanatory value. He
substituted for the number criterion a class eriterion which gives a more
revealing classification of the differences, and allows us ta account for
mare: it made clear what was at stake between democracy and oligarchy; it
opened up the whole range of explanations based on ¢lass composition,
including the one for which Aristotle is known in history, the balancing
role of the middle class.

But this revision was not unconnected with differences in the normative
theory of the two thinkers. Plato attempted to achieve a society devord of
class struggle, either in the perfect harmony of the Republic, or in the
single-class state of the Laws. Aristotle is not above weaving the dream of
the ideal state in one section of the Politics, bur there is little connection
between this and the political theory of the rest of the work. This latter is
solidly based on the understanding that class differences, and hence diver-
gence of interest and tension, are here to stay. In the light of this theory,
Plato's idea in the Republic of overcoming class tension by discipline, edu-
cation, a superior constitution, and so on, is so much pie-in-the-sky (not
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even very tasty pie, in Aristotle’s view, as he makes clear in Book 11, but
that is for other reasons). . - _ _ .
Aristotle’s insight in political science is mcnmpnt!h_le with Plato’s nor-
mative theory, at least in the Republic, and the Politics ihereflnn: takes a
quite different line (for other reasons as well, of cou rse). The difference on
this score might perhaps be expressed in this way: both Plato and
Aristotle held that social harmony was of crucial }rnpm_'tanoe as a valluc.
But Plato saw this harmony as achieved in the ending of al_i class c_cnﬂu:t;
Aristotle saw it as ansing from the domestication of this cunﬂlq. But
crucial to this dispute is the question of the causall relevance of class
rension: is it an eradicable blot on social harmnn}f, in the_ sensu‘rhat ﬂTlL
can say, for instance, that the violent forms of this conflict are? Oris it
ineradicable and ever-present, only varying in its forms? In the first case
one of the crucial dimensions of variation of our explgnatﬂry theory is
that concerning the presence or absence of c!assl cnnﬂu:t._ I_" the secnn_d
case, this dimension is not even recognized as having a has;g in fact. If this
is so, then the normative theory collapses, or rather is s_hlftcd froml the
realm of political philosophy to that we call Umpia-hujldmg. For the idea
of a society without class conflict would be one m‘whuch we cannot even
approach. Moreover, the attempt to approach it T.I-.f_uu]d have all the
dangerous consequences attendant on large-scale political changes based
illusory hopes.
““_11_1}::‘; :’Tatn}ftheory of the Republic, considered as the thesis thﬂ.t a
certain dimension of variation is normatively significant, contains claims
concerning the dimensions of variation which are n:i:vapt for explana-
tion, for it is only compatible with those framrwo_rks whlcl! cuncgde the
reality of the normatively crucial dimension, It is m::u!npaub!c with any
view of politics as the striving of different classes, or interest groups, or
individuals against one another. - |
It is clear thar this is true of any normative theory, that itis linked with
certain explanatory theory or theories, and inle:mPatiblt with others,
Aristotle’s dimension whereby different constitunions were scen as
expressing and moulding different forms of h:h.- dif‘,appelars in the atomis-
tic conception of Hobbes. Rousseau’s crucial dimension of the S_m:mi
Contract, marking a sharp discontinuity berween popular sovercignty
and states of dependence of one form or another, could not survive the
validation of the theories of Mosca, ot Michels, or Pareto.
Traditional political philosophy was thus forced to engage in the t.h.t&
retical function that we have seen to be essential to modcrp political
science; and the more elaborate and comprehensive the normative theory,
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the more complete and defined the conceptual framework which ac
companied it. That is why political science can learn something sull from
the works of Aristorle, Hobbes, Hegel, Marx, and so on. In the tradition
one form of enquiry is virtually inseparable from the other,

I

1
This is nov a surprising result. Everyone recognized that political philoso-
phers of the tradition were engaged in elaborating on ar least embryonic
political science. But, one might say, that is just the trouble; that is why
pnl%ricaf science was so long in getting started. Its framework was always
set in the interests of some normative theory. In order to progress science
must be liberated from parti pris and be value-neutral, Thus if normative
theory requires political science and cannot be carried on without it, the
reverse is not the case; political science can and should be separated from
the older discipline. Let us examine some modern attempts to elaborare a
science of politics to see if this is true.

Let us look firstat 5. M. Lipset's Political Man.® In this work Lipser sets
out the conditions for modern democracy, He sees societies as existing in
two dimensions — conflict and consensus. Both are equally necessary for
democracy. They are not mere oppasites as a simple-minded view might
assume, Conflict here is not seen as a simple divergence of interest, or the
existence of objective relations of exploitation, but as the actual working
out of these through the struggle for power and over policy.

Surpﬁsing as it may sound, a srable democracy requires the manifestation of
conflict or cleavage so that there will be struggle over ruling positions, challenges
£ Fmrtics in power, and shifts of parties in office; bur without consensus — a
political system allowing the peaceful ‘play’ of power, the adherence of the ‘ours’
to decisions made by the ‘ins’, and the recognition by the ‘ins’ of the rights of the
‘outs’ — there can be no democracy, The study of the conditions encouraging
democracy must therefore focus on the sources of both clea vage and consensus,”

And again, ‘Cleavage — where it is legitimate — contributes to the inte-
gration of societies and organizations’.* The absence of such conflict, such
as where a given group has taken over, or an all-powerful state can pro-
dluce unanimity, or at least prevent diversity from expressing itself, is a
sign that the society is not a free one. De Tocqueville feared that the

" Mew York, 1959, T tbid, .21, £ Ihid,
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power of the state would produce apathy and thus do away even with
L‘EHSEHEUS'IP
Democracy in i complex society may be defined as a political system which
supplies regular constitutional opportunities for changing the governing officials,
anid a social mechanism which permits the largest possible part of the populanon
ro influence major decisions by choosing among contenders for political office,™”

Such a society requires the organization of group interests to fighe for
their own goals — provided thar this is done in a peaceful way, within the
rules of the game, and with the acceprance of the arbiter in the form of
elections by universal suffrage. If groups are not organized, they have no
real part, their interests are neglected, and they cannor have their share of
power; they become alienated from the system.

Mow this view can at once be seen to conflict with a Rousseauian view
which disapproves of the organization of *factions’, and which sees con-
senisus as arising out of isolated individuals. It also goes against the
modern conservative view that to organize people on a class basis gratu-
itously divides the society. In face of Rousseau, Lipser holds that the
absence of close agreement among all concerning the general will is not a
sign that something has gone wrong. There are ineradicable basic
divergences of interest; they have to be adjusted. If we ger to some kind of
conflictless state, this can only be because some of the parties have been
somehow done down and prevented from competing. For Lipset, absence
of conflict is a sure sign thar some groups are being excluded from the
public thing.

This difference closely parallels the one mentioned above berween
Plato and Aristotle. Indeed, Lipset points out on several occasions the
similarity between his position and that of Aristotle. And it is clear thar it
is a difference of the same kind, one in which a normanve theory 1s
undermined because the realicy of its crucial dimension of variation is
challenged. A similar point can be made concerning the difference with
conservatives who allow for divergence in the state, but resist class
parties. Here the belief is that the divergence is gratuitous, that the real
differences lie elsewhere, either in narrower or in broader interests, and
that these are obfuscated and made more difficult of ratonal adjustment
by class divisions, More, the state can be torn apart if these divisions are
played up. Conservatives tend to feel about class in polities as liberals do
about race in politics. Once again, Lipset’s view would undermine the

¥ thid,, p. 27 W fhad,, p. 45,
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position, for he holds that class differences are at the centre of polirics,
and cannot be removed except by reducing the number of players, as it
were, They are therefore the very stuff of democratic politics, provided

they are moderarely and peacetully expressed. The struggle berween rich:

and poor is ineradicable; it can take different forms, that is all,

Attempts to break outside of this range are thus irrational and dys-
functional. Irrational, because based on false premises; and dysfunc-
tional, because the goal of conflictlessness or absence of class rension can
only be achieved at the expense of features of the systern which most will
accept as valuable; by oppressing some segment of the population, or by
its apathy and lack of organization. Thar is, of course, the usual fare of
theories with a false factual base in politics; as was remarked above, they
are not just erroneous, but positively dangerous.

It can be seen that the value consequences of Lipset's theory are fairly
widespread even restricting ourselves to the alternatives which it negates
or undermines, An examination of some of the factors which tend to
strengthen democracy according to the theory will increase this list of
rejected alternatives. Lipser holds that economic development is condu-
aive to the health of democracy, in thar, inter alia, it narrows gaps in
wealth and living standards, tends to create a large middle class, and
increases the ‘cross-pressures’ working to damp down class conflict. For a
society cannot function properly as a democracy unless, along with an
articulation of class differences, there is some consensus which straddles
them. Now Lipset's ‘cross-pressures’ — typically exercised by religious
affiliation, for instance, which curs across class barriers — are the ‘opiates’
of a strict Marxist, For they are integrators which prevent the system
coming apart at the social seam, and thus prevent the class war from
coming to a head. But we are not dealing here simply with two value
judgements about the same facts understood in the same way. The crucial
difference is that for Lipset the stage beyond the class struggle does not
and cannot exist; the abolition of the conflict in unanimity is impossible;
his view is: ‘the rich ye have always with you'. But in this case the inte-
grating factors cease to be ‘opiates’, breeding false consciousness and
hiding the great revolutionary potentiality. There is nothing there to hide.
Lipset’s view therefore negates revolutionary Marxism in a direct way —
in the same way as it negates the views above — by denying that the crucial
dimensions of variation have reality.

But if we examine this last example a little more closely, we can see even
wider normative consequences of Lipset’s view. For if we rule out the
transformation to the classless society, then we are left with the choice
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herween different kinds of class conflict: a violent kind which so divifles
society that it can only survive under some form of tyranny, of one which
can reach accommodations in peace. This choice, ser out in these terms,
virtually makes irself for us. We may point out that this does not cover 1[1_::
range of possibility, since there are also cases in which th:l: cliass conflict is
latent, owing ro the relarive absence of one party. Bue this is the Iresull' of
underdevelopment, of a lack of education, or knowledge, or initiative on
the part of the underprivileged. Moreover, it unfaiiing!y_lcads 1 3 Wors-
ening of their position relative to the privileged. As Lipset says in the
statement of his political position which forms the introduction to the
Anchor Edition of Political Man, °1 believe with Marx that all privileged
classes seek to maintain and enbance their advantages against the desire
of the underprivileged to reduce them.!!

Thus, for Lipser, the important dimension of variation for political
societies can be seen as L-shaped, as it were. On the one end lie societies
where the divisions are articulated but are so deep that they cannot be
contained without violenece, suppression of liberty, and desporic rule; on
the other end lie societies which are peaceful but oligarchic and which are
therefore run to secure the good of a minority ruling group. At the angle
are the societies whose differences are articulared bur which are capable
of accommodating them in a peaceful way, and which therefore are
characterized by a high degree of individual liberty and political
organization.

Faced with this choice, it is hard to opt for anywhere else but the angle.
For to do so is either to choose violence and despotism and suppression
over peace, rule by consent, and liberty, or to choose a society run more
for the benefit of a minority over a society run more for the benefit of all, a
society which exploits and/or manipulates over a society which tends to
secure the common good as determined by the majority. Only in the angle
can we have a society really run for the common good, for at one end is
oligarchy based on an unorganized mass. at the other despotism.

Lipset himself makes this option explicit:

A basic premise of this book is thar democracy is not only or even primarily a
means through which different groups can arrain their ends or seek the good
sociery; it is the good sociery itself in operation. Only the give-and-take of a frct
society’s internal struggles offers some guarantee thar the products of the sociery
will not accumulate in the hands of a few power-holders, and thar men may
develop and bring up their children withour fear of persecution, '

LY Political Man (New York, 1a59), p. xxii, emphasis in original. ¥ [bid,, p. 4o
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This is a succinet statement of the value position implicit in Political
Man, but it is wrongly characterized as a *premise’. The use of this term
shows the influence of the theory of value-neutrality, but it is misplaced.
It would be less misleading to say ‘upshot’, for the value position flows
out of the analysis of the book. Once we accept Lipset's analysis concern-
ing the fundamental role of class in politics, that it always operates even
when division 1s not overt, and that it can never be surmounted in una-
nimity, then we have no choice but to accept democracy as he defines it, as
a sociery in which most men are doers, take their fate in their own hands,
or have a hand in determining it, and at least reduce the degree to which
injustice is done to them, or their interests are unfavourably handled by
others, as the good society.

Z

But now we have gone far beyond the merely negative consequences noted
above for Marxism, conservatism, or Rousseau’s general will. We are
saying that the crucial dimensions of variation of Lipset’s theory not only
negate dimensions crucial to other normative theories but support one of
their own, which is implicit in the theory itself. But this conclusion, if
true, goes against the supposed neutrality of scientific fact. Let us examine
it a bit more closely.

We have said above that faced with the choice berween a regime based
on violence and suppression, and one based on consent, between regimes
which serve the interests more or less of all versus regimes which serve the
interests only of a minority, the choice is clear. Is this simply a rhetorical
flourish, playing on generally accepted values amang readers? Or is the
connection more solid?

Granted that we wish to apply ‘better’ and ‘worse’ to regimes charac-
terized along this dimension, can one conceive of reversing what seemed
above to be the only possible judgement? Can one say: yes, a regime based
on minority rule with violent suppression of the majority is berrer than
one based on general consensus, where all have a chance to have their
interests looked to? Cerrainly this is not a logically absurd position in
itself. But if someone accepted the framework of Lipset and proceeded to
make this judgement, surely we would expect him to go on and mention
some other considerations which led him to this astounding conclusion.
We might expect him to say that only minorities are creative, that
violence is necessary to keep men from stagnating, or something of this
kind. Bur supposing he said nothing of the sort? Supposing he just main-
tained that violence was better than its opposite, not gua stimulus to
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creativity, ot essential element in progress, but just gua violence; that it
was better that only the minority interest be served, not because the
minority would be more creative but just because it was a minority? A
position of this kind would be unintelligible. We could 1:ndersrgnd that
the man was dedicating himself to the furtherance of such a society, but
the use of the words ‘good’ or ‘better’ would be totally inappropriate here,
for there would be no visible grounds for applying them, The question
would remain open whether the man had understood these terms,
whether, for example, he had not confused *good’ with ‘something which
gives me a kick’, or *aesthetically pleasing’, _ .

But, it might be argned, this is nor a fair example. Supposing our
unarthodox thinker did adduce other grounds for preferring violence and
majority rule? Surely, then, he would be permitted to differ from us? Yes,
but then it is very dubious whether he could still accepr Lipset’s
framework. Suppose, for instance, that one believed (as Hegel did about
war) that violence was morally necessary from time to time for the well-
being of the state. This would not be withourt effect on one’s conceprion of
political science; the range of possible regimes would be different from
that which Lipset gives us; for peaceful democratic regimes would suffer a
process of stagnation which would render them less viable; they would
not in fact be able to maintain themselves, and thus the spectrum of
possible regimes would be different from the one Lipset presents us withs;
the most viable regime would be one which was able to ration viclence
and maintain it at a non-disruptive level withour falling over into stag-
nation and decay.

But why need this change of values bring along with it a change in
explanatory framework? We seem to be assuming thar the evils of inter-
nal peace must be such as to have a political effect, to undermine the
viability of the political society, Is this assumption justified? Normally, of
course, we would expect someone putting forward a theory of thiskind to
hold that inner violence is good because it contributes to the dynamism,
or creativity of people, or progress of the society, or something of the kind
which would make peaceful societies less viable. But supposing he chose
some other benefits of violence which had nothing to do with the survival
or health of political society? Let us say that he held that violence was
good for art, that only in societies rent by internal violence could great
literature, music, painting be produced? The position, for instance, of
Harry Lime in The Third Man?

This certainly 1s a possible case. But let us examine it more closely, Our
hypothetical objector has totally forsaken the ground of politics, and 15
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making his judgement on extraneous (here aestheric) grounds. He canngt
deny that, serting these grounds aside, the normal order of preference i
valid. He is saying in effect that, although it is better abstracting from
aesthetic considerations that society be peaceful, nevertheless this must he
over-ridden in the interests of ar,

This distinction is important, We must distinguish berween two kinds of
objection to a given valuation. [t may be that the valuation is accepted, byt
that its verdict for our actual choices is over-ridden, as it were, by other
more important valuations, Thus we may think thar freedom of speech is
always a good, while reluctantly conceding thar it must be curtailed in an
emergency because of the great risks it would entail here, We are in this case
self-consciously curtailing a good. The other kind of objection is the one
which undermines the valuation itself, seeks to deprive the putative good of
its status. This is what Lipset does, for mstance, to spiritual followers of
Rousseau in showing that their harmony can only be the silence of minority
rule." In one case we are conceding that the thing in question does really
have the properties which its proponents attribute to it {e.g. that free speech
does contribute to justice, progress, human development, or wharever), but
we are adding that it also has other properties which force us to proceed
against it (e.g. it is potentially disruptive} temporarily or permanently, In
the other case, we are denying the condition in question the very properties
by which it is judged good (e.g. that the legislation of the society without
cleavage emanartes from the free conscious will of all its citizens). Let us call
these two objections respectively over-nding and undermining.

Now what is being claimed here is that an objection which undermines
the values which seem to arise out of a given framework must alter the
framework; that in this sense the framework is inextricably connected to a
certain set of values; and tharif we can reverse the valuation without touch-
ing the framework, then we are dealing with an over-riding,

To go back to the example above: in order to undermine the judgement
against violence we would have to show that it does not have the property
claimed for it. Now obviously violence has the property of killing and
maiming which goes some way towards putting it in the list of undesir-
ables, one might think irrevocably; so that it could only be over-ridden. Bur
here we are not dealing with a judgement about violence per se, but rather
with one concerning the alternative of peace and violence; and the judge-
ment rests on the ground that violence has properties which peace has not,

1 OF course, Rousseau's general will may remain a value in the hypothetical world he casts
for ir, but that concerns Uropia building, not political philosophy.
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that the evils obviously attribured ro violence are effectively avoided by

cace. But if one can show that peace leads to stagnation, and thus to
breakdown (and hence eventual chaos or violence) or foreign conquest,
then the supposed gap between the two narrows. On the contrary, one is

esented with a new alternative, that between more or less controlled
violence and the destructive uncontrolled kind associated with internal
breakdown or foreign conquest. What the undermining job has done is to
destroy the alternative on which the original judgement was based, and
thus deprive the previously preferred alternative of its differential
property for which it was valued.

But any undermining of this kind is bound to alter the explanatory
framework of which the original alternative was an essential part. If we
cannot maintain a peaceful polity, then the gamut of possibilities is very
different, and Lipset is guilty of neglecting a whole host of factors, to do
with the gamut tension-stagnation.

To take the other example, let our objector make a case for rule by the
minority. Let him claim that only the minority are creative, that if they
are not given preference, then they will not produce, and then everyone
will suffer. Thus the supposed difference between rule for the minority
and that for all, viz. that the ordinary bloke gets something out of the
second that he does not out of the first, is set aside; rather the opposite
turns out to be the case. The value is undermined. But so is the political
framework altered, for now we have an elitist thesis about the importance
of minority rule; another variable has entered the picture which was noet
present in the previous framework and which curs across it, in so far as the
previous framework presented the possibility of good progressive soci-
eties run for all,

Let us hold, however, thar violence or elite rule is good for painting,
and we have an over-ruling; for it remains the case that it would be better
to have no violence and everybody getting a square deal, but alas—

Thus the framework does secrete a certain value position, albeit one
that can be over-ridden. In general we can see this arising in the following
way: the framework gives us as it were the geography of the range of
phenomena in question, it tells us how they can vary, what are the major
dimensions of variation, But since we are dealing with marters which are
of great importance to human beings, a given map will have, as it were, its
own built-in value=slope. That is to say, a given dimension of variation
will usually determine for itself how we are to judge of good and bad,
because of its relation to obvigus human wants and needs.

Now this may seem a somewhat startling result, since it is well known
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that there are wide differences over whar human needs, desires, and pur.
poses are. Not that there is not a wide area of agreement over hasic things
like life; bue this clearly breaks down when one tries to extend the lisg,
There can thus be grear disagreement over the putative human need for
self-expression or for autonomous development, both of which can and
do play important parts in debates and conflicts over political theory,

Does this mean, therefore, that we can reject the previous result and
imagine a state of affairs where we could accept the framework of expla-
nation of a given theory, and yet refuse the value judgements it secretes,
because we took a different view of the schedule of human needs?" Or, 1o
put it another way, does this mean thar the step between accepting a
framework of explanation and accepting a certain notion of the political
good is mediated by a premise concerning human needs, which may be
widely enough held to go unnoticed, but which nevertheless can be
challenged, thus breaking the connection?

The answer is no. For the connection between a given framework of
explanation and a certain notion of the schedule of needs, wants, and
purposes which seems o mediate the inference to value theory is not
fortuitous. If one adopted a quite different view of human need, one
would upser the framework. Thus to pursue another example from
Lipser, stable democracies are judged berrer than stable oligarchies, since
the latter can only exist where the majority is so uneducated and tradi-
tion-bound or narrowed thar it has not yet learned to demand its rights,
But suppose we tried to upser this judgement by hoelding that undee-
development is good for men, that they are happier when they are led by
some unguestioned norms, do not have to think for themselves, and so
on? One would then be reversing the value judgement. But at the same
time one would be changing the framewerk. For we are introducing a
notion of anomie here, and we cannot suppose this factor to exist without
having some important effect on the working of political society, If
anomie is the result of the development of education and the breakdown
of tradition, then it will affect the stability of the socienes which promaote
this kind of development. They will be subject to constant danger of being
undermined as their citizens, suffering from anomie, look for havens of

Y This could invelve either an undermining or an over-riding of the value judgement, For
we can deny somerthing, a condition ar outcome, the property by which it is judged good
not only by denying it a properry by which ir fulfils certain human needs, wants, or
purposes, bue alsa by denying thar these nesds, wants, or purposes exist, And we can
over-ride the judgement that it is good by pointing 1o other needs, wants, or purposes
that it frastraces.
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certainty. lf men are made unhappy by democracy, then undoubtedly itis
not as good as its protagonists make out, but it is not so viable either,

The view above that we could accepr the framework of explanation and
reject the value conclusion by positing a diffgrent schedl._lle of needs
cannot be sustained. For a given framework is linked toa given concep-
sion of the schedule of human needs, wants, and purposes, such tha, if the
schedule turns out to have been mistaken in some significant way, the
framework itself cannot be maimtained. This is for the fairly obvious
reason that human needs, wants, and purposes have an important bearing
on the way peaple act, and that therefore one has to have a notion of the
schedule which is not too wildly inaccurate if one is to establish the
framework for any science of human behaviour, that of politics not
excepted. A conception of human needs thus enters into a given political
theory, and cannot be considered something extraneous which we later
add to the framework to yield a set of value judgements,

This is not to say that there cannot be needs or purposes which we
might add to those implicit in any framework, and which would not alter
the framework since their effect on political events might be marginal.
But this would at most give us the ground of an over-ruling, not for an
undermining. In order to undermine the valuation we would have to show
that the putative need fulfilled was not a need, or that what looked like
fulfilling a need, or a want, or a human purpose was really not so, or really
did the opposite. Now even an over-ruling might destroy the framework,
if 4 new need were introduced which was important enough motiva-
tionally to dictate quite different hehaviour. Bur certainly an under-
mining, which implies that one has misidentified the schedule of needs,
would do so.

3
It would appear from the above example that the adoption of a

frameweork of explanation carries with it the adoption of the ‘value-slope
implicit in it, although the valuations can be over-ruled by considerations
of an extra-political kind. But it might be objected thar the study of one
example is not a wide enough base for such a far-reaching conclusion. The
example might even be thought to be peculiarly inappropriate because of
Lipset's closeness to the tradition of political philosophy, and particu-
larly his esteem for Aristotle,

If we wish, however, to extend the range of examples, we can see
immediately that Lipset's theory is not exceptional. There is, for instance,
a whole range of theories in which the connection between factual base
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and valuation is built in, as it were, to the conceptual structure. Such is the
case of many theories which make use of the notion of function. To fulfil 5
function is to meet a requirement of same kind, and when the term is used
in social theory, the requirement concerned is generally connected with
human needs, wants, and purposes. The requirement or end concerned
may be the maintenance of the political system which is seen as essentia]
to man, or the securing of some of the benefits which political systems are
in a position to attain for men — stability, security, peace, fulfilment of
some wants, and so on. Since politics is largely made up of human pur-
poseful activity, a characterization of political societies in terms of func-
tion is not implausible. But in so far as we characterize societies in terms
of their fulfilling in different ways and to different degrees the same set of
functions, the crucial dimension of variation for explanatory purposes js
also a normatively significant one. Those societies which fulfil the fune-
rions more completely are pro tanto better.

We can take as an example the ‘structural-functional” theory of Gabriel
Almond as outlined in his Politics of the Developing Areas." Among the
functions Almond outlines thar all polities must fulfil is that of ‘interest
articulation’, It is an essential part of the process by which the demands,
interests, and claims of members of a society can be brought to bear on
government and produce some result. Almond sees four main types of
structures as involved in interest articulation.'® OF three of these [institu-
tional, non-associational, and anomic interest groups), he says thar a
prominent role for them in interest articulation tends to indicate poor
‘boundary maintenance’, between society and polity. Only the fourth
{associational interest groups) can carry the main burden of interest
articulation in such a way as to maintain a smooth-running system ‘by
virtue of the regulatory role of associational interest groups in processing
raw claims or interest articulations occurring elsewhere in the society and
the political system, and directing them in an orderly way and in aggreg-
able form through the party system, legislarure, and bureaucracy’."”

The view here is of a flow of raw demands which have to be processed
by the system before satisfaction can be meted out. If the processing is
inefficient, then the satsfaction will be less, the system will increase
frustration, uncertainty, and often as a consequence instability. In this
context boundary maintenance between society and polity is important
for clarity and efficiency. Speaking of the functions of articulation and
aggregation together, Almond says:

1 fbid., p. 33,

. Princeton, 1963, ' 1hid., pp. 35-6.
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Thus, o attain @ maximam flow of inpues of raw claims from the soclety, a low
level of processing into a common language of claims is required which is per-
formed by associated interest groups. To assimilate and wansform these interests
it & m!;—zl"l'l.-'el}' small number of alicrnatives of policy and personnel, 2 middle
range of processing is necessary, If these two functions are performed in substan-
ial part before the authoritative governmental structures are reached, then the
putput functions of rule-making and rule application are facilitated, and the
polinical and povernmental processes become calculable and responsible. The
putputs may be related to and controlled by the inputs, and thus crculation
becomes relatively free by virme of good boundary maintenance or division of

labour.'®

Thus in characterizing different institutions by the way they articulate
or aggregate interests, Almond is also evaluating them. For obviously a
society with the above characteristics is preferable to one without; where,
that is, there is less free circulation, where ‘outputs’ correspond less to
‘inputs’ (what people want, claim, or demand), where government is less
responsible, and so on. The characterization of the system in terms of
funcrion contains the criteria of ‘eufuncion’ and ‘dysfunction’, as they
are sometimes called. The dimension of variation leaves only one answer
to the question, “Which is better ', because of the clear relation in which it
stands to men’s wants and needs.

Theories of this kind include not only those which make explicit use of
‘function’, but also other derivatives of systems theory and frameworks
which build on the analogy with organisms. This might be thought to
include, for instance, David Easton and Karl Deutsch.'® Far the require-
ments by which we will judge the performance of different political
systems are explicit in the theory,

But whar about theories which set out explicitly to separate fact from
evaluations, to ‘state conditions’ without in any way ‘justifying preferen-
ces’? What about a theory of the *behavioural’ type, like that of Harold
Lasswell?

Harold Lasswell is clearly a believer in the neutrality of scientific findings.
Lasswell is openly committed to certain values, notably those of the
democratic society as he defines it, a society ‘in which human dignity is

i .I’J:'fd.rp_ 19.

" Easton, A Framework for Political Analysis [Englewond Cliffs, N, ra6¢) and A Systens
Anatysiz of Political Life (New York, 1965), and Deutsch, The Nerves of Governmestd
(Glencoe, 111, 1963},
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realized in theory and fact’.*" He believes that scientific findings can be
brought to bear on the realization of these goals. A science so oriented 15
what he calls a *policy science’. But this does not affect the neutrality of
the findings: a policy science simply determines a certain grouping and
selection of findings which help us to encompass the goal we have set, It
follows that if there are policy sciences of democracy, there can also be 4
‘policy science of tyranny’,*!

In Lasswell's ‘configurative analysis’, then, both fact and valuation
enter; but they remain entirely separable. The following passage from the
introduction of Power and Society makes the point unambiguously:

The present conception conforms ... to the philosophical tradition in which
politics and ethics have always been closely associated. But it deviates from the
tradition in giving full recognition to the existence of two distinet components in
political theory — empirical propositions of political science and the value judg-
ments of political doctrine, Only statements of the first kind are formulated in the
present work, >

Yer the implied separation between factual analysis and evaluation is
belied by the text itself, In the sections dealing with different types of
polity,” the authors introduce a number of dimensions of variation of
political society. Polities vary (1) as to the allocation of power (between
autocracy, oligarchy, republic), (2) as to the scope of power (society either
undergoes greater regimentation or liberalization), (3) as to the concen-
tration or dispersion of power (taking in questions concerning the separa-
tion of powers, or federalism), (4) as to the degree to which a rule is
equalitarian (the degree of equality in power potential), (5) the degree to
which it is libertarian or authoritarian, {6) the degree to which it is
impartial, (7) and the degree to which it is juridical or tyrannical. Democ-
racy is defined as a rule which is libertarian, juridical, and impartial.

It is not surprising to find one’s sympathies growing towards democ-
racy as one ploughs through this list of definitions. For they leave us little
choice. Dimension (5] clearly determines our preference. Liberty is
defined not just in terms of an absence of coercion, but of genuine respon-
sibility to self. *A rule is libertarian where initiative, individuality and
choice are widespread; authoritarian, if obedience, conformity and caer-
cion are characteristic."** Quoting Spinoza with approval, Lasswell and

i

? “The demuocratic character', in Politteal Writings {Glencoe, L., 195 1), P 473

Hid., p. 4710,

Peneer and Soctety (New Haven, Conn., 1952), p. xiii.
Ibid., chap, g, sections 3 and 4

Ibid., p. 228,
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Kaplan come down in favour of a notion of liberty as the capacity to *live
by ... free reason’. ‘On this conception, there is liberty in a state only
where each individual has sufficient se]f-rc:ipec: to respect others, '™

Thus it is clear that liberty is preferable to its opposite. Many thinkers
of the orthodox school, while agreeing with this verdict, might attribute
it simply to careless wording on the author’s part, to a temporary relax-
ation of that perpetual vigil which must be maintained against creeping
value bias. It is important to point out therefore that the value force here
is more than a question of wording, [t lies in the type of alternative which®
is presented to us: on the one hand, a man can be manipulated by others,
obeying a law and standards set up by others which he cannot judge; on
the other hand, he is developed to the point where he can judge for
himself, exercise reason, and apply his own standards; he comes to respect
himself and is more capable of respecting others. If this is really the
alternanive before us, how can we fail to judge freedom better (whether or
not we believe there are over-riding considerations)?

Dimension (6} also determines our choice. ‘Impartiality” is said to “cor-
respond in certain ways to the concepts of “justice” in the classical tradi-
ton',* and an impartial rule is called a ‘commonwealth’, *enhancing the
value position of all members of the society impartially, rather than that
of some restricted class’*” Now if the choice is simply between a regime
which works for the common good and a regime which works for the
good of some smaller group, there is no doubt which is better in the
absence of any over-riding considerations.

Similarly dimension (7) is value-determinate, ‘Juridical’ is opposed to
‘tyrannical’ and is defined as a state of affairs where ‘decisions are made in
accord with specified rules ... rather than arbitrarily’,”* or where a
‘decision is challenged by an appraisal of it in terms of ... condinons,
which must be met by rulers as well as ruled’, Since the alternative pre-
sented here is arbitrary decision, and one which cannot be checked by any
due process, there is no question which is preferable. If we had wanted to
present a justification of rule purside law (such as Plaro did), we would
never accept the adjective ‘arbitrary’ in our description of the alternative
to ‘juridical’.

As far as the other dimensions are concerned, the authors relate them to
these three key ones, so that they woo cannot be seen as neutral, although
their value relevance is derivative. Thus voluntarization is better for
liberty than regimentation, and the dispersion of power can be seen as
T hid, B Thid., p. 232,

B b, p. 229, W fhid., oAt
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conducive to juridicalness. In short, we come out with a full-dress Jastifi- |

cation of democracy, and this in a work which claims neutrality, The

work, we are told in the introduction, ‘contains no elaborations gf

political doctring, of what the stare and society ought o be’.?” Evpy
during the very exposition of the section on democracy, there are rityal
disclaimers: for instance, when the term ‘justice’ is mentioned, ;
parenthesis is inserted: “the present term, however, is ta be undersiond
altogether in a descriptive, non-normative sense’;" and at the end of the
chapter: ‘the formulations throughout are descriptive rather than nor-
matively ambiguous’.!!

But neutral they are not, as we have seen: we cannot accept these
descriprions and fail to agree thar democracy 15 a better form of govern-
ment than its opposite (a ‘tyrannical’, ‘exploitative’, ‘authoritarian’ rule:
you can take vour choice). Only the hold of the neutrality myth can hide
this truth from the authors,

Of course these sections do not represent adeguately Lasswell's total
work. Indeed, one of the problems in discussing Lasswell is that he has
espoused a bewildering variety of conceprual frameworks of explanation,
This is evident from a perusal of Power and Society alone, quite apart
from his numerous other works. These may all cohere in some unified
system, but if this 1s the case, it is far from obvious. Yet the link between
tactual analysis and evaluadon reappears in each of the different
approaches. There is not space to cover them all; one further example will
have to suffice here.

In the later psychiatrically oriented works, such as Power and Per-
sonality, *The democratic character’,™ the goal explicitly set for policy
science 15 democracy. Bur the implication that this is a goal chosen
independently of what is discovered to be true about palitics is belied all
along the line. For the alternative to a society where people have a *self-
system’ which suits the democratic character is one in which various
pathologies, often of a dangerous kind, are rampant. The problem of
democracy is to create, among other things, a self-system which is ‘muld-
valued, rather than single-valued, and ., . disposed to share rather than to
hoard or to monopolize’.! One might have some quarrel with this: per-
haps single-minded people are an asset to sociery. But after seeing the
alternative to multi-valuedness as set out in the *Democratic character’,*

¥ Itid,, p.oxi, 0 Ibid., pozyn, W Ihid., p. 239. Y Poditical Writings.
B Ihid., pp. 497-8. M Ihid., PP- 497401
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one can understand why Lasswell holds this view. Lasswell lays out for us
eries of what he describes frankly ar one point as ‘character deforma-

a8 i
fons’® 0 talking abour the homo politicus who concentrates on the
pursuit of power, he remarks “The psychiatrist feels at home in the study

of ardent seekers after power in the arena of politics because T.h:: physician
recognizes the extreme egocentricity and sly ruthlessness of some of the
p-.;.mnnid patients with whom he has come in contact in the clinic,"™

The point here is not that Lasswell introduces vnlunriur.: illegitinmtely
by the use of subtly weighted language, or unnecessarily pejorative terms.
Perhaps politicians do tend to approximate to unbalanced personalities
secking to make up deprivation by any means, The point 1s that, if this is
wrue, then some impaortant judgements follow about political psychiatry.
And these are not, as it were, suspended on some independent value-
judgement, but arise from the facrs themselves. There could be a policy
science of tyranny, but then there could also be a medical science aimed at
producing disease (as when nations do research into bacteriological
warfare). Bur we could not say that the second was more warthy of
pursuit than the first, unless we advanced some very powerful over-riding
reasons (which is what proponents of bacteriological warfare try — unsuc-
ne.g-.-iuﬂy —to do). The science of health, however, needs no such special
justificanion.

m

T

The thesis we have been defending, however plausible it may appear in the
context of a discussion of the different theories of political science, is
unacceptable to an important school of philosophy today. Throughout
the foregoing analysis, philosophers will have felt uncasy. For this con-
clusion tells against the well-entrenched doctrine according to which
questions of value are independent of questions of fact; the view which
holds that befare any set of facts we are free to adopt an indefinite number
of value positions. According to the view defended here, on the other
hand, a given framework of explanation in political science tends to
support an associated value position, sccretes its own norms for the
assessment of polities and policies.

It is of course this philosophical belief which, because of its immense
influence among scientists in general and political scientists as well, has

W Ibid., p- 500 W Thid., p 498.
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contributed to the cult of neutrality in political science, and the belief
that genuine science gives no guidance as to right and wrong. It is time,
therefore, to come 1o grips with this philosophical view,

There are two points about the use of ‘good” which are overlooked
or negated by the standard ‘non-naturalist” view: (1) to apply ‘good’
may or may not be to commend, but it is always to claim that there are
reasons for commending whatever it is applied to, (2} to say of some.
thing that it fulfils human needs, wants, or purposes always constitures
a prima facie reason for calling it ‘good’, that is, for applying the term
in the absence of over-riding considerations.™”

Now the non-naturalist view, as expressed, for instance, by Hare or
Stevenson, denies both these propositions. lts starting point is the cast-
ing of moral argument in deductive form — all the arguments against
the so-called ‘naturalistic fallacy” have rurned on the validicy of deduc-
tive inference, The ordinary man may think that he is moving from a
factual consideration about something to a judgement that it is good
or bad, but in fact one cannot deduce a statement concerning the
goodness or badness of something from a statement attributing some
descriptive property to it, Thus the ordinary man's argument is really
an enthymeme: he is assuming some major premise: when he moves
from ‘X will make men happy' to ‘X i1s good’, he is operating with the
suppressed premise "What makes men happy is good’, for only by
adding this can one derive the conclusion by valid inference.

To put the point in another way: the ordinary man sees *X will make
men happy' as the reason for his favourable verdicr on it. Bur on the
non-naturalist view, it is a reason only because he accepts the
suppressed major premise. For one could, logically, reject this premise,
and then the conclusion would not follow ar all. Hence, thar some-
thing 15 a reason for judging X good depends on what values the man
who judges holds. OF course, one can find reasons for holding these
values; that is, facts from which we could derive the major premise,
but only by adopting a higher major which would allow us to derive
our first major as a valid conclusion. Ulnmarely, we have to decide
beyond all reasons, as it were, what our values are, For at each stage
where we adduce a reason, we have already o have accepted some
value {enshrined in a major premise) in virtue of which this reason is

F We might also speak of ‘interests” here, but this can be séen as included in *wants® and
‘needs’, Inrerest may deviate from wanr, bur can only be explicated in terms of such
comceprs as ‘satistacoion’, ‘happiness’, ‘unhappiness’, erc., the eriteria for whose applica-
tiom are ultimately to be found in whar we wanr.

==
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valid. But then our ultimate major premises stand without reasons; they are
the fruit of a pure choice.

Proposition (1) above, then, is immediately denied by non-naturalism.
fForin the highest major premises ‘good” is applied to commend without the
caim that there are reasons for this commendation. And (2) also is rejected,
for nothing can claim always to constitute a reason for calling something
good. Whether it does or not depends on the decisions a man has made
ahout his values, and it is not logically impossible that he should decide to
consider human needs, wants, and purposes irrelevant to judgements about
good and bad. A reason is always a reason-for-somebody, and has this
status because of the values he has accepred.

The question at issue, then, is first, whether ‘good’ can be used where
there are no reasons, either evident or which can be cited for its applica-
tion.”® Consider the following case:* There are two segregationists who
disapprove of miscegenation. The first claims that mixing races will pro-
duce general unhappiness, a decline in the intellectual capacity and moral
standards of the race, the abolition of a creative rension, and so on. The
second, however, refuses to assent to any of these beliefs; the race will not
deteriorate, men may even be happier; in any case they will be just as intelli-
gent, moral, etc. But, he insists, miscegenation is bad. When challenged to
produce some substitute reason for this judgement, he simply replies: ‘I
have no reasons; everyone is entitled, indeed has to accept some higher
major premise and stop the search for reasons somewhere, 1 have chosen to
stop here, rather than seeking grounds in such fashionable quarters as
human happiness, moral stature, etc.” Or supposing he looked at us in
puzzlement and said: *Reasons? why do you ask for reasons? Miscege-
nation is just bad.’

Now no one would question that the first segregationist was making the
judgement ‘miscegenation 1s bad’, But in the case of the second, a difficulty
arises. This can be seen as soon as we ask the question: how can we tell
whether the man is really making a judgement about the badness of mis-
cegenation and not just, say, giving vent to a sirongly felt repulsion, or a
neurotic phobia against sexual relations berween people of different races?
Now it is essential to the notions *good’ and *bad’ as we use them in judge-
ments that there be a distinenon of this kind berween these judgements and

" In what follows | am ndebted to the arguments of Mrs P. Foot, .. to her “When is a
principle a moral principle?’, Anstotelfan Stciety, Supplementary Vol, gxvii (195 4), and
her “Moral Arguments’, Mind, ASSV [xvii {ro5#), although | do not know whether she
would agree with the conclusions | draw [rom them,

¥ Borrowed with changes from Hare's Freedom and Reason (Oxford, 1963).
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expressions of horror, delight, liking, disliking, and so on. It is essentia|
thar we be able, e.g. to correct a speaker by saying : "What you want to say
would be better put as “miscegenation horrifies me”, or “miscegenation
makes me go all creepy inside™.' Because it is an essential part of the
grammar of ‘good’ and *bad’ that they claim more than is claimed by
expressions of delight, horror, ete. For we set aside someone's judgement
that X i5 good when we say: *All you are saving is thar you like X." Tg
which the man can hotly reply: ‘1 do not like X any more than vou do, but |
recognize that it is good.’

There must therefore be cnteria of distinction between these two cases
if ‘good’ and ‘bad’ are to have the grammar that they have. But if we allow
that our second segregationist is making the judgement ‘miscegenation is
bad’, then no such distinction can be made. A judgement that | like
something does not need grounds. That is, the absence of grnum:ts does
not undermine the claim ‘I ke X' (though other things, e.g. in my
behaviour, may undermine it). But unless we adduce reasons for ir (and
moreover reasons of a certain kind as we shall see below) we cannot show
that our claim that X 1s good says more than ‘I hke X." Thus a man can
only defend himself against the charge that all he is saying is that he likes
X by giving his grounds. If there are no grounds, then judgement becomes
indistinguishable from expression; which means that there are no more
judgements of good and bad, since the distinction is essential to them, as
we have seen.

Those wha believe in the fact—value dichotomy have naturally tried wo
avoid this conclusion; they have tried to distinguish the two cases by
fastening on the use made of judgements of good and bad in commending,
prescribing, expressing approval, and so on. Thus, no macer what a
man's grounds, if any, we could know that he was making a judgement of
good and bad by the fact that he was commending, prescribing, or
committing himself to pursue the thing in question, or something of the
kind. Bur this begs the question, for we can raise the query: what const-
tutes commending, or prescribing, or committing myself, or expressing
approval, or whatever? How does one tell whether a man is doing one of
these things as against just giving vent to his feelings?

If we can say that we can tell by what the man accepts as following from
his stand — whether he accepts that he should strive to realize the thing in
guestion — then the same problem breaks our afresh: how do we distin-
guish his accepting the proposition that he should seek the end and his just
being hell-bent on secking this end? Presumably, both our segregationists
would agree that they should fight miscegenation, but this would still
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Jeave us just as puzzled and uncertain about the position of the second.
Perhaps we can tell by whether they are willing to universalize their
prescription? But here again we have no touchstone, for both segrega-
ronists would assent that everyone should seek racial purity, but the
question would remain open whether this had a different meaning in the
rwo cases. Perhaps the second one just means that he cannot stand inter-
racial mating, whether done by himself or by anyone else. Similarly, a
compulsive may keep his hands scrupulously clean and feel disgust at the
uncleanliness of others, even plead with them to follow his example; but
we still want to distinguish his case from one who had judged that clean-
liness was good.

Can we fall back on behavioural criteria, meaning by ‘behaviour’ whar
a man does in contrast to how he thinks about what he does? But there is
no reason why a man with a neurotic phobia against X should not do all
the things which the man who judges X is bad does, i.e. avoiding X
himself, trying to stop others from doing it, and so on.

Thus the non-naturalists would leave us with no criteria except what
the man was willing to say, But then we would have no way of knowing
whether the words were correctly applied or not, which is to say thart they
would have no meaning. All that we achieve by trying to mark the
distinction by what fellows from the judgement is that the same question
which we raised about *X is bad” as against *X makes me shudder’ can be
raised about the complex ‘X is bad, I/ you should not do X' as against the
complex ‘X makes me shudder, please I/you do not do X." We simply
appeal from what the man is willing to say on the first question to what he
is willing to say on the second, The distinction ¢an only be properly drawn
if we look to the reasons for the judgement, and this is why a judgement
without reasons cannot be allowed, for it can no longer be distinguished
from an expression of feeling,”

* We may use behaviour, of course, 1o judge which of the rwo constrizctions to put on a
man's words, but the two are not distinguished by behavioural criteria alone, but also by
what 4 man thinks and feels. Tt is possible, of course, to challenge a man’s even sincere
belief that he is judging of good and bad, and to disvalue it on the grounds that one holds
it to be based largely on irrational prejudice or unavowed ambitions or fears. Thus our
first segregationist may be judged as not oo different from our second. For there is some
evidence that segregationist ideas can at least partly be assimilared to neurotic phobias in
their psychological roots. Bue this i just why many people look on the judgements of
segregationists as self-deception and unconscious sham. ‘Really’, they are just expres-
sions of horror, But this respects the logic of ‘good’ as we have oudined it for it
concludes thae if the rational base is mere show, then the judgement is mere show.
Segregationists, for their part, rarely are of the second type, and pay homage to the logic
of ‘good’ by casting about for all sorts of specious reasons of the correct form.
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&

This analysis may sound plausible for ‘miscegenation is bad’, but hnilr:

about ‘anything conducive ro human happiness is good’'? What can we say

here, if asked to give grounds for this affirmation? The answer is that we |
can say nothing, but also we need say nothing. For that something cpy '

duces to human happiness is already an adequare ground for judging

good — adequate, that is, in the absence of countervailing considerationg. i
We come, then to the second point at issue, the claim that to say of
something that it fulfils human needs, wants or purposes always congyy. |

tutes a prima facie reason for calling it ‘good’,
For in fact it is not just necessary that there be grounds for the affirm-
ation if we are to take it at its face value as an artribution of good or bad
)

they must also be grounds of a certain kind. They must be grounds which {

relate in some intelligible way to what men need, desire, or seck after
This may become clearer if we look ar another example. Suppose a may

says: “To make medical care available to more people is good'; suppose, '

then, that another man wishes to deny this, We could, of course, imagine

reasons for this: world popularion will grow too fast, there are other more

urgent claims on scarce resources, the goal can only be obtained by objec-
tionable social policies, such as socialized medicine, and so on. The
espousal of any of these would make the opposition to the above judge-
ment intelligible, even if not acceptable, and make it clear thar it was #his
judgement that was being denied, and not just, say, an emotional reaction

which was being countered with another, If, however, our objector said

nothing, and claimed to have nothing to say, his position would be un-
intelligible, as we have seen; or else we would construe his waords as
expressing some feeling of distaste or horror or sadness at the thou ght.
But supposing he was willing to give grounds for his position, but none
of the above or their like, sa yving instead, for instance, ‘There would be toa
many doctors’, or “Too many people would be dressed in white's We
would remain in doubr as to how to take his opposition, for we would be
led to ask of his opposition to the increase of doctors, say, whether he was
making a judgement concerning good and bad or simply expressing a
dislike. And we would decide this question by looking at grounds he
adduced for this position. And if he claimed to have nothing to say, his
position would be unintelligible in exactly the same way as if he had
decided to remain silent at the outset and leave his original statement
unsupported. “What is this?* we would say, *You are against an increase in
medical services, because it would increase the number of doctors? But are
you just expressing the feelings of dislike thar doctors evoke in you or are
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ou really trying to tell us that the increase is bad?' In the absence of any
defence on his part, we would take the first interpretation.

It is clear that the problem would remain unsolved, if our opponent
grounded his opposition to doctors on the fact that they generally wore
dark suits, of washed their hands frequently. We might at this point
suspect him of having us on, So that the length or elaboration of the
reasoning has nothing to do with the question one way or another,

What would make his position intelligible, and mtelligible as a judge-
ment of good and bad, would be his telling some story about the evil
influence doctors exercise on society, or the sinister plot they were
harching to take over and exploit the rest of mankind, or something of the
kind, For this would relate the increase of doctors in an intelligible way to
the interests, needs, or purposes of men. In the absence of such a relation,
we remain in the dark, and are tempred to assume the worst.

What is meant by ‘intelligibility’ here 1s that we can understand the
judgement as a use of ‘good” and ‘bad’. Itis now widely agreed that a word
gets its meaning from its place in the skein of discourse; we can give its
meaning, for instance, by making clear its relations to other words. But
this is not to say that we can give the meaning in a set of logical relations
of equivalence, entailment, and so on, that an earlier positivism saw as the
content of philosophical endeavour, For the relation to other terms may
pass through a certain context. Thus, there is a relation berween ‘good’
and commending, expressing approval, and so on. But this is not to say
that we can construe ‘X is good’, for instance, as meaning ‘1 commend
%! Rather, we can say that ‘good’ can be used for commending, that to
apply the word involves being ready to commend in certain circum-
stances, for if you are not then you are shown to have been unserious in
your application of it, and so on.**

The relation between ‘good’ and commending, expressing approval,
persuading, and so on, has been stressed by non-naturalist theorists of
ethics (though not always adequately understood, because of the narrow
concentration on logical relations), bur the term has another set of rela-
tions, to the grounds of its predication, as we have tried to show. These
two aspects correspond respectively to what has often been called the

o] A John Searle's ‘Meaning and speech acts’, Philosophical Review, 71 (1962) 4a3—32.

* Thus, if I say, “This is a good car’, and then my friend comes along and says, ‘Help me
choose a car’, | have to eat my words if | am nor willing to commend the car to him, sefess
| can adduce some other countervailing factor such as price, my friend's proclivity o
dangerous driving, or whatever, But this complex reladonship cannot be expressed in an
equivalence, e.p. “This is a good car’ entails ‘If you are choosing a car, take this.”
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evaluative, emotive, or prescriptive meaning on one hand (depending on
the theory) and the *descripnive’ meanings on the other. For half a century
an immense barrage of dialectical artllery has been trained on the so-
called *naturalistic fallacy’ in an effort to prize ‘good’ loose from any set
range of descriptive meanings, But this immense effore has been beside the
point, for it has concentrated on the non-existence of logical relations
between descriptive predicates and evaluative terms. But the fact that one
cannot find equivalences, make valid deductive argument, and so on, may
show nothing about the relation between a given concept and others.

Just as with the ‘evaluative’ meaning above, so with the ‘descriptive’
meaning: ‘good’ does not mean ‘conducive to the fulfilment of human
wants, needs, or purposes’; but its use is unintelligible outside of any
relationship to wants, needs, and purposes, as we saw above. For if we
abstract from this relation, then we cannot tell whether a man is using
‘good’ to make a judgement, or simply express some feeling; and it is an
essential part of the meaning of the term that such a distinction can be
made. The ‘descriptive™ aspects of ‘good’s” meaning can rather be shown
in this way: ‘good’ is used in evaluating, commending, persuading, and so
on by a race of beings who are such that through their needs, desires, and
5o on, they are not indifferent to the various ourcomes of the world-
process., A race of inactive, godless angels, as really disinterested
spectators, would have no use for it, could not make use of it, exceptin the
context of culmural anthropology, just as human anthropologists use
*mana’, It is because ‘good’ has this use, and can only have meaning
because there is this role to fll in human life, that it becomes unintelli-
gible when abstracted from this role. Because its having a use arises from
the fact that we are not indifferent, its use cannot be understood where we
cannot see what there is to be notindifferent about, as in the strange
‘erounds” quoted by our imaginary opponent above, Moreover, its role is
such that it is supposed to be predicated on general grounds, and not just
according to the likes and dislikes or feelings of individuals, This distine-
tion is essential since {among other things) the race concerned spends a
great deal of effort achieving and maintaining consensus within larger or
smaller groups, without which it would not survive. But where we cannot

W The terms “descriptive meaning' and ‘evaluative meaning” éan be seen to be serinasly
misleading, a5 is evident from the discussion. For they carry the implication that the
meaning is ‘contained’ in the word, and can be ‘unpacked’ in statements of logical
equivalence. There is rather a descriptve aspect and an evaluative aspect of ts role or use,
which are, moreover, connected, for we cannot see whether a use of the term carries the
evaluation force of ‘good” unless we can also see whether it enters into the skein of
relations which constiture the descriptive dimension of its meaning.
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see what the grounds could be, we are tempted to go on rreating the use of
‘good” as an expression of partiality, only of the more trivial, individual
kind.

We can thus see why, for instance, ‘anything conducive to human
happiness is good’ does not need any further grounds to be adduced on its
behalf. In human happiness, which by definition men desire, we have an
adequate ground. This does not mean thart all argument is foreclosed, We
can try to show that men degenerate in various ways if they seck only
happiness, and that certain things which also make men unhappy are
necessary for their development. Or we can try to show that there is a
higher and a lower happiness, that most men seek under this title only
pleasure, and that this turns them away from genuine fulfilment; and so
on. But unless we can bring up some countervailing consideration, we
cannot deny a thesis of this kind. The fact that we can always bring up
such countervailing considerations means that we can never say that
‘good’ means ‘conducive to human happiness’, as Moore saw. Bur that
something is conducive to human happiness, or in general to the fulfil-
ment of human needs, wants, and purposes, is a prima facie reason for
calling it good, which stands unless countered.

Thus the non-neutrality of the theoretical findings of political science
need not surprise us. In setting out a given framework, a theorist is also
sefting out the gamut of possible polities and policies. But a political
framework cannot fail to contain some, even implicit, conception of
human needs, wants, and purposes. The context of this conception will
determine the value-slope of the gamut, unless we can introduce
countervailing considerations. If these countervailing factors are moriva-
tionally marginal enough not to have too much relevance to political
behaviour, then we can speak of the original valuation as being only
over-ridden. For that part of the gamut of possibilities which we origin-
ally valued sull has the property we attributed to it and thus remains
valuable for us in one aspect, even if we have to give it low marks in
another. For instance, we still will believe that having a peaceful polity is
good, even if it results in bad art. Bue if the countervailing factor is
significant for political behaviour, then it will lead us to revise our
framework and hence our views about the gamut of possible polities and
policies; this in turn will lead to new valuations. The basis of the old
values will be undermined. Thus, if we believe that an absence of violence
will lead to stagnation and foreign conquest or breakdown, then
we change the gamut of possibility: the choice no longer lies between
peace and violence, but between, say, controlled violence and greater



