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The 2021 Aquinas Lecture, Ideofog;: in Prac-
tice: What Does Ideology Do?, was delivered 03
Friday, October 8, 2021, by Sally Has{anger. For
Professor of Philosophy and Women'’s and Gen-

ies at MIT.
derssaill'ljl:::langer's research links 1:ssues\. of
social justice with contemporary work in ep1‘sceci
mology, metaphysics, philosophy of language, an
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fTcr P"rof_essor Haslanger's distinguished lisc
of publications, the Philosophy Department is

pleased to add: Ideology in Practice: What Does
Ideology Do?

IDEOLOGY IN PRACTICE!
WHAT DOES IDEOLOGY DO?

SALLY HASLANGER

1. INTRODUCTION

to be asking both, what does ideology do for
us theoretically, and what does ideology do
to us and with us as social subjects. These ques-
tions arise as the concept of ideology is begin-
ning to play a more significant role in mainstream

Anglo-American philosophy, and different schol-

I n asking “What does ideology do?” I mean

ars are entering the discussion from different
craditions. The traditions use the term ‘ideology’
in different ways and, within the different tra-

ditions, controversies over whether the idea of
ideology is theoretically or politically useful have
appeared, disappeared, and reappeared over time
(Purvis & Hunt 1993). My goal in this paper is
to sketch a particular challenge for those working
on social justice—why is it that most of us, most
of the time, act in ways that perpetuate injustice?—
and an approach to this challenge that relies on a
theory of ideology to answer the question. I will
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consider several objections to the idea that ideology
is either necessary or adequate to this task, and will
then develop an account of ideology——inspired by
Althusser, among others—that embeds it in social
practices that helps to avoid such objections.

2. CONCEPTIONS OF IDEOLOGY

A. DESCRIPTIVE AND PEJORATIVE

One major divide in conceptions of ideology is

between whar Raymond Geuss ( 1981) calls “ide
ology in the descriptive sense” and"
pejorative sense.”? Both conceptio

'ideo[ogy in the
ns use the term

=
1 Some sections of this Paper draw on my first Spinoza
Lecture “Ideology and Materiality" ( Haslanger 2017a). |
have been working on these topics since 2015 and sey-
eral of my other Papers are relevant and spell our fur-
ther derails of the view [ develop here ( Haslanger 2017,
2018, 2019a, 2019b, 20202, 202b, 2021)

2 The descriptive sense is also ch

aracterized as “positive,’
“saciological,” or “anchropological” and the pejorative is
also characterized a5 “negative” or “critical” (for example,
Purvis and Hune 1993 479, 477-78; Geuss 1981, 4, 12).
Geuss also adds a third category "ideol
sense.’ In the United Srates,
to be employed when people
statements of polirical

Libera] ideology. I'm no

ogy in the positive
this positive sense seems
describe (usually explicir)
commitments as idr:ology, e.g,

going to be concerned with this
third conceprion of ideology in this paper.

Sally Hasfsnger
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ideology’ ro describe “the framework of meanings
and values within which people exist and conduct
their social lives” (Purvis & Hunt 1993, 479).

-+ . human individuals participate in forms
of understanding, comprehension or (_'Ol.’l'
sciousness of the relarions and activities in
which they are involved . . . This con-
sciousness is borne through language and
other systems of signs, it is transmitred
berween people and institutions anc‘lf p‘erhaps
most important of all, it makes a difference;
that is, the way in which people comprehend
and make sense of the social world has con-
sequences for the direcrion and character of
their action and inaction. (Purvis & Hunt

1993, 474)

The difference between the descriptive and pejo-
rative conceptions is as one might expect: accord;
ing to the descriptive concept?o:1,‘t}{e Ldeolllogy o
a society, group, or organization is just whatever
framework predominantly guid.es rhe‘u-. under-
standings and interactions. This is why it is so‘m;;
times called a “sociological” or anthr‘opologic'

conception. All social groups have an 1deologl): in
this sense because we need such a framewor! —
whether implicit or explicit—in order to I:Iie
together, communicate, divide i.abor, and c?or -
nate. According to the pejorative conception, it
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is agreed that there is a shared framework thar
structures social interaction, bur this framework
is ideological ( roughly) to the extent thar it shapes
our interactions so that they perpetuate domina-
tion and subordination. Frameworks of this sort
are morally and politically bad (there are different
theories of what makes them bad and how they
perpetuate the badness), and the pejorative use of
‘ideology” highlights this fact.

So, there are differences—between what I'll call
the sociological and critical traditions respectively—
in how the term ‘ideology’ is used. Bur are there
any disagreements about the facts? Of course,
there is plenty of room for disagreement, bur
there need be no fundamental disagreement on
two points: there are frameworks of meaning and
value that guide social agency and some of these
frameworks are problematic (though particular
versions may disagree about what frameworks of
meaning are or what social agency consists in).3
The key disagreement is abour whether to use the
term ‘ideology’ for all such frameworks or only the

3 By the Crirical tradition’ I mean to include the Frankfure
School, but also related work in cultural studies, critical
race theory, feminism, critical science studies, and such.
I will use the term Ccritical theory' in lower case to refer
to work in this broad tradition and 'Critical Theory in
upper case for the Frankfurt School,
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bad ones. But what difference does it make which
= o
of the two conceptions we use?

B. MOTIVATING QUESTIONS

A broad question in social philosophy is to ul‘lde).:-
stand how members of society develop practi-
cal orientations or outlooks that enable ther'n to
coordinate their behavior. Those working within
the sociological tradition take up this b.roacl ques-
tion and use the descriptive notion of :deology as
a tool to address it. In the project of offering a
full answer to the broad question, many more
specific questions arise. For example," h0w<di
we come to have shared outlooks or practica
consciousness’—what is the causal mechanism
by which we coordinate our attitudes? Ho.w i:lo
our shared attitudes come to have a particular
content, for example, why do the wealthy tend
to share a political orientation? W}ly are some
groups more likely to be homophobic?

4 Special thanks to Robin Celikares for his patience in guid-
ing me as I think through this question and learn a.bout
the Critical Theory approach, for teaching me why lc{eo—F
logical oppression is a distinctive phenomenon wtlhrrhy o
its own theory and for his (2018) book on the topic.  also
draw insight and inspiration from _}_aeggg (ZIOO‘B: 2(}181)j
Stahl (2017), Shelby (2003), Gooding-Williams (2011;
2017); Ng (2015); Lepold (2018; 2021).
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For those in the critical tradition, the core
issue is not the broad one about how we develop
coordinated practical orientations, but more spe-
cifically how and why, without being coerced, we
come to enact oppressive social structures, Surely,
most of us are not knowingly and intention-
ally dominating others or allowing ourselves to
be dominated. Yer this happens, nonetheless. A
rather straightforward example is the division of
labor in the household, Le., women'’s “second shift”
(Hochschild 2003). Even those who are conscien-
tiously egalitarian in cheir politics live in ways that
burden women with housework, childcare, elder-
care, care of the sick and disabled, to an extent
that far exceeds their fair share. Another example,
of course, is the regular enactment and tolerance
of racial privilege. We mighe also ask: why do we
consistently act in ways that frustrate our own
self-interest> Why do we become agents of the
injustices we abhor? And not just a few of us, and
not just now and then, buc pretty much all of us
all the time?

The sociological and critical traditions differ
in the focus of inquiry. There are multiple terms
that can be used to pick out frameworks of mean-
ing and values in the descriptive sense (culture’
is a common one). There are fewer terms for
the distinctive phenomenon of complicit agency
within oppressive frameworks, and ideology’ has
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a history of serving this role.”> My focus is on tl'}e
questions arising in the critical tradition, so I will

use the term ‘ideology’ in the pejorative sense.

C. SUBJECT MATTER AND METHOD

It might appear that the questions le.St lisrec.i,
such as how and why we develop certain practi-
cal orientations, are properly answered by psy-
chology, specifically social psychology. In ffact
it is not uncommon to find authors suggestln.g
that an ideology is a set of widespread or domi-
nant beliefs. So shouldn't we be asking Hsychol-
ogists, and not philosophers, such questions as:
How are individuals conscripted into being com-
plicit in injustice? How do communities dem:'elop
a set of ideological beliefs? Although r‘here is no
doubt that psychological research is 11nporlfanr,
issues in social ontology, philosophy of action/
agency, philosophy of language, epis.remology,
and social/political philosophy are cructal.’ There
are many questions beyond psychology’s pur-
view.® For example, what is a framework of mean-
ings and values (and should we think of this as

5 Thanks to Robin Celikares for his guidance in thinking
through the use of the term 'ideology! |
6 Thanks to Michael Brownstein, Alex Madva, and Daniel

Kelly for pressing me on these issues.
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culture?) and how does it evolve? What is the role
of language and other symbolic systems in such
a framework? Whar does it mean ro suggest that
individuals live “wichin” such a framework? How
does such a framework condition an individual’s
knowledge and agency? Whar is the relationship
between such a framework and the material con-
ditions in which i emerges? How are such frame.-
works related to social structures, and whar role
do agents have in Creating, maintaining, and djs-
rupting structures? Whar is structural oppression
and how are we each implicated in jr?

To see more clearly how psychology is only
one dimension of the issue, Jet’s begin by consid-
ering whether or not ideology is plausibly under-
stood as a ser of (implicit or explicit) beliefs.
Because ideology is often described as a “form of
consciousness,” and is used to explain individual
behavior, one might wonder how it could be any-
thing other than 2 psychological phenomenon,
But there are severa] ways in which use of the
term ‘consciousness’ in this context can be mjs-
leading. Consider again the quotes above., Ideo].
ogy is described as “a framework of meaning and
values within which people exist and conduct
their social lives,” and as a form of understand-
ing that individuals ‘participate in” There are
three aspects of this idea that are not captured
by the ordinary understanding of consciousness
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in philosophy of mind and that further suggest a

non-psychological conception of ideology.

First, individual consciousness is taken to be
private to the individual (and the same is true of
other psychological attitudes), whereas an ideol-
ogy must be public given that it structures hclrw we
interact with each other. Publicity is not simply
a matter of individuals having the same psycho-
logical state (experience, belief, desire), bf:caus.e
individuals can share a psychological state in this
sense without being aware that others are in the
same type of state, so each psycholog}'cal state
remains private. At the very least, what's n‘eedefd
is something like mutual awareness of being in
the state. In the case of belief, it would seem that
publicity requires common belief: You and I not
only both believe p, but also believe tf.lat the other
believes p. In other words, it is recognized by b.orh
of us that we share the belief thar p. (We might
generalize this to say that we have a ‘common
desire/experience/emotion if we all desxre‘ that p
and believe that the other(s) desires/experiences/
has the emotion that p).

But this doesn't yet capture the notion of pub-
licity that we presumably want for ideology. For
example, an individual may be fully aware of the
background ideology of a group and act in ways
that conform to the ideology, but not believe or
desire what the ideology recommends. I am fully
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aware, for example, that according to the con-
temporary ideology in my social milieu, women
are (supposed to be) deferential to male peers. I
disagree with this, but also sometimes abide by
it, sometimes use it to my advantage, sometimes
explicitly challenge it, and often flaunt i My
non-conforming actions may contribute to chang-
ing the sexist ideology in my immediate context
(though backlash occurs!), but the public assump-
tion of gendered deference—and sexisc ideology
more generally—remains broadly entrenched. In
some social contexts, the majority may not believe
the ideology, although they act in accordance with
it because it is the (dominant? proper? enforced?)
framework of meanings and values that is used to
guide social interaction.

Ideology, then, does not seem to be aptly charac-
terized as common belief, bur as what individuals
accept or presuppose for the purposes of inter-
action. In the context of philosophy of language,
the idea of common ground is used to capture the
background assumptions of individuals in a con-
versation, against which contributions to the con-
versation provide new information. Common
ground, Stalnaker suggests, is “the field on which a
language game is played” (2002, 720). There are ac
least two ways in which the idea of common ground
is useful in thinking abour ideology: i) common
belief is not required for something to be part of or

Ideology in Practice: What Does Ideology Do? 19

enter the common ground, and ii) one can implic-
itly convey elements of the common ground an.d
update the common ground simply by presupposi-
tion. So eliciting acceptance of the common ground
need not involve explicit discussion. This suggests
that the common ground is dynamic and "priot.-
awareness of the contents of the common ground is
not necessary for successful communication.

For example, suppose I run into you in the ele-
vator and say, “I'll be there on Saturday” The utter-
ance is comprehensible as a move in a conversation
only if we both have a particular place or event in
mind. In a case like this, we plausibly have a com-
mon belief concerning the place at issue and I give
you new information about my plan to be at that
place. I might also make adjustments to the. com-
mon ground by presupposing information in my
contributions to the conversation. For example, I
might add “And I will bring my sist?r as my +1.
You may thereby learn that I have a sister and pro-
ceed on that assumption, saying, for example, "I
look forward to meeting her” But it is not neces-
sary for this exchange that we have a common belief
abour the place or event. Suppose your daughter
was to be married on Saturday but has called off
the wedding. You don't want to be the persott. £0
break the news to the guests, so you don't chal-

lenge the assumption I am making; instead, she
is the one who will make the announcement of
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the cancelarion, However, you understand what I
am saying by “T'll be there on Saturday” and also
update your assumptions about my sibling; and
you truly express a desire to meet my sister. We
communicate, but not against a background of
common belief (we don't both belieye that there
will be a wedding on Saturday). Stalnaker offers
an (idealized) account of common ground for con-
versation: "It is common ground that @ in a group
if all members accept (for the purpose of the con-
versation) that ¢, and all believe thar all accepr that
¢, and all believe that all believe that a] accept that
¢ etc” (2002, 716).7
Although Stalnaker js concerned specifically

with linguistic communication, the account is a

—_—

7 As Stalnaker says, “Belief is che most basic acceprance

COI'ICCP[! [he SiITlPIES( reason ro tre,

at A proposition as
true is that one believes

that it is true. Bur there may be
various reasons to ignore the possible situarions in which
some proposition is false even when one realizes that one
of those possible situations may be

may simplify or idealize in an inquir
irll't()cenr..'e o ensure fairlless. one ma

the actual one. One
y» One may presume
y make assumptions
for the purpose of contingency planning, and one may
grant something for the purpose of an argument. In
cases where communication is facilitared by
Propositions thar one or the ocher of the pa
don't believe, we need a notion of common

accepting
rricipants

ground based

on a notion of acceprance thar may diverge from belief”

(2002, 716).
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useful starting point for understanding a broader
range of social interaction that relies on back-
ground meanings and values.® As a next step, we
should not only include propositions acccpte.d
for the purposes of interaction, but also prop(?st—
tions that are the content of other psychological
attitudes (Yalcin (2007, 1008-9); also Langto.n
(2012; 2015); 2018, Hesni 2021).” This step will

8 Note thar the literature on conversational common
ground emphasizes that it is extremely dynamic and
often fleeting, unlike ideology, which is assu mf:d ©
be entrenched and stable. (Thanks to Seth Yalcin for
reminding me of this.) Accounting for the entrench-
ment of ideology will be part of the task for those who
use common ground to understand ideology. Bur note
that there are some stable elements of common ground
in a linguistic context. For example, the defaulc language
we are speaking, the lexical meanings of word_s, the ru‘Jes
of conversation, and what default assumprions guide
non-logical inferences. As I hope will become clearer as
we move forward, because ideology is used as a tool to
sustain social pracrices, and there are many reason'qs why
certain social practices are relarively stable, this wxlF help
account for some degree of entrenchment. (See O'Con-
nor 2019.) Bur the local dynamics of {deo_logy and the
fragmentation of ideology in relation to different prac-
tices are also important, and the idea of common ground
helps to make sense of this.

o

Yalcin moves in this direction by moving to a notion of
conversational tone that caprures the atritude we should
take towards the propositions in the common ground.
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help us capture how the framework doesn't just
provide tools for thinking but also a wide range of
tools for responding to others, i.e., it guides our
social agency. In further steps, we should include
non-propositional content, for example, concep-
tual content, in the background framework as
well. (See Haslanger 20204, 2020b.)

Note, however, that on Stalnaker’s view,
although what makes a proposition @ part of the
common ground (introduces it or removes i t)isa
pattern of acceprance and belief, the content of the
common ground is not psychological (the content

———
"To be given the common ground is only to be given a ser
of propositions mucually understood to be presupposed;
it is not yet to be given thar the agents also regard those
presuppositions as knowledge, or as warranted belief, or
conjecture, or fiction, or wharever. Using the notion of
common ground, we can define a second notion which
will let us articulate the stacus that the agents of a given

context attach to the propositions they presuppose, Call

this notion conversational tone: An artitude is the con-
versational tone of a group of interlocurors Jjust in case
itis common knowledge in the group that everyone is ro
strike this attitude rowards che propositions which are
common ground. (It may be thar a conversation is plau-
sibly understood as having more than one conversational
tone. . . .) When interlocutors coordinate on a con-
versational tone, they come into agreement abour whar
counts as the correct non-public artitude to rake rowards

what is common ground. This will be 2 reflection, inter

alia, of the purpose of the discourse” (2007, 1008).
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is not a state of mind); instead, the content is
the information or proposition(s) that serve as
background to the exchange.’’ In the case dis-
cussed above, the content of the common grounf:l
includes the proposition that your daughter’s
wedding is at such-and-such a place at such —ar_lcl—
such a time. Plausibly it also includes information
abour what a wedding is, whar it means to have
an invitation that includes a +1, thar weddings
are generally happy events to be celebrated, and
so forth. If ideology is to be modeled on common
ground, we may want a social—psych.ological the-
ory that explains how some informgrlon comes to
be accepted background (and why it comes to be
accepted by some communities and not others),
but ideology itself—the content of the 1deology—'
does not consist of psychological states. (This
should not be surprising to those who b?lieve that
meanings and values are not psychological states,

10 Sralnaker models propositions as sets of possible' situa-
rions or as functions from sets of possible siruat.ulms to
truth values; the informational content is a partition of
logical space and is not “in the head".{StaJnakcr 1998,
343; Stalnaker 1989). Note that sometimes we Ido accept
for the purposes of interaction some information about
psychological states, for example, that many people are
afraid of snakes. But this is not to say that the content of
the common ground consists in psychological states—the
common ground includes the propositim_l that many peo-
ple are afraid of snakes, i.e., the informational content.
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for given the approach we are working with, an
ideology is a framework of meanings and values.)
Second, how a framework of meanings and
values is strucrured may not be determined sim-
Ply by how we think they are related; some val-
ues and meanings stand in objective relationships.
For example, if dog’ means the species canis lupus
Jamiliaris, and ‘wolf’ means the species canis lupus
lupus, then there are relations between the mean-
ings of dog’ and ‘wolf’ thatr we come to know
through empirical Investigation. For example, that
dogs are related to wolves through evolution,
The same is true of values: through normarive
inquiry we find that the value of honesty and the
value of trust are related.!! A groups thinking or
assuming that meanings and values stand in cer-
tain relations in a framework doesn’t make ir so.
This highlighes the fact thar we may be relying on
11 I am relying here on an externalist account of meaning
according to which meanings are not psychological enti-
ties, L.e,, they arent in the head (Putnam 1975; Sralnaker
1989). I am not suggesting that such semantic exrernal-
ism is common amongst those who have offered theories
of ideology, bur I do believe thar many theorists would
agree that a purely representationalist account of ideol-
ogy does not give us whar we need. As hinted at here and
explored more fully below, | prefer to think of ideologies
as a set of tools made available for unclcrsranding oneself

and others in one’s social milien. Social interaction is a
skill that relies on such tools.
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a framework of meanings, yet not be aware that
we are doing so. As a result, we may not be aware
of the implications of the framework, and we may
also be subject to correction about the fram‘ework.
Nevertheless, it is characteristic of ideologies—of
either sort—that they provide tools for under-
standing meanings and values that may not gelrt
things right. The framework of meanings and val-
ues may provide tools for a context 9f interaction
that oversimplifies things, distorts things, suggests
connections that aren’t there, or misses some con-
nections that are.'? ‘
Third, in speaking of ideology, it is common to
suggest that individuals live witbm. a socsa} ?vorl'd
of meanings and values. This notion of living in

ideology highlights that we come to social and
linguistic competence as individuals w%th a frame-
work of meanings and values already in place. As
we become fluent, the meanings and values come
to “live in us.” As J.L. Balkin suggests:

People become people only when they enter
into culture, which is to say, only when cul-
ture enters into them, and becomes them,
when they are programmed wich and hence

Much of the literature on conceprual engineering makes
this clear (for example, Burgess et al 2020), as does the
lirerature on the epistemology of ignorance (for example,
Sullivan et al 2007).




Sally Haslanger

constituted by tools of understanding cre-
ated by a culture ar a certain point in history.
Through existence in history, which is exis-
tence in culture, people obtain and incor-
porate cultural tools, and these become as

much a part of them as cheir arms and legs.
(1998, 18)

Balkin uses the term “cultural software” ro describe
the framework of meanings and values thar we
enter“into and that enters into us. [ prefer the
term “cultural techné” to emphasize that the frame-
work consists in a set of tools from which we pick
and choose in navigating social space; choice and
agency are part of the picture.'* Again, linguistic
competence is a helpful example: we grow up in a
language and become fluent in using it. We don't
make it up from scracch as we go along. Individual
speaker intentions marter in determining what

13 The term ‘cultural techné is the general term for a set of
culmf‘alltcois; one mighe think of it as ideology in the
descrlprwe sense. Sometimes it is useful o speak of a
broad cultural techné with many tools thar are available
for different practices and conrexts; sometimes it is useful
to be more specific and consider the techns available for
2 particular pracrice or context. In the lacer case, I some-
times talk of the schemas of the practice. As will become
clear, I do nor assume that all cultural rechnés are ideolog-
ical. Some organize us in good and Jjust ways; those thf:
(roughly) organize us in oppressive ways are ideological,
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we say, but communication depends on a shared
background that gives our utterances content, an
apparatus (signs and symbols) for expression, and
opportunities for uptake. Language does not con-
trol what an individual says—we pick and choose
our words—but it structures and shapes what is
said. And what it is possible to do or say depends
in many ways on what has been done and said
before us; and what we do and say now, changes
what will be possible later.'* This point captures

14 Sralnaker also recognizes the looping between context
and content: “The aim was to represent the interaction
of context and content. First, context influences content,
since the expressions used to say something are often
context-dependent: what they are used to say is a func-
tion, not only of the meanings of the expressions, but
also of facts abour the situations in which they are used.
Bur second, the contents that are expressed influence
the context: speech acts affect the situations in which
they are performed. If speech and its interpretation both
affect and are affected by context in regular ways, then
the pattern of interaction may result in regularities in
speech-systematic relations between the contents of suc-
cessive speech acts. In such cases, regularities thar appear
on the surface to be semantic are explained pragmatically:
by the way one speech act alcers the context, which in
turn constrains the interpretation of a subsequent speech
act. To represent and explain this kind of phenomenon,
we need a single concept of context that is both what
determines the contents of context-dependent expres-
sions, and also what speech acts act upon.” (1999, 4).
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the dynamic looping effects between the content

of ideology and our actions and attitudes. How-
ever, we should not conclude that the content of an
1de.ology supervenes on a distribution of individya]
attitudes. As mentioned before, we (co[lecm've[y)
may be oblivious to how some contents in the
framework are related and so be misguided abour
Its structure, and the structure may change due
. the world, not only changes in our
minds, (See also Epstein 2015, Haslanger 2020d.)

to changes in

3. socraL SUBJECTS
AND INTERPELLATION

Letus return now to the critical question: how and
why, without being coerced, do we come to enact
oppressive social structures, The answer offered
by the critical tradition is, roughly, thar we do so
because we are in the grip of ideology. How might
we spell out the relevant notion of ideology?
My own approach to this question is broadly
A.Ithusserian, s0 let me briefly sketch his view. In
his essay, “Ideology and Ideological State Appara-
tuses,” Althusser distinguishes repressive state appa-
ratuses (RSAs) and ideological state apparatuses
(ISAs). (See Althusser (1971/2014, esp. 243-44,)
RSAs include the ‘government, administration,
arn:y, courts, prisons,” thar “funcrion by violence”
or, ‘massively and predominantly by repression”

Sally Haslanger
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Ideological state apparatuses, including religion,
education, the family, the legal system, the political
system, trade unions, communications/media, and
culture (“literature, the arts, sports, etc””) “function
massively and predominantdy by ideology” (No
state apparatus is purely one or the other, and each
depends crucially on the other (1971/2014, 244);
though in modern society, the ISAs are the domi-
nant mode of social management.)

On Althusser’s view, the role of ISAs and
RSAs, rogether, is to reproduce the productive
forces (for our purposes we can focus on labor
power) within specific relations of production.
Alchusser highlighes the educational system
(or the “school-family”) as che primary contem-
porary ISA, for students learn in school the
"know-how” required for participation in pro-
duction.'> However, learning technical “know-
how” is not enough:

«+ . besides these techniques and knowl-
edges, and in learning them, children ac
school also learn the rules of good behaviour,
i.e. the arritude that should be observed by
every agent in the division of labour, accord-
ing to the job he is destined’ for: rules of
morality, civic and professional conscience,

15 I discuss further the role of the school as a contemporary
ISA in (Haslanger 2014).
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which actually means rules of respect for che
socio-technical division of labour and uli-
mately the rules of the order established by
class domination. They also learn to speak
proper French; to ‘handle’ the workers cor-
rectly, i.e. actually (for the fucure capitalises
and their servants) to ‘order them abour’
properly, i.e. (ideally) to speak to them' in the
right way, etc. (1971/2014, 235-236).

He continues:
The reproduction of labour-power thus

reveals as its sine qua non not only the repro-
duction of ics ‘skills’ bue also the reproduction

of its subjection to che ruling ideology or of
the ‘practice’ of thar ideology . . . Bur this
Is to recognize the effective presence of a new
reality: ideology. (1971/2014, 236)

HA crucial difference between an ISA and an
szf-’&. is that individuals are hailed into a subject
position by an ISA, rather than violently forced
into it; and it is characteristic of those ‘good sub-
Jects” who respond to the hailing that they take up
the norms as binding on themselves. As a result
they don't need to be coercively managed, The}:
work “all by themselves”! (1971/2014, 269).

This process by which we become socially
legible subjects who interact and communicate
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effectively with others, Althusser calls ‘inter-
pellation! One key point is that individuals are
“trained” to occupy a particular social position—
to be socially legible; bur it is not the main point.
The main point of the ISA is to create subjects
who identify with their role in the oppressive rela-
tions of production, and to internalize the rele-
vant expectations and norms, so that coercion to
perform the role is not needed. Oppression comes
in many forms. Ideological oppression is a partic-
ular form of oppression that enlists our agency in
our own subordination and/or domination of
others. There are other forms of oppression that
are directly coercive rather than ideological, for
example, systematic violence (Young 1990b).

This interpretation of modern power is devel-
oped further in Michel Foucault's book Discipline
and Punish: "the perfection of power should tend to
render its actual exercise unnecessary” (1979, 201).
In this work, Foucault meticulously chronicles the
ways in which modern power is exercised less by
coercion, and more by discipline—the crafting
of subjects who monitor and manage themselves,
their bodies, to conform to the demands of social
position. As he says, “Thus discipline produces
subjected and practiced bodies, docile bodies”
(1979, 137-8).

In Foucault, discipline works primarily through
surveillance, first the surveillance of others, and
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then self-surveillance. Surveillance is an epis-
temic activity: the agent is put at risk of being
exposed. Fear of exposure—being found out as
noncompliant, incompetent, abnormal, and so
abjected—is a mechanism for shaping subjects.
Bur despising oneself for one’s failings is as pow-
erful as, if nor more powerful than, any punish-
ment others can impose. Self-hatred is not easily
escaped or deflected.

Foucault allows that disciplinary powers ‘go
right down into the depths of society” (1979,
27). Institutionally “unbounded” discipline occurs
through social norms, and so is often masked
and difficult to identify as ideological. As Sandra
Bartky points our, this is characteristic of gender:
“The absence of a formal institutional structure
and of authorities invested wich the power to carry
out institutional directives creates the Impression
that the production of femininity is eicher entirely
voluntary or nacural” (Bartky 1990, 75). Women's
bodies are constrained by norms specifying shape,
size, motility, and appearance ("A woman’s skin
must be soft, supple, hairless, and smooth; ideally,
it should betray no sign of wear, experience, age,
or deep thought.” (Bartky 1990, 69)). This pro-
cess of constraint is not usually achieved directly
by coercion. Under surveillance, we do it to our-
selves, voluncarily. Over time, femininity becomes
us (pun intended).
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. insofar as the disciplinary pracrices of’
femininity produce a‘subjected and practiced
and inferiorized, body, they must be under-
stood as aspects of a far larger discipline, an
oppressive and inegalitarian system of sext.lal
subordination. This system aims at turning
women into the docile and compliant com-
panions of men just as surely as the army

aims to turn its raw recruits into soldiers.

(Bartky 1990, 73)

Althusser is very explicit that ideolf)gy is not
merely a set of ideas or beliefs. In fact, it is one of
his main theses: “Thesis II: Ideology has a mate-
rial existence” (1917/2014, 258). He elaborates
the thesis later: “I now return to this thesis: an
ideology always exists in an apparatus, a“d.lti
practice, or practices. This existence is materla%
(1917/2014, 259). Of course, this is a compli-
cated claim that deserves considerable interpre-
tive care, but ﬁ‘_‘ll’ our purpOSeS, fhere zu:e two
ideas to highlight: (i) ideology is not memfesred
in mere thought, but through action in accor-
dance with practices, and (ii) ideology always has

a material apparatus.

. the ‘ideas’ of a human subject exist in
his actions, or ought to exist in his actions,
and if thar is not the case, it lends him other
ideas corresponding to the actions (however




Sally Has:'anger

perverse) that he does perform. This ide-
ology talks of actions: | shall talk of actions
inserted into practices. And I shall point out
that these practices are governed by the rit-
uals in which these practices are inscribed,
within the material existence of an ideologi-
cal apparatus, be it only a small part of that
apparatus: a small mass in a small church,
a funeral, a minor match ar a sports’ club,
a school day, a political parey meeting,
e . . . (1971/2014, 260).

It will be helpful to consider an example. For
the moment, let’s set aside the issue of ideology’s
Oppressive function and focus on how frameworks
of meanings and values are material: how they are

embedded in practices, and have a material appa-
ratus. A straightforward example concerns driy-
ing a vehicle. When one learns to drive 2 car, one
learns the rules of the road, the meaning of signs
and lines on the surface of the street, the values
encoded in the rules (show attentive concern for
others on the road such as cyclists, pedestrians,
and other drivers, given thar lives are ar stake), and
in time, the unstated habts and customs of those
using the road in the area (never stop ar a yellow
light!). But one cannot be said to know how to
drive simply by having propositional knowledge
of this information, One must be able to “put
It into practice”—to develop “know how,” skill,
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bodily competence, until eventually'one becomes
fluent in driving and can manage Wlthout. second
thought. Moreover, driving requires a vehicle and
other background material conditions such.as
roads, rtraffic lights, an energy source (gasollpe
or electricity or solar power); this is the materﬁ
apparatus for driving, I understand th‘e ms;.erl
apparatus to include both the material o Je;ffs
that convey relevant information—such as traffic
lights and signs—and the parts of Fhe world tl?at
the practice manages (vehicles, bicycles, bodies
moving from place to place). . .
According to Althusser’s conception of Ldel;
ology, then, an ideology is a pu.bllc framewor
of meanings and values that guides ﬂuent par-
ticipation in materially engaged practices. 'Whar
makes the framework ideological, however is that
it produces and reproduces oppression througl}
subjection, i.e., through the making of f:he socia
subject to occupy roles in an oppressive struc-
ture.'® Returning to Bartky, the framework of

16 The idea that the process creares a social subject is some-
times misunderstood as suggesting that the process cre-
ates human beings, or creates persons, de novo. Tl-hus,
of course, is rightly rejected. A better way to describe
the process is thar it forms human b_emgf; {or othf:r
social animals) into social subjects by snua_cmgl therln_m
social space and providing them with social |denrm?
(Althusser (1971/2014, 264) says as much). If one is
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gender meanings and values s ideological because
the practices it scrucrures create human subjects
who are “docile and complianc companions of
men” (1990, 73, quoted above), by training them
to enact the norms of femininicy fluently, and to
identify with them so that they judge themselves
to be defective if they fail. The gender framework
would not be ideological in a context where it is
held in place entirely by direct coercion. And an
individual may accept the framework for the pur-

poses of social interaction (assuming that others

are ideologically shaped subjects) bur not iden-

tify with their proper role in it. In such a case

they would act in accordance with the ideology

but not be “in its grip.” (This would be parallel to

someone accepting an assumption in the common
ground for the purposes of communication, but

not believing i.)

I embrace Althusser's general approach, but
there are concerns thar should be addressed, both
about the explanatory use of ideology and the
possibility of ideology cri tique. I will turn to them
in the next section.

-_
Lockean, one might say that here in the space of my body
there is a human being, a person, and a social self. Bur we
don't need to multiply entities chis way if we say thar che
human being becomes a person and becomes a social self
through processes of development and socialization,

Idc'o!og_y in Practice: What Does Ideology Do?

4. THE CRITIQUE OF IDEOLOGY
”
(NOT“IDEOLOGY CRITIQUE"!)

Since the late 1970s, there has been controversy
in the critical tradition about whether the notion
of ideology, especially the Alrhusseri‘an concep-
tion of ideology, is suitable for answering the core
question: why and how, without being co.erced, do
we participate in and perpetuate oppressive struc-
tures (Purvis and Hunt 1993). There are three

main concerns:

First concern: The conception of ideology is
committed to an unacceptable form of eco-

nomic or structural determinism.

Second concern: The conception is committed
to the idea that ideology consists in false anc.:lf
or distorted claims and leads us astray b.y mis-
representing social reality. One srra‘nd in Fhls
criticism rejects the idea that we can incelligibly
speak of “Truth” outside of ideol{.)gy; an'other
strand (the one that I agree with) is that ideol-
ogy is sometimes true.

Third concern: The critical approach t(.} ideol-
ogy disrespects those it is intjended to .hberate,
The subordinated who are in the grip of an
ideology are allegedly acting in ways contrary
to their true interests—they are deluded—
and the theorist aims ro emancipate them
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from themselves. But who is the theorist
to tell us what's in our interests? A further
elaboration of this concern asks: whar value
system is the theorist invoking? Can we ingel-
ligibly speak of “Valye” outside of ideology,

and if not, then on what basis can we identify
human incerests?

I'will consider each of these objections in turn.

A. ECONOMIC DETERMINISM
AND MATERIALISM

Economic determinism is the view thar all socia]
phenomena can be explained ( ultimately) in rerms
of economic forces. Some go so far as to sy est
that ideology, then, i epiphenomenal. I doesgior
plfay- a causal role. Nevertheless, economic deter-
minism could, in principle, provide an answer ro
our question about ideological oppression: we are
(somehow) caused by the economic structure of
our social milieu to have acticudes thar result i
unjust and self—defearing behavior. Passages in
Marx such as this are suggestive:

The totality of these relations of produc-
tion constitutes the economic structure of
society, the real foundation, on which arises
a legal and political superstructure and to
which correspond definite forms of social
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consciousness. The mode of production of
material life conditions the general process of
social, political and intellectual life. It is not
the consciousness of men thar determines
their existence, bur their social existence
that determines their consciousness. (Marx
1859/1977, Preface)

A passage from Althusser has also been used to
commit him to this view:

It is easy to see that this representation of the
structure of every society as an edifice con-
taining a base (infrastrucrure) on which are
erected the two floors’ of the superstructure,
is a metaphor, to be quite precise, a spatial
metaphor: the metaphor of a topography
[topique]. Like every metaphor, this meta-
phor suggests something, makes something
visible. What? Precisely this: thar the upper
floors could not ‘stay up' (in the air) alone, if
they did not rest precisely on their base. Thus
the object of the metaphor of the edifice
is to represent above all the determination
in the last instance’ by the economic base.
(1971/2014, 237)

To begin, the attribution of economic deter-
minism to Marx is problematic. First, it is gener-
ally agreed that taken at face value, the translation
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of this famous quote is not a fajr representation
of Marx’s view; the idea that relations of produc-
tion condition (buc don't determine) conscious-
ness is the more plausible Interpretation of Marx's
text. We may be embedded in social structures,
but we are not robots thar Jack autonomy. More-
over, it would be self-defeating for those seeking
emancipation to accept a theory of ideology that
precludes emancipation through social critique. If
our attitudes are determined to supporr the status
quo, then the only hope for social change is in fac-
tors that are outside of our agency.

Moreover, although it is common to find
scholars characterizing Althusser as an economic
or structural determinist, this view js not sup-
ported by his discussion of ideology. In fact, he
states quite explicily that speaking of “the met-
aphor of the edifice” with different floors resting
on the base, is misleading because it is “descrip-
tive” (1971/2014, 238). He elaborates what he
means by this: we must ‘envisage this phase [of
theorizing] as a transitional one, necessary to the
development of the theory. That it is transitional
is inscribed in my expression: descriptive the-
ory, which reveals in its conjunction of terms the
equivalent of a kind of contradiction’” As a result,
he claims, it must be superseded: “the descriptive’
form in which the theory is presented requires,
precisely as an effect of this contradiction, a
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development of the theory which goes beyond
the form of description.” (1971/2014, 239-
240). As T understand his point, II:heory, properly
understood, doesn't merely describe the patterns
of life as we know irt, but considers counterfact.ua.l
possibilities; in order to defend the causal prior-
ity of the base, such counterfactual reasom?g hlS
necessary, and importantly, the nj;etaphor o .t e
edifice that suggests an economic determinism,
even “in the last instance,” is inadequate. (See also
Smith 1984.)

Perhaps, however, Althusser endorses a struc-
tural determinism that isn't purely economic.
Individuals are mere cogs in a bigger structure of
forces whose behavior is determined b}f the sys-
tem as a whole. Bur this is also implauf,;ble as an
interpretation of Althusser’s view of .mterpellla-
tion. To be “hailed” is nor to be forced into a role.
And the whole point of contrasting [SAs fmd
RSAs is that ISAs do not function by coercion;
this suggests that they are taker.l up (or not) l}zy
subjects who are capable of chc.nce. l\./iore.:over, [e
allows that some effectively resist bemg interpel-
lated in ways that perpetuate oppression. Aftfr
criticizing schools as a powerful ISA,.he sayz.{,f i
ask the pardon of those teachers who, in dreadfu
conditions, attempt to turn the few weapon:f. they’
can find in the history and learning they teflch
against the ideology, the system and the practices
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in which they are trapped. They are a kind of
hero" (1971/2014, 253).17

But even if I am w
Althusser (and I'm cer
their oeuvres), the
need not be co
tural determini

rong about Marx and
tainly not an expert on
general approach to ideology
mmitted to economic or struc-
sm. Consider Foucaulr: At the
same time, the micro-powers that create docile
bodies also define numerable points of co
tation, focuses of instability,
own risks of conflict,
least temporary inversi
(1979, 27). And
clear that there is
ideology and mater;

nfron-
each of which as jrs
of struggles, and of an ar
on of the power relations.”
contemporary materialists are
an interdependence between
al conditions, For example,

Iunderstand 2 materialist account as one that
considers phenomena of Eollsciousness'-—-e.g.,

intellectual production, broad social attitudes

-_—
17 Another Passage in which Alchys
0gy is contested: “The ideol
not become the ruling ideology by the grace of God, nor
even by virtue of the seizure of state power alone, I is

by the installation of the ISAs in which this ideology is
realized and realizes itself that it becomes the ruling ide-
ology. But this installation is not achieved all by icself; on
the contrary, it is the stake in 3 very bit
ous class struggle: firse against

ser suggests thar ideo]-
ogy of the ruling class does

ter and continy-
the former ruling classes

and cheir Positions in the old and new 1S
the exploited class” (1971/2014, 271).

As, then against
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and beliefs, cultural myths, symbols, images,
etc.—as rooted in real social relationships.
This should not imply reducing’ such phe-
nomena of consciousness to social structures
and social relationships, nor does it even
mean that the phenomena of consciousne%s
cannot be treated as having a logic of their
own. Nor should it mean that phenomena
like atcitudes and culrural definitions cannot
enter as elements into the explanation of a
particular structure of social relationships,
though T would claim chat they cn pever
be the sole explanation. This requ:reme‘nr
mainly calls for a methodological priOf‘lt}’
to concrete social institutions and practices
along with the material conditions in which
they take place. (Young 1980/1990a, 33)

So the concern that the Althusserian model of
ideology is committed to an implausible economic
or structural determinism is unpersuasive.

B. IDEOLOGY AS ILLUSION

In the critical tradition, ideology is under:.;rood
functionally: a framework of meanings .:md ideas,
what I call a cultural techné, is ideological to ‘the
extent that it produces or perpetuates oppression.
In other words, oppression occurs systemwa]}y
and reproduces itself; ideology is a component in
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the system that contributes to the system’s repro-
duction.!® The specific role of ideology, on this
account, is to mask the real workings of the sys-
tem; those in the grip of an ideology have false
or distorted jdeas (Geuss 1981; Shelby 2003,
2014). This suggests an answer to the core ques-
tion: Individuals perpetuate oppressive systems,
contrary to their own interests, because they are
ignorant that the Systems are oppressive and/or of
how the systems work.

The associated concern mentioned above has
two forms,

The Problem of Truth: If we are going to speak
of false or distorted ideas, we must be assum-

ing that there are truchs abour social realicy,
and that we can know such truths. But how
is that possible? If our access to social reality
is always mediared by a cultural techné, then
how can we be certain that any perspective is
“True”? We cannot ‘ger outside” of culture to
verify our perspecrive,

This concern is no more convincing than
Cartesian skepticism, and there have been ‘centu-
ries of work chaﬂenging its background assump-

tions. For example, knowledge does not require

—_—

18 Iam assuming a systems approach to function here. (See
Cummins 1975; also Haslanger 2020d.)
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certainty; concepts and meanings are not a vefl
between us and the world but provide access to Lli
(my eyeglasses mediate my vision of the w:::l)rld an

in doing so improve it!); we do not need to “get
outside” of culture ro discover falsehood becaus;
many falsehoods can be empiriczldly refuted, an
so forth. However, anocher version of the criti-

cism is more compelling:

Problem of Accuracy: Because ideology func-
tions to creare social reality, it “makes itself
crue” As MacKinnon says, * . . the more
inequality is pervasive, the more it is simply
“there.” And the more real it looks, the more
it looks like the truth.” (1989, 101) So “suc-
cessful” ideology isn't necessarily false. This
is, in fact, how we often end up forming che
“ideological” beliefs in question—we look
around us. For example, women, as a group,
are actually better caregivers than men; after
all, we do most of the caregiving of the young,
disabled, and elderly. The poor, as a group,
are less able to hold time-intensive jobs chat
impinge upon other responsibilicies; after all,
they can't afford childcare, they depend on
public transportation, and often hold more

than one job.*

i i i true must be
The observarion thar ideology makes 1rsellf_ € masc
qualified, however, depending on whart claim is ar issue.
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As a response to the idea that ideology always
and only functions by creating illusions and per-
petuating falsehoods, this concern is legitimare.
However, it is an odd critique of Althusser's view,
Yes he does claim that ideology traffics in illusion:
“THESIS I. Ideology represents the imaginary
relationship of individuals to their real condi-
tions of existence” (1971/2014, 256). But recall
also thar on his account, ideology is material; we
enact ideology through the practices it structures.
Ideology provides us with an imaginary relation-
ship to our conditions, and we take it up this rela-
tionship in action and make i real. Although one
might say that the relationship began “in imagi-
nation,” it becomes marerial, He claims thar as we

“advance in our analysis of the nature of ideology”
(1971/2014, 258),

Ideas have disappeared as such (insofar as
they are endowed with an jdeal or spiritual
existence), to the precise extenc thar ir has
emerged that their existence is inscribed in

the actions of practices governed by rituals

If ideological belief essentializes or naruralizes the pat-
terns of social life, then it plausibly is false: women are
not becrer caregivers by nature; those who are poor are
not by nature unreliable, (See Haslanger 2012, Ch,
17.) Bur ideological belief need nor be essentializing

(though some is) to play a crucial role in an ideological
orientation.
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defined in the last instance by an ideological
apparatus. It therefore appears that ll:he 31‘1b—
ject acts insofar as he is acred by the follom?g
system . . . ideology existing in a materllal
ideological apparatus, prescribing matm‘-mi
practices governed by a marerial ritual, which
practices exist in the marterial actions O,F a
subject acting in all consciousness according
to his belief. (1971/2014, 261)

The fact that ideology sometimes “makes itself
true,” however, does not mean that it cannot b;
epistemically or politically criticized. Fa[seh.oo
is not the only way a framework of meanings
and values can go wrong (Anderson 1995). The
tools provided by our practices for unders;ani—
ing the world, including our concepts, our hac -
ground assumptions, the apparatus .that shapes
our behavior, may shape our attention, percep-
tion, cognition, affect, and memory in su?h a way
that our understanding of the world is biased, or
that our responses to it are misguided. We may
miss important facts; we may lac.k hermen'eu-‘
tic resources to understand what is happenlllg,
the choice architecture we can imagine may be
overly limited or even self-defeating. The prob-
lem is that ideology uses our (often reasonable
and well-intentioned) agency to perpetuate the
oppressive system, not always by decelvu;g us
with falsehoods, but taking advantage of our
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need for fluent coordination and the shortcuts
such fluency requires (Haslanger 2019). Any
accounr of ideology must be attentive to the vari-
ous ways it funcrions, which js not just by illusion

and falsehood.20

C. EPISTEMIC DISRESPECT

I‘f ideology systematically leads us astray, then we
live our lives, maybe not under an illusion, bur
u.nder A pervasive and systematic bias or distor-
rfon. Sometimes the distortion is of what is pos-
sible, sometimes of what is narural or decreed b

God, sometimes of what is valuable, sometimez
f)f what is reasonable to assume. Overall, even
ff we have a ot of trye beliefs abour sociai real-
ity, we are se]f—destructivefy deluded abour the
choices we make and the reasons for them. The
third criticism of the critical approach is thar this
?:)r?ad delusion or distortion is implausible, and
it is doesn't show respect for our basic epistemic
capacities. Stuart Hall pucs it well;

Distortions opens immcdiately the question
as to why some people—rthose living their rela-
tion to their conditions of existence through

20 This is common in the Critical Theory and critical the.-
ory traditions. See Buchanan (forrhcoming} and my
comments on him (forrhcoming}.
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the categories of a distorted ideology—cannot
recognize that it is distorted, while we, with
our superior wisdom, or armed with prop-
erly formed concepts, can . . . [The alleged
epistemic failures] make both the masses
and the capitalists look like judgemental
dopes. They also entail a peculiar view of
the formation of alternative forms of con-
sciousness. Presumably, they arise as scales
fall from people’s eyes or as they wake up,
as if from a dream, and, all at once, see the
light, glance directly through the transpar-
ency of things immediarely to their essential
truth, their concealed structural processes.

(Hall 1996/2006, 29-30)

In some ways this concern piggy-backs on the
suggestion that ideology is a matter of falsehood
and illusion. I've addressed that concern above.
Bur there is a further point: if we are claiming that
“the masses” who are acting in ways that perperu-
ate oppression are in some ways deluded, then (i)
on what basis are we claiming this, and (ii) are we
illegitimately assuming that we, the critical theo-
rists, have a better understanding of social reality?
Is that epistemically plausible or respectful? (This
echoes the criticisms that have been raised about
the idea that “the masses” live under “false con-
sciousness.”) We can then articulate two forms of

the challenge:



50 Sally Haslanger

Problem of Justification: On what basis can
one claim that a particular cultural techné is
ideological? For a framework of meaning and
values to be an ideology it must facilitate 4
pattern of epistemic failings (including belief
in falsehoods, but not only that) that perpetu-
ates oppression within the broader system. But
where does one stand to Jjudge that a perspec-
tive is biased or oppressive? On what basis can
one claim that it is “the masses” who are wrong?
In doing so, is the critic claiming undue epis-
temic and moral authority?

Problem ofEmancipation: If the power of ide-
ology lies in its falsehood of distortion, then
what's needed to make the world more just is
access to the truch (the truth shall set us free),
or right thinking. Given the problem of accu-
racy, truth won't be enough. And generally,
power can override right thinkjng. Emancipa—
tion is not in the head.

Let’s take the problem of emancipation first. Of
course more will be required to disrupt oppressive
systems than righe thinking, Ideology is one part
of the system and there are many ways a system
can accommodate changes or “perturbations” in ics
parts. Althusser’s approach, however, is less vul-
nerable to this complaint than many because, as
we have already discussed severa] times, ideology
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is material (or, maybe better, for sorrfething FO be
an ideology it must be maref-ialiZed in P!:ajices').
Ideology isn't just taken up in pSYC}'lO[OgIIC atti-
tudes bur is embedded in our actl.ons in accot-
dance with practices. To change. an ideology is g
change how we act, what practlccjs Wt?.‘ engage in,
and how we coordinate. And this fmll do m?re
to disrupt oppressive systems than just changing
how we think. Nevertheless, the concern can be
embraced: in order to end oppression we must do
more than change our minds. ' . I
The problem of justification is more d_lfﬁcu;
and controversial, of course. But s?me pa:rt o
the question is already addressed—in paészlgh—
in response to the Problem of T]Iruth. Be.hln the
problem of justification lurks an implausible epis-
temic and moral skepticism. The more pressing
issue at this point is epistemic justice. What 1s"t}i:e
relationship between the critical theorist and “the
masses’? Do critical theorists fail to show suffi-
cient (moral and epistemic) respect for those who
are"in the grip” of ideology? o .
This question deserves extensive dl%cuss:on,
but let me make three points here. First, “the
masses  are not a homogeneous. grc:up.\ivh,? all
share exactly the same perspective. “Critics ‘atr'e
among “the masses.” Many of those who %artli;:ll—
pate in oppressive systems come to have a “dou he
consciousness’ that gives them access to both the
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ideological frame and its harms (for example, Du
Bois 1903/1987; Collins 1986; Anzaldua 1987).
(Note that this can be captured, to some extent,
by modeling it on how one can accept the com-
mon ground for the purposes of interaction but
not believe it). So warranted ideology critique is
not undertaken by strangers to the system, but by
those within it who resist. In making sense of this,
it is useful to draw on two kinds of fragmenta-
tion. Individual fragmentation: What background
assumptions we accept depends on the purposes at
hand—so an individual can proceed with one ser
of assumptions in one context and a different set
in another context. As individuals move between
contexts, they can gain critical perspective on the
different cultural technés. Social fragmentation:
Ideology provides us with cognitive and practical
skills, and what skills are necessary and developed
are specific to communities and divisions of labor.
As groups interacr, they can achieve critical per-
spective on the cultural techné of the other. Frag-
mentation allows critique to arise in ways that do
Justice to the object of critique.

Second, there are better and worse ways to
undertake ideology critique, and some methods
do rely on a disrespectful elitism and epistemic
silos. How to undertake respectful and mean-
ingful ideology critique is an ongoing subject of
discussion, but there is no reason to think that
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critique is necessarily a performa.nce of epi;t/;emlc
injustice. Disagreement is not disrespect. ‘Zre-
over, because on the approa.ch we afe consi er;
ing, ideology is sometimes true an.d tbe Enass‘es
may be being epistemically responsabie in orm{ng
beliefs about social reality, we don't neecl. to say
they are stupid or ignorant. Perhap§ most import-
ant, critique can involve giving voite 0 Conaeens
that had been inarticulable in the existing 1de(‘:;lt.)g1-
cal framework. It can remedy hermeneutical injus-
tice. But we must always keep in mind the rlill(s
and implement methods to guard zfgainSt them.
Third, critique alone does not }mpos.e anoch‘er
set of practices on others. As Il‘lenthl'{Ed in the qls-
cussion of the problem of emancipation, c?h.angmg
minds is one small step. In order for critique to
be a vehicle of change, it must be embedfied in a
broader movement to change the oppressive prac-
tices and material conditions, and the movement
will act within and against a backgr'm‘md.polm-
cal system. Epistemic and political injustice EC;.II
arise at every turn. There are no guarantees. But
there are also no promising alternatives (coerced
reform? violent revolution?).

21 The literature on this is vast. Beyond those cited aboltlflc,
some key texts include Lugones (1987; 2006), Mills
(1988), Mansbridge and Morris (2001), McWeeney
(2016), Khader (2019). See also Haslanger (2021).
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In this section, T have considered three sets of
concerns cthat have been raised against a broadly
Althusserian approach to ideology: the problem
of economic determinism, the problem of illusion,
and the problem of disrespect. These are not the
only concerns, bur they are relatively common, [
have argued thar either they are misplaced and
$0 no change to the approach is required, or they
are reasonable concerns but nor ones that under-

mine the approach. Rather, they are ones we must
remain attentive to.

5. AGENCy, CULTURE,
AND THE PROBLEM OF MATERIALITY

How do we use the Althusserian conception of
ideology to explain our ongoing and yet unin-
tended participation in structures of domination
and subordination? As Just discussed, we aren'
all stupid or self-deluded. A simple suggestion
would be that we enact social structures simply
out of habit formed through a process of social.
ization. We don't ‘represent” whar we are doing
at all; we are ‘programmed” to do i by inculcat-
ing the local ideofogy. On this view, it is even a
stretch to describe our participation as action
rather than behavior.

Admittedly, socialization into habits and rou-
tines is part of the story but treating agents as
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‘programmed” to act on ide.oiogy is not a .great
improvement over economic d.e!zerl'n!nlSﬂ'l:, we
seem to have just replaced economic der.ermmlsm
with cultural determinism. A faint ‘gllmmer of
hope is that we can overcome bad habits. But even
this is unsatisfying because not all of our partici-
pation in social structures is habitual, We choose
to act in ways that perpetuate rheb structures. Is
there a way to understand constrau}ts on ager:cy
in such a way that we still have genuine agency?

Judith Butler’s notion of performarlvlw helps
here. On Butler’s view, we enact our social r.oies
and identities, not in a deterministic or unthink-
ing way, but by constrained choice:

If one becomes a woman, according to
Beauvoir, then one is always in the process
of becoming a gender . . . In this sensle,
then, gender is a project, a skill, a pulrsuu:,
an enterprise, even an industry, cthe _alm of
which is to compel the body to signify one
historical idea rather than another. Instead
of claiming thar one is a4 man or is a woman,
it is necessary to substitute a vocabulary of
action and effort for the reified vocabular'}'
of self-identical nouns. Hence, one does one’s
womanhood, one executes it, institutes, pro-
duces and reproduces it, wears it, flaunts it,
hides it, but always stylizes it in one way or
another. For gender is a corporeal style, a way
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of acting the body, a way of wearing one's
own flesh as a cultura] sign. (1989, 256)
‘One does not become a gender through
a free and unconstrained act of choice, for
gender identity is governed by a set of strin-
gent taboos, conventions, and laws. There

are punishments for nor doin

ender righe,
(1989, 256) . e

And yet, on Butler’s view,
stitutive of gender is also
tive potential:??

Gender is a mundane drama specifically
corporeal, constrained by possibilities spe-
cifically culeural. Bur this constraint is noc
without some momenrs of contingency, of
possibility, of unprecedented cultural confu-
sion thar will invariably work to destroy the
illusion thar gender constraint is a dictare
from narure. (1989, 261)

.I;:n Hacking provides one way to understand
this ‘grip” of culture on agency. Intentional action
plaus.ibly involves an ability to understand what
one is doing and to situare it ar Jeas within a
frame of incelligibility, and often also within a
—_—

22 Note thar we considered a passage from Foucaule 1979)
above thar makes a similar point.
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the agency that is con-
a source of transforma-
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space of reasons. He suggests, “What is curious
about human action is that by and large what I am
deliberately doing depends on the possibilities of
description . . . Hence if new modes of descrip-
tion come into being, new possibilities for action
come into being in consequence” (1986, 166). In
short, the intentional act (or intentional dimen-
sion of the acr) is linked to one’s conceprual reper-
toire; and one’s conceprual repertoire is provided
by one’s culture. One cannot intentionally become
a wife withour there being an institution of mar-
riage situated within a broader frame of cultural
meaning. Navigation of social life depends on the
cultural techné, i.e., it depends on a sensitivity to
social norms and shared meanings that are part
of the “common ground.” Because our concep-
tual repertoire is inevitably limited, some forms
of action are unintelligible. How could I then be
expected to perform them? Moreover, this is also
a site of disruptive potential. Once we gain some
critical distance from our conceptual repertoire,
we can ask: why can't a woman have a wife? Why
should anyone be a wife? A critique of the avail-
able concepts opens space for new forms of action
and new identities.

So where do we stand? How is performativ-
ity related to the questions of ideology that we
are trying to address? We started with the ques-
tion of how “frameworks of meanings and values”
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stabilize structures of power and domination,
We considered the idea thar economic or struc-
tural factors determine us to think and behave
in certain ways. Bur such determinism is implau-
sible. We also considered the suggestion thar we
are guided by false tepresentations of the world,
for example, by a set of false beliefs, and found it
inadequate. My beliefs that there is an instirution
of marriage, and (at a certain Place and time) that
marriage “is between 1 man and a woman” are not
false, and my intention to become a wife is not a
misrepresentation.
Butler and Hacking have offered a way to locate
a kind of agency constrained by shared ‘concepts
and languages of practical thought”"—or whar we
have been calling a framework of meanings and
values—thar have social origins. The problem is
not, first and foremost, that we misrepresent the
world; rather, we [ack certain conceptual tools
to make apr choices. For example, our concept
of marriage is too [imil:ing and obscures options
that could be available (See Bucler 1990; 1993).
So we have made progress. But how do we link
such ideological constraines with structures of
power and domination? As Buler notes, it would
be misguided to think culture, in icself, is subor-
dinating. First, there is no agency at all without
the conceptual resources thar society, through our
language, provides, Second, such resources are
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not only constraining, they are ‘jdso ena}b[ing. (S;e
Butler 1990, 148-149.) I consider this to be the
problem of materiality. ‘ .
Subordination may involve culturally inter
polated subjectivity and constrained agency, but
that cannot be the beginning or the end of rha;-
story. Subordination occurs in Fhe economy o
social relations. And these social relations are
a site of material injustice. As discusseé a%)ove,
the materialist gives "a methodological priority to
concrete social institutions and practices along
with the material conditions in which the?' take
place” (Young 1980/90, 33) but does not ignore
other constraining factors suc.h as lavr, culture,
and language. Limiting marriage to ‘one man
and one woman” is unjust because it dftprwfes
individuals of rights and organizes society 1:1:
ways that stigmatize other lov;ng f&Fatlonshlps,
it institutionalizes a normalized division ofla?bor
between husbands and wives that disproportion-
ately burdens women with dru.dgefy, has tf;ler.n
accept submission and subordination a.sblt eir
proper role, and renders them suscepti e to
abuse. The problem is not, as Butler lsogem;:es
suggests, just that our cultural reperrmrells raken
as “given” and we are denied Iplayful exp or.a;orj
of possibilities in constructing our own iden
tities. Open-ended existentialist oppctrl:unlt‘ie;
to construct ourselves are still compatible wit
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deep and persistent injustice.? [s there a way
to retain some of the insights from Butler and

-_—_—

23 There are actually two different issues packaged together
here. First, the problem of materiality; second, the
problem of normativity. A marerialise feminism links
the two: a primary site of injustice is material, Note
that I am considering here views Butler published over
twenty years ago and do not mean to attriburte them o
her beyond that timeframe. Her views have evolved and
developed over time. For example, in "Mcre]y Culrural)”
Butler (1997) is more sensitive to the materialisc critique
than in her earlier work (1990, 1993) and there situates
her view in a broad understanding of the economy. For
example, “an expansion of the economic’ sphere itself o
include both the reproduction of goods as well as the
social reproduction of persons” (1997, 272). However,
in this work the normative critique remaing insuffi-
ciently materialist, For example, Butler says: “The eco-
nomic, tied to the reproductive, is necessarily linked ro
the reproduction of hererosexua[ity...'fhis is not simply
a question of cerrain people suffering a lack of cultural
recognition by others, bu, rather, is a specific mode of
sexual production and exchange char works (o main-
tain the seabiliry of gender, the heterosexuality of desire,
and the naturalization of the family” (1997, 274). As
she describes it, the problem seems to be that binary
gender and hcterosexu;dity are created as “stable” “nacy-
ral, and “normal” Buc these features are not only what
makes gender, heteronormarivi ty, and the Fami!y. unjust.
Thanks to Robert Gooding-Williams for urging me ro
clarify this. See also (Fraser 1997; 2000). Butler’s more
recent work rakes up issues of justice beyond the ones
mentioned here. See, for example, (Bucler 2013, 2021).
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Hacking and incorporate them into a materialist
account of ideology?

6. SOCIAL PRACTICES

Social structures are networks of social rela?ions.
These include relations between people: being a
parent of, being an employee of, being a spouse of;
and they also include relations. to thmgs': cooku?i
owning, occupying, driving, eating, herding. Soci

relations, in turn, are constitured through prac-

tices.>* Consider cooking:

Cooking rice is an instance of a more general
practice of cooking, and regulaf- engagement
in the pracrice is constitutive of a ?oaal rr?l-e:
cook. Being a cook relates one in specific
ways to other persons (not only the customer
or family, but also the farmer, grocer, .garbagc
collector, sources of recipes, including tra-
ditions, cookbooks, and so forth), and also
relates one in specific ways to things (food-
stuffs, sources of hear, water, utensils). Cook-
ing is only possible within a social strucrure
that provides the ingredients, skills, tools; the
norms for taste, texture and ingredients; the

24 I develop this account of social practices more fully in
Haslanger 2018.



—

62

distriburion of labor of cooks

and consumers,
and so on,

What, then, is 2 Practice? Social practices are, in

the central cases, collective solutions to coordin

Mmanagement and food distribuion, Drawing on
the work of William Sewell, Jr. (1992, 2002), 1
suggest (Haslanger 2018) thar:?

Practices consist of interdependent schemas
and resources “when they mutually imply and
sustain each other over time” (Sewell 1992,
13). Sets of interdependent Practices consti-
tute social scrucryres.

I have developed this approach in severa]
ways. First, the cultural rechng js the “framework
of nr.leanings and values” that we have been djs-
cussing, Practice schemas are parts of the culcural
techné, what I've been modeling as the common
ground for social interaction, | use the terms
schema’ and ‘techng’ a5 placeholders. Roughly, 2

_

25 Co;_ltemporary practice theory is 4 broad interdisciplinary
Project with many scrands, [n addition to Sewell, some of
the work thar I draw on in deve{oping my view include:
Ortner 1984; Rouse 2006; Jaeggi 2008, and others.
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. a_
tlon, cooperation, or access problems with respect
€0 a resource. The solution consists in organized
responses to the resource. For example, traffic
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cultural techné is a clusters of concepts, back-
ground assumptions, norms, heuristics, scripts,
metaphors, (and so on) that enable us to interpret
and organize information and coordinate acrion,
thought, and affect; practice schemas are clus-
ters of these that shape a particular practice.? In
order for social meanings to funcrion, they must
be recognized, but they need not be endorsed.
For example, I may know that being a mother and
being a father carry different social meanings in
my milieu, and I may take that into account in my
actions, but reject the meanings and look for ways
to resist them. And yet, public schemas are typi-
cally internalized by individuals and have a role in
thought; this enables individuals to act fluendy in
social contexts. Psychological schemas process and
store information in individuals that provides the
basis for various behavioral and emotional dis-
positions. Although psychological schemas are
variable and evolve across time and context, their
elements are sticky and resist epistemic updat-
ing. The schemas that partly constiture practices
are practice schemas; however, when we enact a
token of the pracrice, corresponding psychological
schemas guide us.

26 Note that I am still using an externalist account of con-
cepts and propositions along the lines of Sralnaker. See
also Machery 2009.
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I've suggested thar schemas organize us
around resources. What are resources? Resources
are things of all sorts—human, nonhuman, anj-
mate, or not—that are taken to haye some (posi-
tive or negative) value ( practical, moral, aesthetic,
religious, and so forth).?” Valuable resources are
asource of power. For example, water, land, time,
and knowledge, are all valuable resources; toxic
waste is also a resource, bur has negative value,
In principle, whether something is a resource
and whar kind of resource i is, depends on the
cultural frame. In the context of agriculture, a
grasshopper may be a pest; in another context
it may be a culinary delicacy. Outside of any
interpretive frame, there are grasshoppers, but
they don’t count as 3 resource (good or bad);
and even things thar are in many contexts highly

_

27 Following Giddens and Sewell, I have mostly used the
term resources’ for the material elemenr of socia] prac-
tices The term ‘resource’ however has a positive con-
notation and I've been urged to find another way of
speaking of resources that more easily includes things
taken to have negative value. (Thanks for this nudge
to Jeffrey Stour.) So on occasion, I have used instead
‘sources. Bur because we are not assuming thar what
we “take to be” of value or disvalue is correctly valued,
we should nor assume that source’ or resource’ is evaly-
atively factive. Here | return to use resources’ because [
think it sounds better and because it reflects the rradi-
tion [ am part of,
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valuable, for example, money, are not valuable in
all contexts.?

In social reality, schemas and resources an[:
interdependent and create looping effects. Sewel

suggests:

A factory is not an inert pile of bricks, wood,
and metal. It incorporates or actualizes sche-
mas. . . . The factory gate, the punching-in
station, the design of the assembly line: all
of these features of the factory teach and
validate the rules of the capitalist labor con-
tract . . . In short, if resources are instan-
tiations or embodiments of schemas, they
therefore inculcate and Jjustify the schemas as

well . . . (1992, 13)

For example, a practice schema enables us to
interpret a kind of nut as food, and so a resource.

28 Note that my account differs from Sewell’s in sev;ral
ways. For example, on his view, rescun:-.:s are deﬁl:le as
a source OF power: on 1“}' View Solneth]ng Is_a requfC_E
by virtue of being seen as having value (negative or‘ posi-
tive). On Sewell’s view, schemas and resources CIOHbIIELII:e‘
structures; on my view they constitute practices that,
in turn, make up structures. Some of Sewell's languagde
suggests that the interdependence _bcr\_,veen schemas anc
resources is boch causal and constitutive, bur he doesn't
explicare his points in these terms. See also Haslanger

2012, Ch. 17,
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What it is to be food is not Jjust a matter of whar
is edible, since not all edible things are known to
be or count as food; food s what we (collectively)
regard as to be eaten. Our interpretation of it as
food also situates j¢ within a framework of rea-
sons: we gather nuts because they are food. More-
over, the interpretation of a kind of nut as food,
Le, as a valuable resource, raises questions abour
how to gather, maintain, produce, distribute, pro-
tect, and store, the nurs. These tasks require us to
develop practices to guide us, and our actions, in
turn, affect the quality, quantity, and sorts of nuts
produced. So there is a causal interdependence
over time between schemas and resources as well,

Schemas evolve. Resources change (the West-
ern US js running out of water). This requires
new practices, and new schemas. For example,
almond production is ac risk. We then ask: whar
nues require less warer o produce? Our thinking
and acting evolve along with the object/artifact,
Moreover, the practices may become congealed
and dissociated from the interests and functions
that were their original impetus.

So where does ideology fit into this picture
of social practices and structures? Do we have a
better model for agency within self-defeating and
unjust structures? Social structures and the prac-
tices that constitute them consist partly in prac-
tice schemas—the public meanings and such that
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enable us to interpret each other and coor.dinate.
An ideology is a cultural techné chat organizes us
(i) in relations of domination and subn.:)rd.matfon
(either through the production and d:strrbl{f:u:.m
of goods, or in the constitution of svelvefs), or (11) in
relation to resources whose value is mlstconce.lved
or not recognized. This gives us two dimensions
of ideology critique: we are valuing the wrong
things (or in the wrong way), or our ways of orga-
nizing our relations to things of value are unjust.

7.LOOSE ENDS

My account of ideology is sympathetic with th;
criticisms that ideology should not be evaluate

primarily in terms of truth and fa.lsehood, and
it embraces the suggestion that social ‘agency‘(or
socially intelligible agency) is only possible against
a framework of meanings and values—a c!.lltura[
techné. However, on my account, we can still pre-
serve a notion of ideology as a culru.ral techne
“gone wrong.” It may ‘go wrong” in various ways:
it may not provide us the tools to recognize whftr is
valuable; it may distribute what is valuable unfairly;
and it may organize us in unjust or harmful wayz
It does this by functioning as a common groun

within practices, and guides us in responding to
material conditions in ways that produce or perpet-
uate subordination and domination. Nevertheless,

e
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Wwe remain agents navigaring the material and cul-
tural conditions, and resistance—both individual
and collective—is possible.

Progress can be made on identifying the fail-

ures of ideology, first, by considering elements
other than the attitudinal parts of schemas. If we
assume that ideology consists of shared or com-
mon beliefs, then we will have to rely on tradi-
tional epistemic critique (Shelby 2003). And we
end up critiquing individuals (rather than the
cultural frame) which, as we have seen, risks epis-
temic injustice and disrespect. However, if we use
the (rough) model of 2 cultural techné as a com-
mon ground for socjal interaction, we can also
undertake a critique of concepts, or cognitive pro-
cesses of various kinds. How do we evaluate con-
cepts? Concepts, themselves, are neither true nor
false. For example, the concept of being wasteful,
itself, is not ctrue or false, Instead, a key evaluarive
question for a concepr is whether it is apt or nor,
Should we evaluare agricultural practices or fac-
tory production using the concept? By whar stan-
dards should we judge this? Or we might ask of 2
COnCept, say, race, should we have it in our reper-
toire at all? If so, how should we construe jt?

Given thar practices involve not only individ-
ual agency and culture, bur also material resources
(and apparatus), we can follow Althusser in saying
that “ideology always exists in an apparatus, and
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its practice, or practices. This e)I{iSI:ence is .ma;e-
rial” (1917/2014, 259). It is not just my attitu les
and the attitudes of others that create my choice
architecture. For example, what food 1 prepa're
is constrained by the foodstuffs and tools aval.l-
able, and my movement depends on the terrain
and the pathways and forms of transportation
that are available. To understand these marerial
constraints, we need to recognize how the phyf—
ical world, interpreted and shaped'b.y cgltur«f, is
arranged to produce and reproduce injustice. Cor-
relatively, we need to take note of how ch.anges to
the physical environment can make a .diﬁ‘crencz
For example, curb cuts thar were designed .aln
justified to assist the disabled have had positive
effects in enabling women, and now rm?n, who are
pushing strollers to have access to public space.
Although ideology often works byn S.tabl!’IZI}:J:g
assumptions about what’s narural or given,’ t lls
is not the only way it goes wrong eplSt&ﬂllC&J}I
or practically. To determine wherher.a cultura
techné is ideological, we need a normative account
of what’s valuable, how we ought to organize,
produce, distribute, appreciate things of v:?.lue./
disvalue, and whar are acceprable terms of dlSFl’l-
bution and cooperation. This requires attention
to marerial disparities, disrributions. of Produc—
tive and reproductive labor, and ir.151ghr .lnto t:e
pathologies and portential of collective action. The
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methods and starting points for such a normative
account are controversial, but the Issues cannot be

side-stepped.

social relations thae organizes our relationship to
things of (assumed) value. In the broadest sense,
this is the economy: “economic” relations should
not be understood simply in terms of the markert.
(In this T am sympathetic to Butler 1997.) The
economy is the system thar Manages a communj-
ty's resources, and if resources are whart has valye
within char society, then the economy also involves
the distribution of Power, status, health, lejsure,

education, and so forth. These are managed

through the interplay of schemas and resources

that constitute socjal Practices and relations.

8. CONCLUSION

I've argued thar 2 broadly Althusserian account
of ideology combined with a Sewellian accounc
of practices enables us to give an account of how
unjust social structures are routinely enacred
and reinforced, while
ment to genuine agency, respect for the epistemic
capabilities of the oppressed, and attention to

maintaining a commit-
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the marteriality of injustice, while also offerl‘ngl
insight into possibilities for resistance and.zriaa'a
change. Providing a full theory is not poskm ;13
a single article, but I hope th'at I have s ?tc E
a path for fulfilling these desiderata that can be
fruitfully developed. e

Social structures are enacted by individuals
within conditions of constrained choice. We are
constrained by our basic human needs (for fool-(lzl,
shelter, engagement with others, an.d so on), the
material conditions of our situat;oni and t.he
social meanings that enable us to coordinate v.wth
each other. Such constraints are usually organized
unjustly, though not intentionally so. Mz.my pre;c:
tices we engage in fluently but not dehberatfa ¥;
and the fallout of interactions between practices
is hard to notice, much less predict. To see struc-
tural injustice, we need to step back from our
self-conscious agency and considef how we are
molded (socially, physically, hisrorz‘cally) by our
environments to participate in practices .that pres-
ent themselves as worthwhile and mear‘ungful, yet
result in often broad and deep injustice. Fo:'-tu-
nately, we can modify or change unjust constraints
on agency, if we think and act together.



il e

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Thanks to the following for their help in thinkin

through the ideas discussed here: Asta, Emmf
Ar.herron, Katya Botchkina, Robin Celikates
Ahce‘Crary, Robert Gooding-Williams, Sami:;
Hesni, Jerome Hodges, Rahel Jaeggi, Daniel
James, Kristina Lepold, Mari Mikkola, Beate
Roessler, Titus Stahl, Jeffrey Srout, Stephen
Yablo, Seth Yalcin, Robin Zheng, Special thanks
to .the Philosophy Department at Marquetce
Umvers.lty for giving me the Opportunity to pres-
ent my ideas, and especially to Jessica Wolfendale
for her kindness and editorial insight.

72

WORKS CITED

Althusser, Louis. 1971/2014. “Ideology and Ideologi-
cal State Apparatuses.” Trans. Ben Brewster. In On
The Reproduction of Capitalism. London: Verso,
pp. 232-272.

Anderson, Elizabeth. 1995. “Knowledge, Human Inter-
ests, and Objectivity in Feminist Epistemology.”
Philosophical Topics 23(2): 27-58.

Anzaldia, Gloria. 1987. Borderlands/La Frontera.
San Francisco: Aunt Lute Books.

Balkin, J.M. 1998. Cultural Software: A Theory of
Ideology. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Bartky, Sandra. (1990). “Foucault, Femininity, and the

Modernization of Patriarchal Power.” Femininity
and Domination: Studies in the Phenomenology
of Oppression. New York: Routledge, pp. 63-82.
Buchanan, Allen. Forthcoming. “When Knowing What
Is Just and Being Committed To Achieving It Is
Not Enough.” Journal Of Applied Philosophy.
Burgess, Alexis, Herman Cappelen, & David Plun-
kett, eds. 2020. Conceptual Ethics and Conceptual
Engineering. Oxford: Oxford Un iversity Press.
Butler, Judith. 1989. “Gendering the Body: Beau-
voir's Philosophical Contribution.” In A. Garry and
M. Pearsall, eds. Women, Knowledge, and Real-
ity: Explorations in Feminist Philosophy, (Boston:

Unwin Hyman), pp . 253-62.

73

!



T ——

74 S-‘JH)’ Hasla nger

- 1990. Gender Trouble: Feminism and the
Subversion of Identity. NY: Routledge.
- 1993. Bodies that Matter: On the Discyr-
sive Limits of “Sex.” New York: Routledge.
- 1997. “Merely Culural” Socigl Text: Queer
Transexions of Race, Nation, and Gender 52/53.
265-277,

- 2021. The Force of Non-Violence. London:
Verso.

Butler Judith and Achena Athanasiou. 2013, Dispos-
sesston: The Performative in the Political, Cam-
bridge: Polity Press.

Celikates, Robin, 2018, Critique as Social Practice:
Critical Theory and Socigl Seff—Undersmnding.
London: Rowman and Lirtlefield International,

Collins, Pacricia Hill, 1986. “Learning from the Out-
sider Within: The Sociological Significance of
Black Feminise Thought” Social Problems 33(6):
s14—532, htrps://doi.org/l0.2307/800672

Cummins, Roberr, 1975, “Functional Analysis.” Jour-
nal obeifosophy 72:741-765,

Du Bois, W.E.B. 1903/1987. “Of Our Spiritual Striy-
ings”” In David W, Blight and Robert Gooding-
Williams (eds.) Souls of Black Folk, Ch. 1, pp-37-44.

Epstein, Brian. 2015, The Ay Trap: Rebuilding
the Foundations of the Social Sciences. Oxford:
Oxford University Press,

Foucault, Michel. 1979 Discipline and Punish, trans.
Alan Sheridan, Vintage Books.

Ideology in Practice: What Does Ideology Do? 75

Fraser, Nancy. 1997, “Heterosexism, Misreco%nitit)‘n.
and Capitalism: A Response to Judith Butlfr. Social
Text: Queer Transexions of Race, Nation, and

2/53: 279-289.
Geﬁgeggoti “Rethinking Recognition.” New Left
tew 3: 107-120. )

Geli:);;:ymond‘ 1981. The Idea of a Critical The-
ory: Habermas and the Frankfurt School. Cam-

idge, Cambridge University Press.

Goz:ilingg—Williams, l%{obert. 2011. In the Sk?dow of J.Da
Bois: Afro Modern Political Thought in America.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. N

. 2017."History of African American Polirical
Thought and Antiracist Critical Theory” In Tbe
Oxford Handbook of Philosophy am? Ra‘ce, edited
by Naomi Zack. Oxford: Oxford University Press,

. 235-246.

Hasl-l:ing, lan. 1986. “Making Up Pe.ople.” Thomas
C Heller, Morton Sosna, and David E. Wellbery
(eds.), Reconstructing Individualism: Autonomy,
Individuality, and the Self in Western Thought.
Stanford: Stanford University Press, pp. 222-236. )

Hall, Stuart. 1996/2006. “The Problem of Ideology:
In Chen, Kuan-Hsing, and David Morley, eds. Sltu-
art Hall: Critical Dialogues in Cultural Studies.
New York: Routledge, pp. 24-45. . .

Haslanger, Sally. 2012. Resisting Reality: Social Qon-
struction and Social Critique. New York: Oxford
University Press.



——

M e S

Sally Haslanger

- 2014. "Studying While Black: Trust, Oppor-
tunity and Disrespect” DuBois Review 11(1):
109-136.

+2015."What is a (Social) Structural Explana-
tion?” Philosopbical Studies 173(1): 113-30.

+ 2017a. Critical Theory and Practice (The
2015 Spinoza Lectures)., Assen: Koninklijke Van
Gorcum.

- 2017b."Racism, Ideology, and Social Move-
ments.” Res Philosophica 94(1): 1-22.

. 2018. “Whar is a Social Practice?” Royal
Institute of Philosophy Supplements 82: 231-247.

. 2019a. “Disciplined Bodies and Ideology
Critique” Glass Bead Site 2: Somatic Reason and
Synthetic Eros. hteps://www.glass-bead.org/article/
disciplined—bodies'and—ideology-critique!?lang:
enview

- 2019b. “Cognition as a Social Skill.” Austral-
asian Philosophical Review 3(1): 5-25. heeps://
doi.org/10.1080/24740500.2019.1705229

. 2020a. “Going On, Not in the Same Way!" In

Conceptual Ethics and Conceptual Engineering, ed.,

Alexis Burgess, Herman Cappelen, and David Plun-

kett. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp- 230-260.

- 2020b. “How Not to Change the Subject.”
Shifting Concepts, ed., Teresa Marques, Asa Wik-

forss. Oxford University Press, pp- 235-259.

. 2020c. “Taking a Stand: Second-Order

Pathologies or First Order Critique?” In Debating

Ideology in Practice: What Does Ideology Doz 77

Critical Theory: Engagements with Axel Hon-
neth, edited by Julia Christ, Kristina Lepold, Dan-
iel Loick and Titus Stahl. Rowman & Lictlefield,
pp: 35-49.

.2020d. “Failures of Individualism: The
Materiality of Social Systems.” Journal of Social
Philosophy. hetps://doi.org/10.1111/josp.12373.

. 2021. “Political Epistemology and Social Cri-
tique” Oxford Studies in Political Philosophy 7: 23-65.

- Forthcoming. “If you are committed to jus-
tice, why aren't you an activist? Comments on Allen
Buchanan.” Journal of Applied Philosophy. DOI:
10.1111/japp.12546.

Hesni, Samia. 2021.“How to Disrupt a Social Seript.”
Manuscript.

Jaeggi, Rahel. 2009."Rethinking Ideology.’ In Boudewijn
Paul de Bruin & Christopher F. Zurn (eds.), New
Waves in Political Philosophy. Palgrave-Macmillan,
63-86.

Jaeggi, Rahel. 2018. Critique of Forms of Life. Trans.
Ciaran Cronin. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

Khader, Serene. 2019. Decolonizing Universalism:
A Transnational Feminist Ethic. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Langron, Rae. 2012. “Beyond Belief: Pragmatics in
Hate Speech and Pornography”” Speech and harm:
Controversies over free speech edited by Ishani
Maitra and Mary Kate McGowan, pp. 72-93.




Sally Haslan ger

- 2015. "How to Get a Norm from a Speech
Act” The Amberst Lecture in Pbil’asopby 10
(2015): 1-33. <http://www.amherstIecture.org/
langron2015/>,

- 2018. “Blocking as Counter-Speech.” In New
Work on Speech Acts, edited by Daniel Fogel, Dan-
iel W. Harris and Matr Moss. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, pp. 144—164.

Lepold, Kristina. 2018. “An Ideology Critique of Rec-
ognition: Judith Butler in the Context of the Con-
temporary Debate on Recognition.” Constellations
25(3): 474-484,

- 2021. “How Should We Understand che
Ambivalence of Recognition? Revisiting the Link
Between Recognirion and Subjection in the Works
of Althusser and Butler” In Recognition and
Ambivalence, edited by Heikki Ikiiheimo, Kristina
Lepold, and Titus Stahl. New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, pp. 129-159.

Lugones, Maria. 1987. “Playfulness, “World Traveling”
and Loving Perception.” Hypatia 2(2): 3-19.

- 2006.“On Complex Communication.” Hypa-

tia (Issue on Feminist Epistemologies of Ignorance)
21(3): 75-85,

Machery, Edouard. 2009. Doing Without Concepts.
Oxford: Oxford Univers ity Press.

MacKinnon, Catharine. 1989. Towards 4 Feminist
Theory of the State. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Ideology in Practice: What Does Ideology Do? 79

Mansbridge, Jane and Aldon Morris (Ed.). 2001.
Oppositional ~ Consciousness:  The Subjective
Roots of Social Protest. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press.

Marx, Karl. 1859/1977. A Contribution to the Cri-
tigue of Political Economy, Progress Publishers,
Moscow. (Preface).

McWeeny, Jennifer. 2016. “Varieties of Conscious-
ness under Oppression.” In thnomenofogy and
the Political. Edited by S. West Gurley and Geoff
Pfeifer. London: Rowman and Littlefield Interna-
tional, pp. 149-163.

Mills, Charles. 1988.“Alternative Epistemologies,” Social
Theory and Practice 14: 237-263.

Ng, Karen. 2015. “Ideology Critique from Hegel
and Marx to Critical Theory” Constellations 22
(3):393-404.

O'Connor, Cailin. 2019. The Origins of Unfairness:
Social Categories and Cultural Evolution. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Ortner, Sherry B. 1984. “Theory in Anthropology
Since the Sixties.” Comparative Studies in Society
and History 26(1): 126-166.

Purvis, Trevor and Alan Hunt. 1993, “Ideology, Dis-
course, Ideology, Discourse, Ideology . . " The
British Journal of Sociology 44(3): 473-499.

Putnam, Hilary. 1975. “The Meaning of Meaning.”
Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science 1:
131-93.




e

R e

o Sally Haslanger

Rouse, Joseph. 2006. “Practice Theory” In Handbook
of the Philosophy of Science. Volume 15: Philos-
ophy of Anth ropology and Sociology, ed., Stephen
Turner and Mark Risjord. Amsterdam:
499-540,

Sewell, William. 1992, A Theory of Structure: Dual-
ity, Agency, and Transformation, Amer. Journal of
Sociology 98 (1): 1-29,

-2005."The Concept(s) of Culeure! in Practic-

ing History: New Directions in Historical Writ-
ing after the Linguistic Turn, ed. Gabrielle M.
Spiegel. New York: Routledge.

Shelby, Tommie. 2003. “Ideology, Racism, and Critical
Social Theory” The Philosophical Forum 34(2):
153-188.

Smith, Stephen B. 1984 “Althusser and the Over.
determined Self” The Review of Politics 46(4):
516-538.

Stahl, Titus. 2017, “Immanent Critique and Particular
Moral Experience.” Critical Horizons heeps://doi.
org/10.1080/14409917.2017.1376939

Stalnaker, Robert. 1989. “On Whats In the Head.”
Philosophical Perspectives 3: 287-31.

+ 1998. “What Might Noncon ceptual Conrent

Be?” Philosophical Issyes 9; 339-352,

- 1999. Context and Content: Essays on

Inrentionaliry in Speech and Thought. Oxford:
Oxford Univcrsiry Press.

Elsevier, pp-

Ideology in Practice: What Does Ideology Do? 81

- 2002. "Common Ground.” Linguistics and
hilosophy 25: 701-721.

Sulﬁvan, Siai:non & Nancy Tuana. (eds.) 2007. Race
and Epistemologies of Ignorance, SUNY‘Press.
Yalcin, Seth. 2007. “Epistemic Modals.” Mind, New

Series, 116(464): 983-1026.
Young, Iris. 1980/1990a. “Socialist Feminism .and tihe
Limits of Dual Systems Theory.” In Throwing Like
a Girl and Other Essays in Feminist Philosopoy
and Social Theory. Indianapolis: Indiana University
, pp- 21-35.
p“’ss‘ llbg‘BOb‘ Justice and the Politics of Difference.

Princeton: Princeton University Press.



