IDEOLOGY AND SOCIAL SCIENCE
Istwin Mészaros

This papert constitutes one o the early chapters o a study which
deals with the fundamental structural features d the variousforms of
ideology —from religious and moral discourse to politics and to art—
taken individually as wdl as in their manifold interconnections; with
the material and social conditionsand mechanismsthat determine the
emergence and subtle transformations o particular ideologies;, with
the complex instruments and institutions required to secure the more
or lessenduring impact o ideologica systems; and, last but not least,
with the intricate relationship between ideology and social science
considered both as specific modes o discourse and as determinate
socia complexes which fulfil a multiplicity of important functions in
the global framework of socia practice.

Since severa aspectsd the problems we are concerned with cannot
be adequately discussed at this stage of the enquiry, the present paper
undertakes no more than a brief survey and critique d some charac-
teristic approaches to our subject matter, attempting at the same time
the formulation d a fev—veay tentative—criteriafor the assessment
d ideology and socia science. However, these criteria, it must be
dressed, are intended smply as guide-lines to further anaysis and
research—and not as a set o firm conclusions.

With this in mind, let us now turn to an area o debate whose
complexitiesno one is likely to deny—at least not today.

The astonishing thing is that so many people did 0 in the by no
means distant past. Thus, generationsd students— particularly in the
post-war period—were led to believe by a considerable number of
Fund-sponsored socia scientists that ideology had been done away with
altogether and that it had been replaced, for good, by the sound and
sober systems o strictly factual socid science.

That such boasts themselves were disguised manifestations o a
peculiar kind o ideological “false constiousness'—one which arbi-
trarily labelsits adversary as an "ideologist" s0 as to be able to claim
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to itsdlf, by definition, full immunity from all ideology : i.e. one which
"proved" both vice and virtue by begging the question--escaped the
attention not only d the theoretically and palitically naive but often
evend thosewho should have known better. Thisis how as serious and
critical a scholar as Robert L. Heilbroner hailed in The Reporter
Daniel Bdl's notorious book, The End of Ideology, at the time o its
publication:

"A book o unusual interest . . . we find here more than a commentary
on 'the exhaustion d political ideas in thefifties; we aso have revealed to us
the appearance of social reality once the ideological glasses d the past have
been removed.”

A sad submission to sheer mystification!

Economy d space requiresthat we confine oursalves to quoting one
single examplein order to test the clams o this ideology-free, solidly
factual and unpregjudiced "socia science”. As we shall ssg, however,
even this single example is abundantly revealing about the approach
which was supposed to have "'revealed to us the appearance d socid
reality" in its purity, thanks to the remova d the "ideological glasses
of the past". The example | have in mind comes from page 385 o
The End o ldeology :

"The NEP was an extraordinary step for Lenin. For he had to admit that
there was nothing in the 'old books to prepare the party for such a radical
step as the partial restoration of capitalism. In an essay written just before
his deasth—an essay which demonstrates the doctrinal cast which had ruled
Lenin's mind—he declared ruefully: ‘It did not even occur to Marx to
write about the subject; and he died without leaving a single precise
quotation or irrefutable instruction on it. That is why we must get out
o the difficulty entirely by our own efforts’ *

Now the unpalatable truth is that Daniel Bdl's great non-ideologica
"revelaions" are nothing but grave violations d the most elementary
conditions of scientific research and anayss—but of course violations
committed in the name d "genuine social science'” as radically op-
posed to "outmoded ideology"'.

If we take the time-consuming trouble d checking the alleged facts
—as unfortunately, not enough people do, thus often allowing the
diffusion d even the most tendentious distortions as incontrovertible
evidencez—we find not only that there is absolutely nothing to support
Bell's contentious judgementsbut aso that the Lenin quote in question
(that is, Lenin's own text and not Bell's distorted version  it) demon-
strates the exact opposite of what we are given to believe in a "truly
scientific™ fashion, For this is how Lenin's actual text goes:
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"On the question o state capitalism, | think that generally our press and
our Party make the mistake o dropping into intellectualism, into liberalism;
we philosophise about how state capitalism is to be interpreted, and
look into old books. But in those old books you will not find what we are
discussing; they deal with the state capitalism that exists under capitalism.
Not a single book has been written about state capitalism under communism.
I't did not occur even to Marx to write a word on this subject; and he died
without leaving a single precise statement or definite instruction on it. That
is why we must overcome the difficulty entirely by ourselves. And if we
make a general mental survey of our press and see what has been written
about state capitalism, as | tried to do when | was preparing this report,
we shall be convinced that it is missing the target, that it is looking in an
entirely wrong direction."

As we can see then, Bdl's verson not only lifts Lenin's words out of
their context—if he did not do 0 no one could take serioudy for a
moment his claims and accusations—but aso it assumes the form d a
translation which turns "a single precise statement or definite instruc-
tion" into the doctrinal "single precise quotation or irrefutable
instruction” (whatever on earth an "irrefutable instruction™ might
mean).

There is no trace whatsoever, in the original quotation, o a"rueful"
behaviour on Lenin’s part. Nor indeed o “admitting” under the con-
straint o quite unique circumstances that this time the "old books’
cannot help. In point of fact he often took—from his early youth
onwards— "' extraordinary steps' o adapting his theoretical position
to the changing socio-higtorical conditions. (As is wel known, he
has been accused more than once of being merely a "clever redist"
by critics who thought that he ought to be censured for lack o
doctrinal purity,*) On the contrary, he most emphatically ingsts that
“intellectualism” and '"philosophizing” about the problems at stake
with referencesto old books is totally mistaken : the press that follows
such procedureis missing the target, islooking in an entirely wrong
direction”. Also, in his closng speech to the debate he reproaches
Preobrazhensky for arguing in terms o "pure scholasticism” in that
he bases his analysis on old books and past events while "this is the
first timein human history that we see anything like it" and therefore
“we must not look to the g™ ®

And al thisissupposed to be proof o " the doctrinal cast which had
ruled Lenin's mind" —proof, that is, in the eyes d the supremely
objective "'socid scientist” who has succeeded in definitively freeing
himsdf from the "ideological glasses of the past" to such an extent
that he can not only announce™ The End o Ideology" but dso see
thingsin Lenin's text which are ssmply not there for us ideologicaly
bespectacled lesser mortals.

But irony apart, Daniel Bdl's allegedly scientific text is scandaloudy
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mideading evenin its minor details. | t statesthat the quote wmes from
an "essay" written by Lenin "just before his death”. As a matter d
fact, it comes from a speech delivered at the eleventh party congress
and published on the bass d a stenographic record. More important
in case one wants to trace the debated quotation : it was not written
by Lenin "just before his death" but almost two years prior to his
death : the opening speech was delivered on the 27th March of 1922,
and his reply to Preobrazhensky one day later, to be precise. As to the
source, we are told that the quotation can be found on page 338 o
Lenin's "Sdected Works, val. X1V, cited in Theodore Draper, The
Roots of American Communism . But even this secondhand reference
is ludicrously misleading. For Draper gives volume |X —not XIV—
as his reference.® (The interested reader can find Lenin's text in
volume XX X111 d his Collected Works)

Such is then the actua performance d this non-ideological,
objective, factual and rigorously scholarly socia science. And since
this "science” can conjure up its ideological adversary in the shape
and form it pleases, it can dso digpose d problems d extreme com-
plexity with the greatest ease. Ideology? That is the other side. And
even on the other sde it represents only the past, since we now dl live
in a delightful " post-capitaist' and purely "industrial" society. Con-
sequently, the problems o ideology smply do not exist any longer.
Conflict and complexity are readily replaced by smple and sound
"socid engineering”', and we al continue to live happily ever after.

Most annoyingly, however, socid reality refuses to take any notice
d the revolutionary solutions d this “social science” and insists on
the actuality d conflicts and crises which escape the streamlined
simplicity d wishfully prefabricated models and schemas. Thus our
former champions o the " post-capitalist industrial society" are forced
to make a spectacular turn-about. Daniel Bdl, for instance, is now
engaged in theorizing about the so-caled “post-industrial S0ciety™.
Indeed, he now goes as far as talking about the "disma record" o
recent social science (not d his own, d course), adding that :

"In the areas of education, welfare, social planning, there has been little
knowledge that one can draw upon for policy purposes. Social scientists have
reluctantly begun to admit that the problems are more'complex' than they
thought.”’®

Ye, the reluctant admittance o dismal failure is far from amounting
to an identification d the ideologica roots o such failure. On the
contrary : since the original assumptionsd the "ideology-free" posture
remain unquestioned, the fundamental construction stays as it used to
be. Only the fagade gets a topical veneer which is meant to emphasize
the building's adequacy to the more turbulent present-day circum-
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