Chapter Seven
POLITICAL HINGE EPISTEMOLOGY

Chris Ranalli

1. Introduction

Political epistemologys the intersection of political philosophy and epistemology. It is where
the political and the epistemological meet. Broadly speaking, political epistemology takes
many of our contemporary political problems to be intimately intertwined with social
epistemological problems. Political epistemologists are interested in questions like:

» How does ignorance, ideology, or propaganda undermine political belief and action?

« How should we respond to political disagreement?

« Do the epistemic qualities of political agents or their decision procedures play a role
in their authority?

« What is the role of truth in political decision making?

These questions are inextricably political and epistemic. How should we approach
them? By far the dominant approach is veritistic epistemology, which takes truth to be
the fundamental epistemic good and evaluates belief-forming processes and evidence
by way of their relation to truth. In political epistemology, then, the emphasis is placed
on just how well political agents track the truth. Another important approach is virtue
epistemology, which in this context looks at the way political agents might become
more intellectually virtuous or how group inquiry and deliberation can be epistemically
improved in order to facilitate an intellectually flourishing society.

By way of introduction, hinge epistemology is an orientation in epistemology
that approaches theoretical and social epistemological problems with the guiding
idea that there are certain fundamental presuppositions of worldviews or belief systems
that legitimate the reason-giving relations in those systems, but which are themselves
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For this reason, hinge epistemology is in tension with mainstream veritis and yiy
epistemology, because hinge epistemology entails that not every doxastic COmmi[m::
we have is irrational just because it is not supported by evidence, is a man; feStatiml(rv
intellectual virtue, or is the product of a reliable belief-forming process, Insteaq, Som)(‘
doxastic commitments lie outside the scope of rational evaluation and are thereby oeither
epistemically rational nor irrational. Some commitments are rather ‘beyond beingjustifieq,
unjustified’ (OC 359). So, although hinge epistemology is not necessarily against the Spiritof
mainstream veritistic epistemology — hinge epistemology does not entail that truth, evidence,
or virtue are epistemically irrelevant — it will nevertheless often recommend approaching
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epistemological problems in a way not endorsed by either of them.’

This approach to epistemology intuitively has ramifications for political epistemology.
After all, if any system of thinking has to encode assumptions or presuppositions in order
for there to be rational evaluation and reason-giving relations, we might intuitively expect
this to hold of political ways of thinking as well. For, intuitively, we find that socialism,
liberalism, conservativism and other twentieth-century political worldviews have
certain fundamental fixed points. It would be unusual if these fixed points had no
normative or epistemic role in their proponent’s political evaluations. At the very leas,
there is an interesting question here about whether hinge epistemology can shed light on
these roles. In this chapter, I want to explore the prospects of a political hinge epistemology, an
epistemology that applies the insights from hinge epistemology to politicnl-('pisu-mologiuﬂ
challenges. In particular, I shall be focusing on an epistemic challenge that ideology pos®
However, T think that political hinge epistemology can also be brought to bear on other
political-epistemic problems, which I explore at the end of the chapter.
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9, Developing Political Hinge Epistemology
2.1. Two Prima Facie Challenges

Hinge epistemology is an approach to epistemological challenges, but it also takes
on substantive epistemological commitments. The thrust of the view is that there are
basic presuppositions — hinge propositions — that must be believed, or at least assumed,
in order for there to be reason-giving relations and rational evaluation at all. While
most of traditional epistemology accepts that rational evaluation is universal — that there
is no in-principle limit on what one can rationally evaluate — hinge epistemology takes
it that rational evaluation is essentially local (cf. Pritchard 2016, 4). What this means
is that not every doxastic attitude is in the market for rational evaluation; some
such attitudes set the boundaries of rational evaluation. As a first pass, political hinge
epistemology says that just as ‘our senses are reliable’ or ‘there are physical objects’
have hinge proposition status for us when it comes to providing reasons for empirical
belief — they are presuppositions we need to assume in order to make sense of our
experiences as providing reasons for empirical beliefs — so too political propositions
such as that ‘everyone has a right to liberty’ or ‘there are rights’, say — can have hinge
proposition status for us when it comes to providing reasons for political beliefs or reasons
which motivate political action. When I say that a proposition has a *hinge proposition
status’, [ only mean that it plays the normative role that hinge propositions are designated
with: that it is necessary to believe them or to be positively committed to them in some
way in order for there to be reason-giving relations between the relevant states or
attitudes and other attitudes or actions. We can then use political hinge epistemology to
make sense of our epistemic evaluations of political beliefs and answer certain political-
€pistemic challenges in a way that mirrors how we use hinge epistemology to make sense
of empirical discourse and answer certain theoretical and social-epistemic challenges
which arise therein, such as the problem of radical scepticism, the problem of other

minds, the justification of induction and testimony and so forth.

% Some philosophers have already taken the step of developing a POl.mml h”l_gefl)lsi‘::;lji)
10 tackle particular topics, such as feminist epistemology an'd the epistemology disag :
See Ashton (2019), Coliva (2015), Coliva (2019) and Ranalli (2018)
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This 18 deeply puzzling.

2.2. Answering These Challenges

Key to answering the first challenge is to distinguish between assumptions that ground
reason-giving relations locally (within a certain belief system), and a%uj ni‘:’::
that ground reason-giving relations in general (for any belief system), i -

We can get a handle f‘)n this diStin,Ction by considering examples. Consider various
religious fr.ameworks. BY frameworks’, I mean not only a belief system but also a system
of evaluation and practlu?e: a system for making sense of the world relative to certain
packground presuppositions. For example, the assumption that God exists scems
necessary to make sense .of the evaluative and epistemic practices of Christian religious
frameworks. That one might read the Bible and take the testimony of a disciple to convey
information about God’s will, for example, relies crucially on being committed to
the existence of God.°

This phenomenon can be seen in non-Abrahamic religious frameworks as well.
It would not make sense for one to take the Buddha’s sermons on the Noble Eightfold
Path to count in favour of how one can escape the cycle of perpetual unsatisfactoriness,
unless one assumed not only that it is desirable to exit that cycle but also that the Noble
Eightfold Path as espoused by the Buddha can yield that outcome. In this way, we
might count ‘the Buddha is trustworthy’ or ‘following the Noble Eightfold path can
yield Enlightenment’ as playing the hinge role in certain Buddhist frameworks.

What we need to appreciate here about these cases is the normative role these
assumptions play in their respective frameworks. Christianity and Buddhism are
different: they are different systems for interpreting the world, beliefs and religious
practice. They predict and recommend different evaluations. A Buddhist does not need
10 believe in the existence of God. It is not required by their religious framework.
But it is required by Christianity. The Christian is likely to regard the Noble Eightfold Path
as nothing more than a therapeutic insight; or even a dangerous heresy. The Buddhist,
of course, is likely to regard it as a deep spiritual insight: nothing less than the recipe for
Enlightenment. The key point here for the hinge epistemologist is that they both make
use of assumptions, doubt about which would ‘throw into confusion’ their evaluations

of certain beliefs and practices (Wright 2014). What makes each of their respective
ascension of Jesus as being informative

evaluations — Paul’s testimony about the
as obstacles to

about the divine, or the Buddha’s sermon on attachment and the sell

6. Foran exploration of religious hinge epistemology, se¢ Pritchard 2000, Pritchard 2011, and

De Ridder 2019,
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A different way of thinking about hinge propositions is that hinges 5,
framework-specific, but specific propositions that are necessary for any frameyo :
have reason-giving relations at all. On this account, ‘the Buddha is trustworthy, r)Jr
‘God exists’ are not hinge propositions, because intuitively they are not neceﬁsa;\' 0
make sense of reason-giving relations in general. One can make sense of hoy ;Il see
that it is raining outside’ favours believing It is raining outside’ without assumiﬁ;
anything at all about the Bible or the Buddha. That the senses are reliable, howeve;

f

seems ineliminable: the Buddhist and the Christian — indeed, any human being - woy
need to assume that at least some sensory perception is reliable in order for them 1,
make sense of reasons for their beliefs or doubts. This is the transcendental notig of
a hinge proposition. These propositions would have transcendental status, because they oy,
what must be assumed for any rational evaluation to take place at all.

It is easy to see that the transcendental account of hinge propositions is what grounds
the first prima facie challenge for political hinge epistemology, not the framework accoun,
So we might think that it is the framework account of hinge propositions that the poliical
hinge epistemologist ought to be working with in order to bypass that challenge.

However, the project of identifying political propositions which have a transcendenta!
status for any political belief system seems like a worthwhile project for political hinge
epistemology in its own right, even granting the initial suspicion presented by the first
challenge. The reason is that it would reveal, if successful, the essential common
ground between various political belief systems. Trying to discover whether there
are any such propositions held in common is an intuitively worthwhile ontological

project in itself, but also in that it will help with the second challenge. After all if
certain sociopolitical commitments must be taken on board in order for there to be any
rational political evaluation at all, this suggests that they are constitutive of rationality
in the political domain. And this, intuitively at least, would provide a basis from \\‘hi“’h
to, in principle, rationally resolve deep political disagreements, since agents would, in fact
have common sociopolitical ground after all.

So, are there political propositions with transcendental status? The wouble
is that it is hard to see how the tions that
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are PhiloSOPhiC?HY controversial. An argument for why they .
= underStOOd) is bound to recover that controversy. So, too, for political £l
hat W might put forward as candidates for being hinge propositions. al propositions
o COtroversy ShOul'd. not.lead us to think prematurely that there g
olitical hinge propositions in the intended sense. '
Approximating an answer to tl?equfesti011 of whether there are political propositions
with iranscendental status, Robert Talisse (2013) has argued that the norms of epistemic
rationality demand that we arrange ourselves democratically, because the )lge n;ir;zr,nm
pest served in d.emoc'ratic 'socia.l Conditio‘ns. I.Xs a result, democracy is the xlcc:c;s::;
outgrowth o.f epxs‘temlc.ratlo.nahty. If Talisse is right, there is a necessary connection
petween epistemic rationality and democracy. Other political philosophers have
proposed that there are truths about the human condition that ought to be taken
into account when considering sociopolitical organization. For example, Peter
Kropotkin held that mutual aid is a natural phenomenon, observed in all societies past
and present; that anarcho-communist organization is nothing less than a universal
human tendency (Kropotkin 1902). Roger Scruton said that conservatism ‘calls upon
aspects of the human condition that can be witnessed in every civilization and at every
period of history’ (Scruton 2018, 13). Natural rights theorists hold that the moral
and legal foundations of society derive from the natural rights of all people; rights
that ought to constrain political organization. Although some of these propositions are
empirical, this does not bar them from being hinge propositions (cf. Wittgenstein’s
example of ‘The earth exists’). What these examples are supposed to help support
is the idea that there could be political propositions with transcendental status, grounded
in our general human tendencies or social practices, or even partly constitutive elements
of an epistemically rational, social agent. It would be an interesting project to attempt to
identify propositions that have that status.

Nevertheless, the framework account still seems intuitively better situated to identify
explanatorily powerful political hinge propositions. Thus, our question now is this: how
can the political hinge epistemologist employ the framework account to overcome 9111'
first prima Jacie challenge? The political hinge epistemologist can begin by identifying
political frameworks and attempt to uncover which propositions plausibly have

framework status within those frameworks. Examples might include:

are llmgc Propositions
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Liberal hinge: Liberty is an inviolable right.

Socialist hinge: Social ownership of the means ' .
ownership of the means of production is not just.

of production is just; private

apitalist hi I . of the means of production is just.
Capitalist hinge: ~ Private ownership of the means of pro ]

Democrat hinge: ~ Democratic decision making is just.
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not at all obvious to proponents of those politicz;ltlli)eliefl.s);stems_ P iferen
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have argued that capitalism apd democracy.are incompatible. If they are righ \\;
might think that a presupposition flor eny rat.1ona-l agent who accepts the demoﬁatﬂ
belief system is the rejection of capitalism. Likewise, although some democry, iy
certain libertarian political freedoms, it has l.)een argued that demOCracy With()u[
the recognition of certain liberties and rights is incoherent: that the whle p t

i s Oln[ of
democratic decision making is that it shows respect for and gives a politicy

role 1o
everyone for whom coercive laws would apply.

The second prima facie challenge might be thought to rest on an equivocaty,
between the transcendental and framework conceptions of hinge propositions, Rey]
that the problem was that political thinkers disagree over propositions like ‘equaliyy
is a right’ or even ‘there are human rights’. If any of these propositions are candidate f(lr
hinges, the existence of rational disagreement over them makes this puzzling: how coyq
thinkers rationally deliberate over these propositions if they are hinge Propositions,
since they are supposed to enable agents to understand reasons for political position
generally? Put differently: would rational disagreement over them not be sufficiey
evidence that they are not hinge propositions?

If we think of hinge propositions as propositions that have framework staus
within a belief system, however, then this phenomenon is not as problematic as the second
challenge makes it out to be. That is because different propositions can have framewors
status for different political belief systems. In an egalitarian political belief system,
‘equality is a right’ might have framework status, whereas it lacks this status in @
anti-egalitarian political belief system.

Indeed, the framework conception of hinge propositions helps us to make sens
of how there could be deep political disagreements in the first place. On this way Of‘
thinking about deep political disagreement, they are disagreements, which arise out of
conflicts over framework propositions (cf. Ranalli 2018), whether they are disagreemen®
over hinge propositions or disagreements over non-hinge propositions, but which arise
out of commitment to contrary hinge propositions. Indeed, this helps to explain \\'lll"

we are, in principle, suspicious of people who espouse radically different political peliel
systems — say between the social democrat and the fascist — a; being able to l‘mi‘m"l_u\’v
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Sceptics and anti—scepti.cs dispute w-h'ether external world knowledge is possible; and
0 forth. If there are‘hmge proposmons, certainly ‘there is an external worlcl: and
e are not systematically d?CCIVCd’ are among them. But if we thought of hinge
ropositions as imml.me to rational evaluation, these perennial debates quickly begin to
Jook as if they underlie a deep error; one that attributes gross misunderstanding to ;nany
philosophers past an.d present. How hinge epistemology should deal with this problem
s controversial (Coliva & Palmira 2020; Ranalli 2018). It would take us too far afield
i this chapter to try to address it. Fortunately, the existence of this problem is not
specific t0 political hinge epistemology, but one that applies to hinge epistemology
generau}’- For that reason, it should not make us suspicious of the development of

| Political hinge epistemology as such — at least, no more than it should make us suspicious
of the development of hinge epistemology in general.

Tﬁcpolitical theorist Gilles Dauvé made an important observation about contemporary
liberal democracy. He said: ‘democracy triumphs by telling us where to think’.
The insight here is that democratic institutions frame our political debates. They frame
which discussions we think are worth having or even considering. Consider, for example,
that most Americans tend to get their political information from private news media,
such as Fox News, MSNBC, or CNN; or that educated Americans are expected to read
The New York Times, The Washington Post, or The Fconomust for reliable in-depth coverage
of current events. When they learn that other countries have in the past gotten their
news primarily from state-owned media, it inmediately raises concerns about bias and
selfpromotion, Unfortunately, this concern is rarely inverted. The basic insight we can
extract from Dauvé, here, is that our political conversations occur against the backdrop
of our go-to sources of information; the topics depicted therein frame what we take,
collectively, to be the topics that will form our considered political opinions.
This is ideology at work. Ideology tells us where, how and often what to think.
It frames and thereby guides our thinking: it encourages a kind of cognitive conformity.
But what exactly is ideology? Ideology has been called ‘the most elusive concept
In the whole of the social sciences’ (McLellan 1986, 1; Fine & Sandstrom 1993, 22).

\_

1. See Dauve (2008), A Contribution to the Critique of Political Autonomy, W ) e Tl
of a dotaios o gave in Malmé, Sweden, 1-2 November 2008. Interpreting Ill'ls iC m.
Oplimistically requires some assumptions. A Millian might think that d(:nwcrm'}' l,m.u.l.lk.)llb
l?y tellitig 1 white to think. because democratic deliberators are better situated to correctly

identify . . i SWET'S
Jruuly the right questions as well as the right answers.

hich is a transcript
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This is because its use and def:initi'o? are subj:it to widespread controversy, | if,
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nisduoriioe understanding of ideology, 1'( €o Ogy.. .'.y (?m o) :smr(xd J(if*;sslir:‘,:r,

Marlin 2018, 115). Anarchism, socialism, liberalism, COnSerygy

Lismns of the twentieth century all count asideologics in (e deser, ,
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to social action’ (
fascism and various

sense. It is perhaps interchangeable w1 : | i '
motivate sociopolitical action such as protest, strikes, voting, revolution, political .

Ptive

ar as they

social planning, unionising, reform and so. 4% '
There is also the pejorative understanding of ideology, whereby ideology is g g

mark an alleged epistemic defect in the person who holds the ideology (Eagleto, |9 £l
Marlin 2018, 116). According to Eagleton (1994), to say thé'it someone is ideologic
in the pejorative sense is to ‘suggest that their view o.f things is ske\'/ved by a set of rigig
preconceptions’ (op cit. 1). Thus, it signals closc-::-mmdedness or mt.elle‘ctual rigidiy;
the person either clings rigidly to a political doctrine or else the doctrine itself demgy,
such intellectual rigidity. In our politically polarized societies, this is by noy g,
all-too-common way of condemning one’s political opponents.

Next is the gpistemic understanding of ideology. This is the understanding of ideology
I shall employ in this chapter, because it is the one that raises an interesting challeng
that — as I shall argue — political hinge epistemology has the resources to accommodat,
The epistemic understanding of ideology comes from Marxist and critical theory,
especially the work of Marx and Engels, Gramsci, Lukacs, Althusser and others
The epistemic understanding starts with the idea that there are oppressive socil
arrangements and that ideology is what conceals or even distorts how we understand
these arrangements, so that people who are adversely affected by them can be led to
consent to or even endorse those arrangements under a different guise. Marx and Engels
wrote that under the influence of ideology, our social reality appears ‘upside-down
as in a camera obscura’. What Marx and Engels meant is that although certain features
of our social reality are unfair or unjust, the ideology functions to make it seem 1
everyone as fair or even natural. For this reason, ideology serves an essential political
function: it legitimizes the unjust social relations in the minds of both the Oppressors and
oppress@ (cf. Mills 2017), In turn, ideology eritique is the name for the liberatory project of
”"COVCI””’Ig oppressive social arrangements masked by ideology with the aim of raising
the con‘sclousness of oppressed and oppressive people alike.'?

Tewill be helpful here to consider anexample. The example I shall use is controversial

because it is : : L . i :
cause 1t 1s born out of the Marxist critique of capitalism under liberal democracy

e
8. Eagleton (1991) lists 16 definitions.

9. S “.’ ~ . i . ~ i
Lf‘c 711LCk (CC%-) f‘Or a collection featuring the canonical works of these critical theorists
copold (2013) for an overview of Marxism and ideology

10. Consider E; i 1
Vo ag!eton, W}.lo writes that ideology critique ‘claims to show how ideas
real material conditiong by m
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an exploration of'j s . g 2018)
plora of ideology eritique in analytical philosophy, see Srinivasan (2
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This @ palysis suggests that capitalisrrhl is unjust and that var
institutions in effect'pr(')moltle the unjust s.ocial relations alle
e sitable under capitalism. N(?w, one might think that the
deology does not apply to our social ar.rangements in contemporary liberal democracies
The point here is not to defend Marxist or other left critiques of capitalism and libcrai
democracy; but to explore how the concept of ideology can be employed
contemporary social arrangements.

Let us start with something familiar to everyone:

lous liberal-democratic
ged to be necessary or
epistemic conception of

to critique our

work. Consider the fact that most
Americans work on average 44 hours per week — with many working upwards of 50 hours

per week — until they reach their mid-1960s. The 40-hour work week has been the norm
for about 80 years, while productivity continuously rises every year. We spend considerable
dme at work. The basic Marxist thought is that the exchange between employer and
employee is not a fair exchange, because the latter is compelled to provide their labour to
the former in order to live. The problem is not only that this kind of structural relationship
isunjust, but that this relationship —work for wages in order to avoid poverty — is conceived
through liberal-capitalist ideology as a manifestation of freedom. That one is free not to
work; that no one forces one to work (or ‘where to work’).? It is seen as a kind of freedom,
because the alternative is to be an entrepreneur; an employer rather than an employee.
One is free to choose between these options. Left critiques of capitalism within liberal
democracy say that this is the role of liberal ideology under capitalism. What this ideology
conceals, on this view, is the fact that it compels those people who reject those options or
otherwise are misaligned with their options regarding work to either work anyway or
to be impoverished. This is the so-called ‘dull compulsion of economic relations’ under
capitalism (Marx 1977 [1867]). Unlike earlier socioeconomic systems, like feudalism,
the compulsion to labour is implicit rather than explicit.

A second important Marxist idea is that liberal ideology under capitalism
also misrepresents how much freedom and liberty citizens enjoy, given the authoritarian
structure of the workplace. Recall the figures mentioned earlier about work: that on
average people work 40 hours per week until they reach their 60s. From 9 a.m. to' 5
p.m., five days a week, most people in liberal democracies live in a virtual dictatorship.

This is what Elizabeth Anderson (2017) calls ‘private government’: the third-way
ality is neither free markets nor state-control

reality in liberal democracies, where the re : t
who to hire and fire,

for mogt people in most of their waking hours. Bosses decide : :
who to promote or demote, how to structure the workplace, who pcr[(')rms Wh.ICh
activities, when, where and even why, with employees, regularly tasked with learnfng
Mission Statements, company ideals, or even forbidden from so much as. ex.chan.gmgf
1o0-work-related remarks, which is conceived as ‘time-theft’. Most of this time is, o‘
€ourse, lost time where a person does what they would other wise regard as boring ot

; ekl more years
“orthless. Freedom is suspended 40 or more hours pet weck, for 40 or pEE

T
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Value under capitalism is determined by labour-time (Eagleton 1991, )
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competitive environment.
This is an example of ideology in the epistemic sense and how it can be employeg

in standard Marxist and other left-wing ideology critiques. But how might political hing
epistemology be brought to bear on it? The answer is that political hinge epistemology can
enhance this kind of ideology critique. A guiding idea from political hinge epistemolog
is that political belief systems contain fundamental presuppositions about social reality:
that political propositions or commitments can figure in our evaluations as part of
the ‘scaffolding of our thoughts’ (OC. 211). We saw that, according to the Marxistidcolog
critique, a fundamental presupposition of liberal democratic thinking is that fredn
is a right and, further still, that there are rights. How people conceive of the first right
within a liberal democracy is part of what left-wing critiques take to be liberal /g
in a capitalist society. Liberal capitalist ideology tells us that freedom is promoted under
a system of private property rights protected by laws — indeed, that private property
rights might even be necessary for securing freedom. It repackages the often banal
unfreedom common to the workplace as a manifestation of your basic freedom. I looks
at the billions gained by CEOs of multinational corporations during a worldwide
pandfemic a8 RROpecty and even earnings. It suggests that this property is the resultof hard
work or even ‘genius” something that anyone with the right motivational profile coul
?;:::nlilzltl; I; ctlr?nr:froct;rtn: t]qui reftlity of a'bstract financial gains by ownership, ‘ll“il ()}T‘ ah
see that idsology kol ;lfth B e of '“(".'mwrti‘l'n: 01
It conceals or misrepresent:,g]e Orr]r'ls A deformau?;e C])lslt‘lllllc L \f.t' . ll v'1'||i~ is
part and parcel of the fact thag cr e Ofsyste.rr} g ik i and deprivatt ),l\ill |
the dominant political belief Syst:::amhpf(?posluons'are', lund‘an“lcl el ans_l,ll )P,:Qu_
Presuppositions are treated a5 hg i e liberal capitalist belief system- "\b_“ : (1;* peop
soc1.al and political evaluations S_vlng framework status. In turn, they guu)(l e
an 1c.leological function - o hc;l l:;e TRaby Of.these propositions can be fm
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that relationshipf i_t pres.ents it a?an act of freedom for hoth the employer
[n his way, pOllth?:ll hinge eplsFemology helps the proponent
b jerstand why ratlonallevall?atlonlescapes the ideologue, This
entirely in t€TMS of rr.laleflcent 'mtentlons, powerful institutional st
out historical necessity, or Sf)leopsycllologlchl biases, but in terms of the normative role
Jfthe framework-status pohtl.cal presuppositions of the dominant beljef system. ;
Hereis another case to c.larlfy therole of political hinge epistemologyin understandi ng

7 ideology critique. Inequality was a PYC‘SUPPOSitiOH of the dominant system of thinking
in feudal society’ that some people are inferior to others becayse of their lack of nobilit}‘/.

So, 00, in 2 patriarchal society: women are seen as inferior to men, because of their
alleged lack of certain abilities, with these abilities seen as ‘natural’ in men and more
valuable than the alleged ‘natural’ abilities of women. For this reason, inequality
in a feudal society was seen as a ‘natural’ part of social reality, something one would no
more doubt than the existence of mountains or oceans. The aforementioned views about
the alleged natural abilities of men and women are used to Justify repugnant gender
inequalities to this day, just as the repugnant views of colonialists were used to Jjustify
European domination over certain non-European people. In these examples about
feudal ideology, patriarchal ideology and racist ideology, ‘some people are naturally
inferior to others’ is treated with framework status. It was in fact not doubted. But beyond
that, it is what enabled the feudal relationships to seem legitimate to both lord and
peasant, just as some women and slaves would not seriously question their social roles
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and employee,
of ideology critique to
is no longer explained
ructures blindly acting

in patriarchal and racist societies.

Although the epistemic conception of ideology is useful for understanding ideology,
ideology critique carries with it two epistemological challenges that I want to address.
The first is that the adherents of dominant political belief systems are bound to not simply
misunderstand but miss completely the ways in which their fundamental normative
political commitments are used to obscure and distort the reality of oppressive social
relations. Why is this? How could it be that even so much as thinking reasonably
about these commitments seems to escape the ideologue? Call this the masking challenge.
The second is that it is hard to see how ideology critique can change th? minds of
People who adhere to the dominant political belief system if; at best, the .Cl”it]C can.o.nly
appeal to her own political belief system in order to criticize the dominant pohtéczii
belief system, Tt is unlikely to persuade them or inspire the recommended chang?s. i
this the normativity challenge (Haslanger 2017). I shall now turn to these two challenges.

3.1 The Masking Challenge
ant political belief systems are

A g
¢ Masking challenge asks why adherents of domin o i belist

bound ¢ miss the ways in which the basic normative preEdR e upist SGCiAl

Ystems can he used to conceal certain facts about social reaht.y; namely, ltssisteﬂ1 i

Arangements, Pyt more generally, how can ideology exercise e gglrﬂ

OIC€ over rational political agents? (cf. Stanley 2016, 232; Haslaﬂ_ger | aSl‘( the causal
Itis important to understand that this challenge does 1ot simp, };Si[ions that are

question f why members of oppressed groups will often accept prop
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The challenge rather concerns why the oppressors and oppressed alike 1y, out ot

ources for effectively challenging the way the commitmens of .

epistemic res _ _ . i
f systems might be used or interpreted ideologically. Thus, it ask ),

political belie

there generally are such blind spots.
I want to consider a stronger and weaker answer to this question from poliic

hinge epistemology. The stronger answer says that various propositions that also ply
an ideological role can have framework status for their adherents. This is why tho
propositions resist critical evaluation by the oppressors and oppressed alike: for they ar
the adherent’s mutual ‘frame of reference’. They form part of the ‘inherited background
against which’ — oppressed and oppressors alike — ‘distinguish between true and false’
(OC 94). Fundamental political blind spots are a predictable result of this phenomenon
Indeed, many hinge epistemologists accept the so-called nonepistemic thesis that hing
commitments or framework commitments are not in the market for rational evaluaton
atall (see Pritchard 2011). For example, Moyal-Sharrock (2004, 2016) argues that evidence
cannot be brought to bear on hinge commitments, because of their role in giving s
to rational evaluation. Hinge commitments are not propositions, but instead akin 10
instinctive unreflective dispositions to act (see Moyal-Sharrock 2016). We are apt ©0
confuse them with propositions, of course, because we can express them using declaratie
sentences. But the thought is that we should not let this mislead us about their natt
The weaker answer is that the propositions which play an ideological role in the bCl.lC[,
system do not themselves have framework status. but act as limits rational inquit)
R ]imiting i sla'lus, ut a.(,t as mut-s on helt socia
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s oW they are uncritically made to be applicable to the exnployor—fmnployp(, relationshi
y - Ai1ta liat § L 1Lld SNl
erally. When the liberal capitalist looks at the socioeconomic relationgh ip that Amay, g
arehouse workers bear to Amazon, they are apt not to see anyfund i

: | amcmalmoralprohlom
i pest a moral problem in the particular manner it is realized, Structurally they wil;
. , the

e relationship that c.oheres with Article 17. A system of law or moral norms which
forbids private ownership of Amazon, or the employer—employee system renting, labour
for wages in 2 mark.et'would' be seen as essentially unjust. Political hinge epistemology
can explain how this 1s posmble‘ f?p1stemologically — to augment the psychological and
sociological reasons — by emphasising the fact that with propositions of the kind expressed
by Article 17 as the mutual frame of reference for normative evaluation, one is not so much
dcpriVCd of the conce‘pFual resources to criticize the employer—employee relationship,
put encouraged to see it in a way that fits with Article 17. One is apt to see the relationship
as just; for it would be interpreted as a manifestation of a human right.

Here, we see again that hinge propositions can have a double life within a belief system.
Just as they bring reasons for belief and doubt into view, they also resist reason-based
justification or criticism. The employee has the resources within their liberal capitalist
heliefsystem to challenge their employer’s spying behaviour, for example — which arguably
would violate a human right — but not to challenge the employer—employee relationship
irself. This is because that relationship is conceived in their belief system as a fundamental
expression of liberty, which would have framework status in that belief system. The reason
thls facilitates ideological distortion is that, as a proposition with framework status,
it'fésists rational evaluation of a certain kind. As Moyal-Sharrock puts the point: ‘[...]
doubting them would be tantamount to having lost the bounds of sense’ (Moyal-Sharrock
2016, 109). It is not a proposition that a citizen born and raised within a liberal capitalist
society could criticize internal to their belief system; that is, by drawing on liberal principles
and concepts.” The employer can no more marshal reasons to support the character of
thfé»cmployer—employee relationship when it is conceived as fitting with human rights
any more than the employee can challenge it from within, because any proposition
Wﬂ?h mutual framework status for them will be immune to such rational evaluations.

makes it easier to see how the pervasive disparity in bargaining power and high
eﬁtkCOSts for the employee can be easily overlooked by both parties and even consented to
Wiiﬁlﬁheartedly. Itis a relationship that is simply assumed as per the political belief system
©be a fundamental expression of liberty, so of course the epistemic resources to challenge

twill seem alien to people who share that belief system.

5.2. The Normativity Challenge

Iu‘,’fthis section, I want to concentrate on how political hinge epistemology can ‘”“‘5:
Eﬁﬂcal theorists in their understanding of the so-called normativity challenge presentec
Yideology critique (Haslanger 2017).

4 Wh]dl, as Gramsci (1971) and Althusser (1976) have argued extensively, ¥

the helie( system of the oppressed as well because of socialization and stat
educatioy,

vill inevitably be
apparatuses, like




T EPISTEMOLOGY
; ING HING
EXTEND
. o challenge is that it is hard to sec h”‘_v ideology it
The pormativity ¢ s change society by making explicj, the ‘
' 1 : . S Uy
o disguises or distorts —if at hegi (. " |
ol I(
i . in order to criticize the : any,
litical belief system 1e domjy,,, »

suade them or inspire the reCoMmey oy
Cr

| to their own po
belief system- 14
(Hasla.ng.er QOI?liscenf of the rational disagreement pﬁoblem discusse( ealiey
Thx§ is rem1r0blem <o that it directly links with pohtllcal hinge Epistemcfy,
ting the P here, is that the proponent of ideology Critique yj] ’1:(‘-

al assumption; . o Vo
:tions that have framework status for them in order to criticize the target ide,,,
i ! : &, 0
posi tiquing is 2 different set of normative principles — o |, ;

cert with other ideas as ideology — then it is har( see
lly move the person who accepts that framework (
n surmises the challenge:

Not

In put 1‘ ,‘

that a cruc
pro ;
If what they are Cr1
principles are used in o
their critique could rationa
or even revise it. As Eagleto

103p
10y,

)?\Il(iu;.

[...] [the] case against the ‘ideologist’ is that to do what she aims to do, she would hay
b.;standing at some Archimedean point outside the culture she hopes to criticise, No oy,
does no such point exist, but even if it did it would be far too remote from our form of Jif; ,

gain any effective hold upon it. (Eagleton 1991, 4)

However, as critical theorists point out, the normativity challenge is premaur.
The assumption is that ideology critique will rely only on principles or propositions that i
outside the criticized framework, but ideology critique can be ‘immanent in the sen
that it relies on principles internal to the criticized framework, exposing its ‘e
fissures or fault-lines which betray its underlying contradictions’. (Eagleton 19911

As an example, immanent critiques of twentieth-century liberal capiwlisn
have been mounted hy libertarian socialists, whereby ‘liberty is an inviable right’
is a proposition with framework status in their political beliel system two b
unlike liberal capitalists, they see capitalism fundamentally as a deprivation 0
libe_”)’ and perversion of property rights; that liberal-capitalist ideolog) confuse
capitalist social relations with free-market society and democracy.” This is Just 0
example. The point is that immanent critiques essentially appeal to common nor
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Jinge (’:P p . allenge, This is because
e rationa tiply ambiguous, ¢

‘ . onsider, for exam

. einnt | , le
A |- between rational persuasion and rational invitation | i
1 «

Rational Per.SjuaSl'O'fﬂ A rationally persuades B to adopt A’s doxastic attitude D
L il and only if t.here 1s a set of premises accepted by A that A cap appeal to in(zm
argument that rationally ought to persuade B ino adopting D towards p (and vice
versa)- :
Rational Invitation: Ainvites B to rationally respond to their disagreement over p if
and only if there is some doxastic attitude DA that A takes to p, which is the (uniquely)
rational attitude for A to take to p, but there is some doxastic attitude DB for which
B rationally ought to take towards p, which is the (uniquely) rational attitude for B to
have to #, and A and B ought to consider seriously each other’s beljef!6

With this distinction in play, we can see that the normativity challenge to ideology
critique depends for the in-principle rational inefficacy of ideology critique on
the idea that the goal of ideology critique is to rationally persuade the ideologue; for A,
the eritic of ideology, to rationally persuade B that their political belief system contains
commitments which function ideologically to conceal certain facts about social reality.
If this were the goal, the critic of ideology critique might be right that the liberatory
ambitions of ideology critique are bound to fail. But the epistemic goals of ideology
critique can be weaker than this. It can instead aim at securing an opportunity for
the ideologue to rationally respond to the ideology critique — to have a ‘radically new
experience’; a transformative moment (Haslanger 2017, 11). The ideology critique
is essentially a rational invitation when it is presented to the ideologue. In this way,
the modest epistemic goal of an ideology critique can be to create a space for such
an experience; a break from the ideologue’s ordinary course of experience and
mierpretation.” This can then facilitate belief revision and inspire change in political
inierpretation and behaviour. For this reason, the normativity challenge does not pose
an insurmountahle challenge to political hinge epistemology.

\“

16, Importantly, this relies on the crucial assumption that there is a uniquely ration'al attitude
to take to the disagreement, which embodies the uniqueness thesis i.n the epistemology
of disagreement. See Feldman (2006). A hinge epistemologist mlg.ht. be cm?cerned
that this undercus hinge epistemology, because they might think that it is cgmmn{ec? to
Fpistemic relativism. Whether hinge epistemology is committed to epistemic .relatlvtlsrri
18a controversial issue I do not have the space to satisfactorily comment‘ on ll(?re. It 1s.1r.r1p0r g:e
0 emphasize that many hinge epistemologists do not endorse epistemic relatm‘s;lm.l :
Ct')liva (2015) and Pritchard (2009). Moreover, one might be coxlcc?l‘ned tl,lat-,ll t‘O(lJlglz
Critique js committed to the appearance-reality distinction — that there 1s some solcn :.f'z.ll iv;‘
l}:tat Stands behind the mere social appearances afforded by ideology ﬂ'”q S?fm b

" ,blaﬂ. Traditional Marxist ideology critique indeed is committed to this d.l.S(‘lll‘(xl‘l(,)l*l; i

 For Eample, Haslanger says that ‘What’s often needed are new “-‘lf"”‘ “l‘ll”')‘(““ !,017 l())‘.
: at highlighy aspects of reality that were l““"’i"l"*l,\’““‘Sk‘"l“"“bmlmI et kol
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4. Extending Political Hinge Epistemology
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like, or even despise, their political opponents :l I[ deg

efore (Pew Research Center 2017, 2016). Thi,\.]l, Y ar
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and polarization.
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biased evaluation, like myside bias (prior-belief bias)—the tendency to judge argu
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ez.i(sions, or}ev1dence favouring one’s beliefs as better than the arguments 1‘(‘:\ '
evidence which are i i i i g
e interpreted as being at odds with one’s beliefs (Taber et al. 200
novich et al. 2013). In turn, myside bias is anchored in th i - dentin
eSS ' s e preservation of identity
o : ). Political identity is taken to be a major driver of political attitud |
and decision i : ey
. s (Van Bavel & Pereira 2018; Green 2004). We can think of political iden
: ;i . j : ¢ Il
;; . } as a commitment to propositions with framework status within one’s polit \'
elief systems, such as that | iti G

ocal tradition should b
e protected, for servatives; or
o present-day Py : P , Tor conservauves; o
ioeconomic arrangements j
Vi p are unjust, for progressives. A partisan
identity involves certai s | ec e
Rl wim fram‘e?/vork political commitments not shared by other politica!
. er i i : |
i upspin }fep0111tlcal hlrllg'e epistemology is apt, because it can enhance
i i e Ofl‘;)ne ’Of poh.tlcal identity in polarization. The commitments
; e’s partisan i i i i
for partisans. This is because of ?hei lqent-lty will be rationally unchallengeable
o Wi i o ad constitutive role in the partisan’s political beliel
e san 1s apprised of their political | reas y will
erpret the reasons for their o ; Ll .
Wil positi ] : s, in
foianie Wb i i 'pf ition as stronger than their opponents,
Becoming more conciliatory in flr ramework commitments but not their opponent
such cases b3

ch cases would be a political identity threat:d ¢hreat ©©

their ‘form :
of life’ ;
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)
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om and 5O one’s political identity. The cengyq] overarching i,

s}s‘al psychologlsts utilize cognitive biases |jke myside hiag
i 5 i ok NP y -

S(])Lntify 1o account for polarization, political hinge epistemolo

1 L _ :

ic ions by revealing that the underlying epistemology be

c)iPlanatl . .
identity makes one rationally resistant to countervailing evidenc
ide :

a here is that while
and partisan political
BY can augment these
hind partisan political
e,

5, Conclusion

political hinge ?Pistem(.)logy is a promising resource for tackling contemporar

challenges in political Cplsfemology, including political disagreen f
online information gathering and trust in political contexts; propaganda and political
thetoric: conspiracy theorising and belief: and epistemic injustice. In this chapter
I explored how political hinge epistemology could be developed and surveyed ho(u’f
it could be used to augment existing theories of ideology and ideology critique, as well
as how it could further our understanding of polarization. By drawing on Wittgenstein’s
(1969) fragmentary notes on knowledge, reasons and beliefs, political epistemologists
can enlarge their stock of tools for addressing questions in contemporary political
epistemology.

1ent and polarization:
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