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Fields of Difference: 

Ideology and Epistemology in Scientific Worldviews 

Anthony Gavin 

 

Science is a dynamic process, carried out by collectives, rather than individuals, whose 
shared epistemic cultures shape the basic aims and assumptions implicit in their practices of 
scientific research. Such a view of the social conditions of modern knowledge production could 
be traced back to Hegel (among others). For Hegel, labour drives the realization of subjective 
rational categories in reality, and science is a kind of abstract social and cultural labour. Hegel’s 
concern for the self-justification of modernity in the twilight of the Enlightenment drove him 
towards a theory of subjectivity in which the knowing “I,” as part of a higher-level collective 
subjectivity, has its subjective cognitive freedom delimited, licensing epistemic authority over to 
the new institutions, which were taken to dirempt a shared cultural subjectivity, for example 
modern liberal universities, or research universities (adjusted for the context of a knowledge 
technocracy). 1 It is with the rise of institutions of the latter sort that the social generation of 
knowledge can be said to shift in emphasis from Bildung  (“en -culturing,” denoting 
creation/formation and culture/education) to production. 2 Here I do not mean to overthrow the 
old gold Marxist critique, but rather only to speak of how the process of social knowledge 
generation is seen internally  by its own immanent criteria in cultural institutions. 

With this in mind, our considerations of the actual standards of scientific discovery and 
justification should reflect the basic aims and assumptions of groups of researchers, collectivized 
as organs of knowledge production into institutional arrangements. Hegel believed that the 
relations between scientific concepts, the ways in which these concepts are supposed to relate to 
objects in the material world, as well as other beliefs widely held by scientific communities, are 
possessed by an historical factor of change, that is, expressed in and gripped by the historical 
process of the self-constitution of (the) rational subject(s) – here we should take note both of 
Hegel’s individualistic and  collectivistic conception of subjectivity, and that this factor of change 
was explained by the historical development of the subject. In line with Hegelian thought, I use 
the words process  and project  in a largely interchangeable way in this essay. When a process is 
of  and by  a subject, it is also rightly called a project; a project is for  a subject. The grammar of 
scientific concepts is embodied by scientific process, which is an historical process. To borrow 
from Thomas Kuhn’s vocabulary, such changes might be said to transpire either in “normal” 
periods of consistent and collaborative scientific research, or during “revolutionary” periods, 
where theoretical alternatives are taken up in favour of their unsatisfactory orthodox forebears, 
setting forth new paradigms of scientific research in the process. 3 Ingo Brigandt grounds the 
sociohistorical  turn in a shift away from the dominant 20 th-century philosophies of science 
growing out of logical positivism, which largely envisioned justification as a means of logically 
licensing inferences made between observation statements and theoretical statements, towards 
the dynamic explanatory mechanisms of epistemic standards and aims. 4 Standards and 
“[e]pistemic aims (e.g., explanatory problems deemed to be important) are not descriptions of the 
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object of science, but values held by scientists as the actors of science” (Brigandt 2012, 2). 
Epistemic aims and standards provide a reference point by which to account for historical change 
in scientific beliefs, as well as changes in the inferential and referential content of scientific 
concepts. For Brigandt, the content of a scientific concept consists in its reference, its inferential 
role, and the epistemic goal(s) pursued by its use. 5 The objects of Brigandt’s analysis are 
scientific communities themselves, as engaged in their activities of research. 6 

Brigandt’s focus on epistemic values is an example of one of the ways in which Kuhn’s 
work has been taken up by philosophers interested in the historiography and sociology of 
scientific knowledge, perhaps truer to the emphasis Kuhn himself placed on the epistemic values 
such as explanatory scope and precision in theory choice. 7 On my view, the difference between 
epistemic and sociopolitical values underpinning scientific beliefs—that is, between the 
epistemic and ideological dynamics of scientific belief production—will be seen as a difference 
that collapses into its determined state only upon the synthesis  of particular beliefs in the 
understanding  of knowing subjects, in the formation of concepts . Historical relations of 
knowledge production are concretized only when beliefs—its immediate products—are taken up 
subsequently by subjects. This, I argue, is because epistemic standards and aims perform a 
structurally ideological  function in the context of scientific knowledge production. The 
self-justification of knowledge always arrives after the point of its differential collapse. The goal 
of this essay is to elaborate this collapse in the field of difference between the ideological and 
epistemic dynamics of the production of scientific beliefs, as a dialectical movement that 
(re)opens as a potential at the level of the synthesis of the concept. In §1, I argue for the 
synthesis of the ostensibly differential ideological and epistemic dynamics of scientific belief 
production, treating their difference as indeterminate and potential. In §2, I attempt to reopen the 
collapsed differential in production in the locus of its collapse; that is, at the level of the subject, 
in the synthesis of the concept and the projection of a scientific worldview. Here I argue that 
knowing and social action are materially indistinguishable, except for and by subjects. §3 
concludes, with some brief reflections regarding the history and present of the worldview 
concept in relation to fields of scientific knowing. 

1. Scientific Beliefs: The Differential Synthesis in Production 

Marx reminds us that relations of production are not immediately perceptible in their 
products; in Capital , we learn that we can’t taste the exploitation in capitalist modes of 
production in our wheat. 8 The same Marxist caveat ought in principle apply to the production of 
scientific beliefs. In my view, “ideological” and “epistemological” refer to the productive 
dynamics of scientific beliefs, which is, if not directly expressed, then inscribed in theories, 
which bring together scientific concepts as if under the logic of a special grammar. I argue that 
epistemology determines and provides justification for knowledge production in just the same 
way as ideology does, the latter by representing imaginary relations of production as material to 
encode reproduction into the relations perceived as actual. In order to bring together the apparent 
difference between ideological and epistemic dynamics of the scientific production of beliefs, let 
us consider the following two theses from Louis Althusser. “Ideology,” says Althusser, 
“represents the imaginary relationship of individuals to their real conditions of existence” 
(Althusser 2009, 36). This thesis is coupled with a second in which Althusser maintains that 
ideology has a material existence, in rituals  and practices  (Althusser 2009, 39-44). In what 
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follows, I argue that epistemic goals, aims and standards have an analogously material existence. 
This material existence does not derive from the referential content of scientific concepts; rather, 
it inscribes material referents with relational content according to the rituals and practices of 
scientific communities.  

For Brigandt, epistemic goals carry the function of coordinating cross-disciplinary 
research in pursuit of a particular problem agenda; that is, of a problem or set of related problems 
deemed both solvable, in reference to existing paradigms of scientific research, and worthy of 
solving, the determination of which falls back on the moral or sociopolitical values of scientists 
or scientific institutions. Moreover,  a “stable epistemic goal causally determines and rationally 
justifies historical change in inferential role and reference, and variation in a concept’s epistemic 
goal (across different persons) accounts for variation in inferential role and reference” (Brigandt 
2012, 29). Inferential role and reference help to fix the content of particular beliefs. Hence, goals 
are not the same as particular beliefs, which are rather produced partly as a result of epistemic 
goals deemed worthy of pursuit. As a form of social production, scientific knowledge aims to 
produce true beliefs. The stability and robustness of the goals and standards used in the 
production of prior beliefs are, in part, that upon which the production of latter beliefs are based. 
The result is a veritable Quinean web of beliefs, the silken strands of which become strengthened 
as a function of the reproductive role played by epistemic goals in ordering the dynamics of 
processes of belief production. Stable epistemic goals and standards become simple epistemic 
norms. 

Ideology, too, can be thought of as a web, crystallized into interstitial structures which 
form specific boundary conditions on the self-constitution of subjects; as belief production is a 
process immanent to the subject, and carried out by subjects, it constitutes the reproduction of 
specific conditions of production, immanent to its internal logic. Ideology, as conceived by 
Althusser, in its very functioning discloses imaginary relations as real relations. But because 
beliefs are the product of knowledge production, there are no “real relations” to hide in the 
production of scientific knowledge. What gets taken for real relations are precisely the relations 
that adhere between beliefs in a conceptual scheme. The real relations exist in material only as an 
imaginary projection, which immediately dissolves as the imaginary world falls back on the real. 
The inferential and referential content of scientific concepts appear as real relations, grounding 
beliefs produced by scientific knowledge in a real world. Epistemic goals both connect these 
dynamics to an historical factor of change, and – by representing imaginary relations as real ones 
– reproduce relations of knowledge production in accordance with a world in which certain 
explanatory concepts are taken to be true.  

While the inferential and referential elements of scientific concepts are taken to refer to 
the world, for Brigandt, epistemic goals do not consist in beliefs about the world. Epistemic 
goals are about scientific  practice , rather than objects. 9 They are part of a dynamic  epistemology 
insofar as epistemic goals embody the activity  of scientific research. The example Brigandt uses 
to illustrate the case is the epistemic goal pursued by the concept of “evolutionary novelty.” The 
problem agenda introduced by the concept has been central to the development of evolutionary 
developmental biology as a discipline, coordinating research practices across the divergent 
disciplines of evolutionary and developmental biology respectively. But, on Brigandt’s analysis, 
whatever conceptual clarity has been gained as a result of their synthesis, it has not come in the 
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form of a clear idea of what does  and does not  count as a case of a novel morphological trait. 10 
This, however, does not make evolutionary novelty a useless concept from the point of view of a 
dynamic epistemology; rather, it is useful precisely because the concept of evolutionary novelty 
coordinates cross-disciplinary cooperation. The internal structure of a problem agenda 
foreshadows the shape of this coordination. 11 And in this, epistemic activity embodies a 
structural analog to the relational structure of Althusser’s ideological apparatuses.  

We should also note how the object of analysis indicated by the second Althusserian 
thesis is consistent with Brigandt’s object of analysis for the articulation of an epistemic 
dynamics of scientific concepts. Althusser asks us to recall Aristotle’s idea, also upheld by Marx, 
that “matter is discussed in many senses,” 12 as he identifies the object of analysis for the science 
of ideology:13 “I shall talk of actions inserted into practices. And  I shall point out that these 
practices are governed by the rituals  in which these practices are inscribed, within the material 
existence of an ideological apparatus ” (Althusser 2009, 42; emphasis his). Ritual  I define simply 
as a tradition of observance, custom or usage. Practice  can thus be additionally understood as 
ritual inserted into material . Ritual is  only in potency, that is, until inserted into material, which 
immediately puts the former into action , as the very mode of existence of matter is motion: we 
could say that ritual defines a force field of ideology. But practice both inscribes, and is 
inscribed, in ritual; each exerts some causal influence on the other. 14 

This relates to scientific research insofar as scientific theories are highly specialized 
technical apparatuses that coordinate nature’s participation in the rituals of scientists. In 
scientific research, the practices of the researchers themselves form the material existence of the 
apparatus, while the relevant epistemic values carry the function of ritualistic observance. I 
conclude that the material existence of both epistemic values and ideology is inscribed in the 
rituals of scientific communities.  

The field of difference between ideology and epistemology is traditionally opened here, 
by materialist critiques aimed at exposing the ideological relations of production underpinning, 
and adhering in the conceptual relations between, in this case, scientific beliefs. So far, it has 
been shown that epistemic dynamics bring to light certain features of ideological dynamics of 
production, and vice versa,  when considered together. In my view, in the context of production, 
the field of difference between ideology and epistemology exists, but only as a potentiality 
actualized in scientific practice. How this difference collapses into a determinate state, as I argue 
in the following section, is grounded in the process of a subject’s conceptual synthesis. 

Furthermore, I argue that the manner in which this synthesis is grounded falls back on the 
historical self-consciousness of knowing subjects as they synthesize and systematize indifferent 
scientific beliefs within the frameworks of their own subjective conceptual schemes, or schema. 

all ideology represents in its necessarily imaginary distortion not the existing 
relations of production (and the other relations that derive from them), but above 
all the (imaginary) relationship of individuals to the relations of production and 
the relations that derive from them. (Althusser 2009, 38-9)  

The imaginary relationship to history that subjects have in ideological knowledge 
production—whose hidden binary is the production of the real by way of the epistemic dynamics 

Gnosis 15.1 | 2016 



 
79 

of production—is just one way of producing oneself as a subject in an historical situation. By 
setting problem agendas and by acting as vectors of historical change in the conceptual language 
of scientific knowledge, epistemic goals function to structure the relations of knowledge 
production in science through the causal determination and rational justification of inferential 
and referential change in that language. Epistemology determines and provides justification for 
knowledge production in just the same way as ideology does, the latter by representing 
imaginary relations of production as material to encode reproduction into the relations 
perceived as actual . 

In Althusser’s view, all ideology is bourgeois ideology imagined in place of the real 
relations of class struggle. His philosophy is explicitly partisan—after all, Althusser defines 
philosophy as class struggle in the field of theory. 15 The “history of ideology” is just the 
undisclosed history of class struggle, and what Althusser intends to pursue by the “science of 
ideology” is first and foremost the material existence of class struggle, with the proletariat taken 
as the real material force of history, rather than an ideological subject. This commitment is 
drawn from the epistemic commitments of the science of historical materialism. I believe that the 
sciences are far too discontinuous, the realities of struggle too multifarious, to reduce the 
function of Marxist critique to a sweeping pre-ontological reduction of these discontinuities to an 
ethical totality. Post-modern science is too pluralistic to be bourgeois. What I intend to propose – 
call it a dynamic ideology model  of science  – will be misconstrued if interpreted as a replacement 
thesis, substituting the insights of social epistemology entirely with the conceptual framework of 
the science of ideology proposed by Althusser. Much like the theory proposed by Brigandt, the 
dynamic ideology model is best seen as a way to take up the activity of scientific communities as 
an object of analysis, valuable precisely insofar as it makes explicit the field of difference 
between epistemology and ideology as  an indeterminate field of potentiality. For example, 
beyond the broad epistemic goals of “inference, prediction, and classification,” Brigandt argues 
that “causal-mechanistic explanation  can be an epistemic goal, as witnessed by the homology 
concept used in evolutionary developmental biology, the molecular gene concept, and,” as seen 
above, “the concept of evolutionary novelty” (Brigandt 2012, 27). 16 Some Marxist critics have 
taken up causal-mechanistic explanation as an epistemic goal connected to pernicious capitalist 
ideology in evolutionary biology. 17 Inference, prediction, and classification seem to be good 
examples of ideologically benign epistemic goals, while other goals—like causal-mechanistic 
explanation—can be laden with pernicious ideology, at least from some critical perspectives. The 
plain empirical fact that different knowing subjects identify the same dynamics of belief 
production differently as either epistemic or ideological makes it clear that their difference is not 
found determinately in the material contexts in which beliefs are produced, but only in the 
recombination of such contexts in their coexistence with, and coproduction of knowing subjects. 

2. Scientific Worldviews: Synthetic Differentiation in the Concept 

Having collapsed the ostensibly different material dynamics of scientific belief 
production, it is now my aim to re-open their difference, as field of possibility  at the level of the 
concept. This field of possibility exists as a potential in which, I argue, all knowing is possibly 
social action, and all social action is possibly knowing . “Knowing” is normally seen as the 
orientation of the epistemic, and “social action,” that of the ideological. The conceptual synthesis 
of the subject reflects a relation to their material dynamics of production, without being wholly 
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determined by it—for an agent cannot be wholly determined by what is itself indeterminate. For 
Brigandt, the dynamic epistemology model provides a methodology for the analysis and study of 
scientific concepts, rather than a metaphysical position on the actual conceptual structure of 
science. 18 Regardless, according to the model, the usage of scientific concepts is taken as a kind 
of metaphysics-in-motion, just as for Althusser’s science of ideology the conceptual schema 
offered by capitalist state institutions is called “metaphysical” in the sense that it obscures real 
material relations of exploitation, which are potentially real material conditions for the 
self-constitution of an historical subject—these are precisely the revolutionary ground conditions 
which Marxist science aims to uncover. Regardless of whether Brigandt wishes to convey a 
metaphysical position on the conceptual structure of science, his view already expresses one. If it 
is correct to say that epistemology and ideology refer to identical material structures ordering 
processes of scientific belief production, it follows that their functioning is identical as process. 
The functioning of ideology belongs not to the individual, nor even to a community (strictly 
speaking), but—as I have already said—only to a knowing subject, insofar as they are a subject. 

[T]here is no ideology except by the subject and for subjects. Meaning, there is no 
ideology except for the concrete subjects, and this destination for ideology is only 
made possible by the subject: meaning, by the category of the subject  and its 
functioning… the category of the subject is constitutive of all ideology, but at the 
same time and immediately I add that the category of the subject is only 
constitutive of all ideology insofar as all ideology has the function (which defines 
it) of ‘constituting’ concrete individuals as subjects.  (Althusser 2009, 44-5; 
emphasis his) 

This process is what Althusser calls the ideological interpellation  of   the subject. Interpellation 
names the manner in which a belief,  which is an indifferent product  of the differential   dynamics 
of production, is synthesized  as a concept  and dispersed into the world as actual.  Interpellation 
further suggests an interrupting, a summoning, speaking and driving-into the subject ( inter-, 
meaning “between”, and –pellare,  “to drive” or even “to pulse”). Interpellation is a process by 
which individual subjects take beliefs produced by the functioning of ideology immediately to be 
their own. The causally determining and justificatory roles of epistemic goals in the inferential 
and referential elements of scientific concepts similarly construct, both conceptually and 
actually, scientific worlds and their relational objects, in which scientists constitute themselves as 
privileged knowing subjects. The ideological interpellation of the subject is another name for 
what is inscribed in the rituals and practices of scientific communities and brought to the level of 
a real, conceptual world; viz., what we call a scientific  worldview .  

A scientific worldview is a conceptual world posited as actual in and through scientific 
practice by knowing subjects, in which the latter self-constitute as knowing subjects. A 
worldview is material if the dynamics of the concepts describing it and set forth by it make 
material reference. Hence even the material world is deeply ontologically pluralistic and 
discontinuous, acted on differently by different scientists in different research programs. What 
this moreover suggests is that a subject is only a subject insofar as they take up objects in a 
particular way—a subject constitutes themselves in relation to objects; a world of relational 
objects constitutes a set of ground conditions for the self-constitution of subjects. In this way, my 
usage of the “worldview” concept closely resembles the young Hegel’s Weltanschauung : 
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literally the world-intuition of a subject. 19 The category of the “subject” is the metaphysical 
category of the “I,” the articulation of which was a major theme in the works of the German 
Idealists, from Kant, through Hegel, by way of Fichte and Schelling. How the subject finds itself 
in a world and develops an understanding of it became a theme for philosophical projects 
enthralled with the achievements of Enlightenment rationality. My understanding of these 
scientific  worldviews closely mirrors Thomas Kuhn’s understanding of scientific paradigms. 20 
My “worldview,” however, rather than being centred around  history as an object  is oriented 
toward  the history of the subject.  This emphasis reflects Hegel’s own in Phenomenology Of 
Spirit,  the first volume in his system of science. The worldview concept I develop here could 
also appear as recognizably post-Hegelian (I say post-  to foreshadow my humble bastardization 
of Hegel to follow shortly in this section).  

A worldview is often not explicit. Worldviews are expressed in the relations between 
concepts whose aim is to identify and describe objects, mechanisms, structures, processes (and 
so on), of interest in the world, taken as such by a subject’s attempt to grasp it and thus grounded 
in their rituals, the rituals of their forefathers, those of ancestral institutions and of revolutionary 
impetus. This subjective relation bears a material relation to history—whether Aristotelian or 
Galilean astronomy is taken to provide a more accurate depiction of the cosmos is in the last 
instance a function of one’s historical situation, and perhaps one’s relation to the Church— but, 
even this relation is inferred by the relation of the subject to its own process of development, as 
an individual knower, as a scientist working in a research context reaffirming or questioning the 
established epistemic norms of their particular specialization. The logic that holds between a set 
of scientific concepts—that is, their dynamics, embodied in the rituals of scientific 
practice—constitutes a grammar. The grammar of a scientific language is as important as the 
contents of scientific concepts; for it means little to say that chlorophyll is an evolved organic 
structure distinctive of plants and algae without also knowing how chlorophyll relates to other 
structures and processes in the worlds of plant biology, biochemistry, even evolutionary ecology, 
paleontology, spectrometry, such as to know how chlorophyll as structure, and photosynthesis as 
process, is distinctive of plant life. It is not so much that language and grammar sets matter into 
motion, as it is that living processes are material grammars, living languages.  

In the Introduction to the Second Edition of the Science Of Logic,  Hegel relates the act of 
learning the conceptual schemes of the sciences through education to that of learning a grammar.  

He who is beginning to make his acquaintance with grammar finds in its forms and 
laws dry abstractions, arbitrary rules, quite in general a disconnected aggregate of 
definitions that have no other value or meaning than what they immediately 
signify; at the start, there is nothing to be known in them except themselves. On the 
other hand, he who has mastered a language and is also acquainted with other 
languages with which to compare it, to such is given the capacity to feel in the 
grammar of the language the spirit and culture of a people; the same rules and 
forms now have an enriched, living value. In the medium of the language, he can 
recognize the expression of spirit as spirit, and this is [a] logic. (Hegel 2010, 36) 

I add the indefinite article “a” to reintroduce into Hegel’s scheme the field of difference between 
ideology and epistemology that I have argued for. The addition of the indefinite article reveals 
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something about my point of departure from Hegel, as well as my particular interpretation of 
him. On Hegel’s view, the language of science that is at the same time “the expression of spirit 
as spirit” is   the language of Absolute Knowing. 21 Thus, in “the medium of the language,” the 
logic of the sciences discovered by Hegel is supposed to trace the actual. The grammar of 
Hegel’s science is purely epistemic. 22 By contrast, the indefinite article should suggest a 
pluralism about the possible logical expressions of spirit. The epistemic dynamics of one science 
are potentially the ideological dynamics of another. Hegel’s understanding of his own system of 
science was, at root, ontological; what is real is brought to the level of reality in and through the 
historical evolution of the subject and the synthesis of concept. Loosely in league with other 
“Left Hegelians,” I suggest that this pluralism resides in the disjunctive field of subjects, which 
is at the same time a field of different self-conceptions of ideal self-expression as spirit. 

To a significant degree, by pursuing different research programs and by thus refining and 
reproducing distinct scientific worldviews, some subjects come to live in different worlds than 
others. By the same token, living a reality of exploitation and oppression can shape subjective 
worldviews, by constituting subjects under the formation of their self-consciousness towards 
determinate extrinsic orientations in relation to external reality, and the fields of knowledge there 
discovered; that is, in relation to the world of worlds uncontained, at the boundaries of their own 
subjective worldviews, encountered either as pressing in upon them, or—worse—as a proximal 
limit standing in the way of the expansion of the subject’s understanding. The other stands as an 
outer limit over the ability to inhabit one’s world, the hearth land of the subject, by displacing 
subjects from knowledge of the hearth. The force of ideology makes all subjects refugees. 
Ideology for one is an occupation, for the other, is knowledge in the sanctity of one’s home.  

Thus, the foregoing analysis should be read as indicating the shared material structures of 
ideology and epistemology in the production of scientific beliefs expressed in the relations 
between conceptual structures of scientific languages . Scientific concepts and certain chords of 
the grammatical relations that hold between them interpellate social existence with partial 
elements of the living narrative of scientific research. Science is thought inherently progressive, 
as a means of discovering the way the  world is . Pluralism and pessimistic induction seldom enter 
into the social narrative.  This is  another way of saying that science is thought to be a purely 
epistemic enterprise. The struggle of scientific research programs from whose perspective these 
epistemic dynamics appear as manifestly ideological is to interpellate subjects in the socius with 
subversive elements, deconstructions and, in some cases, a final revolutionary cause to 
counterpose the immanent finality of Capital, of patriarchy, and so on. The intellectual historian 
John C. Greene23 locates this difference between epistemology and ideology in the different 
orientations of knowing  and social action : a difference which, I argue, oscillates partially as a 
function of the narrative historical process (or project -ion, in the sense of both a construct-ion, 
and something projected out) of the subject. 24 

Science  I viewed as grounded partly in intellectual curiosity, the desire to know for 
the sake of knowing. Ideology  I conceived as oriented towards programs of social 
action. World view  [sic] I thought of as a set of assumptions (accompanied by 
feeling tone), sometimes explicit but generally implicit in figures of speech, 
concerning reality. Unlike Thomas Kuhn … I did not believe that ideology and 
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world view [sic] became less influential in scientific thought as the sciences 
became more « mature ». (Greene 1986, 202) 

In addition to knowing or epistemology as science, and social action as ideology, Greene 
employs the idea of a worldview. Worldview psychologists have described their object as being 
like a culture whose axis is set on the individual. 25 Worldviews shape and are shaped . Hegel’s 
concept of a culture, emerging from the rift torn between reason and faith by the cultural 
attitudes of the Enlightenment, basically amounts to the worldview of a collective subjectivity, or 
a community of knowers. A culture is a kind of collective work of individuals, which at the same 
time reflects and relates itself to those individuals in a stable and enduring way, and is 
internalized by those individuals as something intrinsic to their individuality. 26 Cultures shape 
worldviews, and worldviews shape cultures . I introduce the worldview concept to interrogate 
how the activities of scientific cultures interpellate knowing subjects, and how by doing so they 
bring about the actualization of real scientific worlds. Scientific beliefs count as bona fide 
knowledge only in a world that cooperates with their concepts; that is, only in a worldview 
expressed in the dynamics of a scientific process that is able to materially anchor the subject’s 
project(ion) of a conceptual scheme. The grammatical rules immanent to systems of scientific 
concepts are a kind of scientific ritual. Here I am basically in agreement with a view espoused 
elsewhere by Brigandt, that material inference is part of an account of word meaning in the 
language of scientific concepts; we can advance here the thesis that the epistemic legitimation of 
scientific concepts is grounded in the basic ontological presupposition of materialism. 

Kuhn distinguishes between “normal science” and “revolutionary science” as periods 
determined by both epistemic and historico-socially determined relations toward established 
scientific paradigms. Here, we can make at last make an explicit attempt to describe the field of 
difference between ideology and epistemology, as situated within the field of history. Ideology 
and epistemology are structural analogs. Their difference oscillates in the situated present of a 
field of historical projections. “Projects” are processes with an historical orientation realized as 
such by a subject, in the dynamics of its concepts and their grounding in material. 27 Fig.  A 
illustrates two modes of the historical self-consciousness of knowing subjects (“normal” vs. 
“revolutionary”), as well as two modalities of conceptual synthesis (“ideology” vs. 
“epistemology”). Each square contained underneath these categories attempts to characterize the 
scientific worldviews that could arise as a result of particular combinations. In an historical 
situation of Kuhnian “normal,” paradigm-based scientific research, ideology projects an 
imaginary past from a presently idealized historical beyond, while epistemology projects from 
the past only up to the present as the culmination of a continuous and flattening historical 
process. In the historical projects of “revolutionary” science, it is the reverse. Ideology is 
perceived as the projection of a reimagined past as a justification of present oppressions, and 
epistemology as the scientific projection into the past from a presently conceived utopian beyond 
that promises to heal all the wounds of history. Illustrated thus, it appears that all Marxist 
epistemology carries out faithfully the Trotskyite mandate of a “permanent revolution,” at least 
in terms of its critical disposition. 
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 Ideology Epistemology 

 

Normal Science 

Projects history taken as imaginary 
from  point of an idealized future 

(beyond). 

Projects justification of present from 
point of past taken as actual. 

 

Revolutionary Science 

Projects justification of present from 
point of history taken as imaginary. 

Projects history taken as actual from 
point of idealized future (utopia: 

beyond taken as possible). 

 

fig.  A 

 

Ideology is grounded in what is taken as imaginary, and epistemology in what is taken as actual, 
during both periods of normal and revolutionary science. However, we can see that ideology 
presented in normal periods is taken to project a history, while in revolutionary periods it is taken 
to project the present. Similarly, epistemology projects the present from what is taken for the 
actual past in normal periods, while projecting history from the point of a possible future in 
revolutionary periods. The axis of rotation on which this shift occurs is itself the knowing 
subject, in which self-justification falls back on its historical process as  a knowing subject, and 
as subjectivated by the factical conditions of their self-constitution. Scientific objectivity is  in the 
worldview of a scientific subject, of what is taken for a field of possibility immanent to the logic 
of a science: a field of potency  inscribed in material by the activity of theory . Tracing the 
difference between ideology and epistemology, social action and the activity of knowing, is 
contingent upon the historical situation of the knowing subject or collectives of epistemic agents. 
In revolutionary periods, Greene’s binary becomes its opposite: orthodox knowing is ideology, 
and science is social action. I conclude that, in the sciences on the axis of history, as present in 
the worldviews of knowing subjects, all knowing is possibly social action, and all social action 
is possibly knowing . 

3. Conclusion 

In explaining the epistemic dynamics of scientific concepts, the intrinsic and extrinsic 
relations of scientific languages—that is, relations said both between their concepts and between 
these latter and the material world to which they are implicitly taken to refer—Brigandt also 
makes explicit a structural dynamic that is analogous to Althusser’s understanding of ideology. 
The difference is in the historical axis of the concept, where the former locates the dynamics of 
epistemology, and where I – in the spirit of a post-Marxist reading of the latter—additionally 
locate the dynamics of ideology, also understood as a difference between knowing and social 
action. However, the analysis of the dynamics of scientific belief production treated 
conjunctively reveals that the mechanisms underlying knowing and social action are identical. 
Only on the axis of our historical self-recognition can normal scientific knowing come to be 
understood as pernicious ideology, can the utopian poetics of a Fourier or a Saint-Simon be 
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translated into the scientific socialism of an Engels or Karl Marx, can the grammars of existing 
scientific languages and their traditional narratives be deconstructed and subverted. And this 
self-recognition is implicit in our individual worldviews, in the ways we use language to 
represent reality, and in the ways that social reality interpellates our subjective 
self-understanding as individuals. I take it that none of these processes admit of totalizing 
reductions. As stated above, the sciences are far too discontinuous, the realities of struggle too 
multifarious, to call a worldview a veil of ignorance under which one finds through every crack 
the reality of class struggle, even if class struggle creates many such cracks, and even though its 
science generates fruitful critique. The worldview forecasts all reality, and I suspect that it is by 
weathering a reality of violence that epistemic flows are disrupted and ideologies there 
discharged.  

 

Notes 
1. See “Hegel’s Concept of Modernity,” in Habermas (1990, 23-44). The reader might note that my 

emphasis on ‘production’ suggests slightly more Marx and slightly less Hegel. 
2.  See Norrie (2015, 31-38). 
3. T.S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 

1962/1996). One can hardly overstate Thomas Kuhn’s influence on later-20th and 21st-century 
philosophies of science. See Feyerabend (1975) for an early response to Kuhn and further treatment 
of ‘incommensurability’ that has been influential on my own work; see also Alexander Bird, 
“Thomas Kuhn” in Edward N. Zalta (ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2013), 
URL = <http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2013/entries/thomas-kuhn/>. 

4.  Ingo Brigandt, “The Dynamics of Scientific Concepts: The Relevance of Epistemic Aims and 
Values” in Uljana Feest & Friedrich Steinle (eds.), Scientific Concepts and Investigative Practice. 
De Gruyter 3:75 (2012). 

5.  The author admits that the sense in which each element of its content gets spoken by the name of a 
concept is not at all straightforward. 

6.  Brigandt, “Scientific Reasoning is Material Inference,” in International Studies in the Philosophy 
of Science 24:1 (2010), 31-43. 

7.  See Kuhn, “Objectivity, Value Judgment, and Theory Choice” (1977). Others, such as feminist and 
post-colonial critics, have rather emphasized the direct influence of social and political values to 
account for the dynamics of belief change and the acceptance or rejection of certain hypotheses; see 
Helen Longino, Science as Social Knowledge (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990); and 
more recently, Heather Douglas, Science, Policy, and the Value-Free Ideal (Pittsburgh: University 
of Pittsburgh Press, 2009). See also Sandra Harding, “Introduction: Beyond Postcolonial Theory” 
in The Postcolonial Science and Technology Studies Reader (Durham: Duke University Press, 
2011). Some, like Philip Kitcher, have taken the more moderate line of avowing an interplay of 
both epistemic and pragmatic or sociopolitical values, without deciding on a definite priority 
between the two; see Kitcher, Science, Truth, and Democracy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2001) for a modest realism that takes seriously the claims of the social constructivists. 

8.  Marx, Capital, Vol. III (1999). 
9.  Ingo Brigandt, “The Dynamics of Scientific Concepts: The Relevance of Epistemic Aims and 

Values” in Feest, & Steinle (eds.), Scientific Concepts and Investigative Practice (Berlin: de 
Gruyter, 2012): 27-8. 

10.  Ibid., 5-11. It is appropriate to call evolutionary and developmental biology ‘divergent disciplines’ 
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because, as Brigandt notes, the two were largely alien to each other during the 20th-century, despite 
close relations in the late-19th. 

11.  Ibid., 8. 
12.  Althusser (2009), 40. In both the Physics and the Metaphysics, Aristotle advances a theory of 

matter as ‘hypothetical necessity’.  
13.  The ‘science of ideology’ refers to Althusser’s method of discovering the conditions of subjects 

interpellated by ideology as such. This science studies imaginary relations (of production), rather 
than material ones, insofar as the imaginary exists in a dialectical relation with material. "Now it is 
this knowledge that we have to reach... in order to dare to be the beginning of a scientific (i.e. 
subjectless) discourse on ideology" (2009), 47. 

14.  As Feyerabend once pointed out, special sciences progress when the world responds to them in a 
specific way. Feyerabend’s philosophy of science offers a historicist account of a slightly different 
character than Marxist thought. For the latter, the objects and relations of a science are taken as real 
when the theory that describes them is delivered from the historical perspective of the proletariat in 
the historical material reality of class struggle. By contrast, Feyerabend reasons that, “[a] realism 
that separates being and history is forced to populate being with all the creatures that have been 
considered and are still being considered by scientists, prophets and others… But not all projections 
are successful. The ‘scientific entities’ mentioned above are not simply dreams; they are inventions 
that went through long periods of adaptation, correction, and modification, and then allowed 
scientists to produce previously unknown effects… They influenced the lives of individuals, 
groups, and entire nations. Gods and atoms may have started as ‘projections’ – but they received a 
response, which means they apparently succeeded in bridging the gulf that naïve realists had 
erected between being and their own historical existence.” Conquest of Abundance: A Tale of 
Abstraction versus the Richness of Being (Chicago: University of Chicago), 139. 

15.  Althusser expounds this definition in a reply to John Lewis, a British humanist-Marxist and 
member of the Communist Party, appearing in in the political journal of the Communist Party of 
Great Britain, Marxism Today, in 1972. The role of philosophy in general, for him, is to 
under-labour for the legitimation of scientific theories – that is, to collapse the difference between 
ideology and epistemology, in a certain way. Althusser’s philosophical aim in particular is to work 
for the epistemic legitimation of the ‘science of history’, viz., Marx’s historical materialism. “[I]n 
the end, philosophy ‘works’ in the sciences. Either it helps them to produce new scientific 
knowledge, or it tries to wipe out these advances and drag humanity back to a time when the 
sciences did not exist. Philosophy therefore works in the science sin a progressive or retrogressive 
way.” Quoted in Althusser (2009), 97. 

16.  My emphasis. 
17.  Levins & Lewontin (1985). 
18.  Brigandt (2012), 5. 
19.  Weltanschauung is best translated as ‘worldview’. I situate my usage of the concept in the context 

of Hegel’s earlier works, in an effort to read against the Absolutizing subjective idealism of the 
developed Hegelian position. Hegel’s first two major works, Phenomenology Of Spirit, and Science 
Of Logic, were written during his years in Jena, between 1801-1861; see also Habermas, “Labor 
and Interaction: Remarks on Hegel’s Jena Philosophy of Mind,” in Theory and Practice (London: 
Heinemann, 1974), 142-169. This remark is to differentiate my position from the several strains of 
analytic and continental Neo-Kantian anti-realist ‘worldmaking’; see, for example, Nelson 
Goodman, Ways Of Worldmaking (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, 1978) for a 
paradigmatic Neo-Kantian conception of worldviews and ‘worldmaking’.  

20.  As such, some examples of scientific worldviews would be: Aristotelianism; Newtonianism; 
quantum vs. general relativistic physicalisms (taken by some to be incommensurable, and with 
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further incommensurable subdivisions); (Neo-)Darwinism; Freudianism (psychoanalysis); Marxism 
(scientific socialism), etc. 

21.  For example, from the Chapter “Absolute Knowing” in Phenomenology Of Spirit, “to each abstract 
moment of Science corresponds a shape of manifest Spirit as such. Just as Spirit in its existence is 
not richer than Science, so too it is not poorer either in content” (§805). It is an overcoming 
(Aufhebung) of the rift torn between reason and faith that Hegel saw in the Enlightenment itself, 
expressed in something like a subjectively and collectively constructed logos binding the sensuous 
world to our conceptual schemes, in their ever increasing complexity. 

22.  Again from Phenomenology Of Spirit, “Whereas in the phenomenology of Spirit each moment is 
the difference of knowledge and Truth, and is the movement in which that difference is cancelled, 
Science on the other hand does not contain this difference and the cancelling of it. On the contrary, 
since the moment has the form of the Notion, it unites the objective form of Truth and of the 
knowing Self in an immediate unity” (§805). 

23.  Greene’s work has dealt extensively with the West’s decisive turn towards modernity in the 
periods leading up to and after the Darwinian Revolution. See Greene, Darwin and the Modern 
World View (Louisiana: Louisiana State University Press, 1973); see also Durant, “Evolution, 
ideology and world view: Darwinian religion in the twentieth century” in History, Humanity & 
Evolution: Essays for John C. Greene (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 355-374. 

24.  That is, considering Greene’s ‘science’ to be roughly equivalent to the specific sense of 
‘epistemology’ that has been proposed in this essay. This epistemology is concerned with the 
dynamic relations between scientific concepts as grounded in the histories of their actual usage in 
the intellectual activities of scientific communities. 

25.  Johnson et al., “Integrating the Study of Culture and Religion: Toward a Psychology of 
Worldview” in Social and Personality Psychology Compass 5/3 (2011), 137-152. 

26.  In the Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel calls human culture “the world of self-alienated spirit” 
(1807/1977, 294-7, §484-7). Spirit is something both internal to individuals, and external in the 
sense of the spirit of a nation, a sports team, or a sovereign. The self-alienation of spirit describes a 
process of projecting (alienare, meaning “dispossession” or “giving away”) what is internal to the 
‘I’ as an individual, collectively, and in recognition of others doing the same, as an external 
actuality; this external actuality is subsequently re-internalized by the individuals in the given 
culture. We should note that Hegel, also a historian of ideas, has the particular sense of culture 
brought into view during the Western European Enlightenment in mind in this movement of the 
Phenomenology. 

27.  The idea here is that, while both 'projects' and 'processes' have some historical trajectory immanent 
to their internal logic, a 'project' is realized by and from the perspective of the subject. This is a bit 
like how any construction project requires some foreplanning, some architectural design, 
abstraction, some self-consciousness of the process, while merely building does not. Yet, both are 
kinds of subjective processes. 
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