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SUMMARY Y 

Moree than ten years ago, the world was startled by what has since been called the 
Rushdie-affair'.. In 1988, Salman Rushdie, a British writer born in India, published his 
novell The Satanic Verses. It enraged groups of muslims in Pakistan, India and Great 
Britain,, among other things because in the novel the prophet Mahound, who in many 
respectss resembles the prophet Mohammed, is depicted as an all too human, 
unscrupulouss and tyrannical man, who inserts in the Koran a number of verses that 
aree exposed as 'satanic verses' later on. In February 1989 the Iranian ayatollah 
Komeinyy proclaimed a fatwa against Rushdie: he was sentenced to death, and muslims 
alll over the world were incited to carry out this sentence. Only recently, in 1999, Iran 
announcedd the cancellation, not of the fatwa itself, but of its execution. 

Inn the wake of the Rushdie-affair, many themes long thought of as beyond 
discussionn in the Western world suddenly regained actuality. One of them was the 
questionn of how art and morality relate to each other. The radical divorce between 
matterss of ethics and politics on the one hand, and matters of aesthetics on the other, 
whichh seemed to be taken for granted in 'modern', liberal societies, appeared to be not 
soo self-evident after all. 

Interestingly,, this divorce has recently been called into question within the 
Westernn world as well. Philosophers like Richard Rorty, Martha Nussbaum, Alisdair 
Maclntyree and Charles Taylor have argued that the boundary between ethics/politics 
andd aesthetics needs rethinking. Strikingly enough, they do not start by contending 
thatt art and artists should be subjected to ethical or political judgment, let alone to 
censure.. They argue the other way round: ethical and political reflection quickly turns 
poorr and barren when it disregards art, especially literature, as a source of ethical and 
politicall thinking. According to these philosophers, literature should play a substantial 
rolee in ethical and political education. 

However,, such a philosophical plea for literature is never innocent. It is almost 
alwayss inspired by the doubts these philosophers have concerning the possibilities and 
virtuess of philosophical thinking itself. Especially those who advocate a form of ethical 
andd political thinking relevant to our daily life, often doubt whether philosophical 
reflectionn is capable of such a practical task. Isn't philosophy too abstract and too 
generalisingg in character to be of use in everyday deliberations on how to live and 
whatt to do? Both Rorty and Nussbaum, but Maclntyre and Taylor as well, suggest that 
literaturee may be of better use in practical matters than philosophy, because of its 
concretee and exemplary character. 

Thee role of philosophy and literature in political education is the central theme of this 
book.. Nussbaums views on the subject are used as an inspiring starting point for my 
discussion,, since she has elaborated on the theme most extensively and, in my 
opinion,, most convincingly. However, her work functions here as a bone of contention 
ass well, since it is characterized by certain weaknesses and therefore generates as 
manyy questions as it answers. 

Thee basic idea behind Nussbaums work, as I set out in chapter 1, is that 
literaryy works (for example Greek classical tragedies, but also the novels of Henry 
Jamess or Charles Dickens), compared with philosophical works (for example Plato's 
dialogues,, but also more recent texts by Rawls and others), are much better suited to 
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deall with the role of what the Greeks called tuchè- luck, or as I will call it, contingency 
-- in the good life. Nussbaum agrees with the Greeks that what is good, is not always 
underr human control. Our attempt to live a good life may be blocked or hindered by 
arbitrary,, unpredictable and uncontrollable events and circumstances. 

Butt if this is the case, Nussbaum argues, a system of ethical rules and 
principless will never be able to offer, in advance, a right solution to all possible 
situationss and dilemmas of our life. In her view, Aristotle was right in saying that the 
bestt we can do is to develop a vague, rather general notion of the good life, that may 
thenn be specified with an eye to the concrete circumstances confronting us. Anyone 
willingg to acknowledge the contingent character of the good, will have to rely to a 
largee extent on the perception of these circumstances, that is, on perception of the 
situationn at hand. And this is where, according to Nussbaum, literature comes in: 
readingg a novel or watching a tragedy sharpens our ethical or political perception of 
concretee situations, and thus contributes to our practical wisdom (phronesis); we learn 
howw to diagnose situations, how to perceive the ethically or politically relevant aspects 
off a situation, and how to weigh them. Philosophical texts, on the other hand, rather 
stimulatee our capacity for abstract reasoning in detachment of any situation 
whatsoever.. They favour a rule-oriented approach of practical questions that blocks 
thee contingent character of the good from view. 

Nussbaumm contends that the different effects of philosophical and literary texts 
onn ethical or political judgment are due not only to differences in content, but perhaps 
evenn more to their divergent style of thinking and writing about a subject. Because of 
thiss deeply embedded style of thinking and writing, philosophical texts - even if larded 
withh concrete examples - simply stimulate different capacities for judgment of the 
readerr than literary texts. Thus, Nussbaum shifts the focus of analysis from the 
influencee a text may have on the substance of the reader's judgments, to the influence 
itt may exert on the formal, or procedural'aspects of the reader's judgments. 

Howeverr interesting this change of focus may be, Nussbaum's approach is 
characterizedd by several weaknesses. To begin with, she usually discusses the role of 
philosophicall and literary texts in ethical education in terms of literature' and 
'philosophy77 in general; therefore, differences within these disciplines are seldom 
noticed.. Moreover, the precise connection between the style in which a text is written 
andd the kind of ethical judging this text encourages in its readers, is left unclear, since 
Nussbaumm does not go into the relation between textual characteristics on the one 
handd and capacities of ethical judgment on the other. Whereas these two weaknesses 
aree rooted in the generalizing character of Nussbaum's approach, the third and last 
weaknesss I want to mention here, is connected with the limited focus of her research. 
Shee has hardly anything to say on the role of philosophical and literary texts in political 
judgment,, since she focuses on the relevance of certain texts for deliberation on the 
goodd life of individuals. 

Thiss book may be read as a complement to and an elaboration of Nussbaum's work. 
Shiftingg the perspective from ethical to political judgment, I investigate how 
philosophicalphilosophical and literary texts may stimulate the reader's judgment of contemporary 
society.society. In my opinion, this question can only be answered adequately by empirical 
research,, that is, by meticulous analysis of particular philosophical and literary texts. 
Hencee a large part of this book consists in the analysis of specific texts by the British 
philosopherr Michael Oakeshott and his contemporary, the literary writer Evelyn Waugh. 
Thee analysis, moreover, focuses on the procedural aspects of judgment. I want to 
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clarifyy the relationship between reading a text and political judging, by asking which 
capacitiess relevant to political judgment are stimulated by the rhetorical characteristics 
off a specific text. By analysing the rhetorical characteristics of a text, it is also possible 
too investigate whether these characteristics, or the capacities they speak to, or both, 
aree typical of philosophical or of literary texts. Thus, differences within, as well as 
betweenn philosophy and literature may come into view. 

AA fair comparative analysis of specific philosophical and literary texts is only 
possible,, of course, if the frame of analysis used does not prejudice any characteristic 
belongingg to either of these disciplines. That is why, expounding my methodology in 
chapterchapter 2, I appeal to the long-standing tradition of rhetoric and its contemporary 
continuationn in stylisties. These disciplines have always centered on the way spoken or 
writtenn words may influence the listener or reader. They offer not just a useful frame 
off analysis, but also a whole array of analytical instruments for dealing with the 
featuress of a text and their possible influence on the reader's judgment. These 
instrumentss are assembled into a checklist of rhetorical characteristics that will be the 
startingg point for my analysis of both philosophical and literary texts. 

Too be able to investigate how rhetorical features stimulate the reader's political 
judgment,, we should also have a rough idea of our capacity for political judgment and 
thee way it works. In the second part of chapter 2, therefore, I specify the definition of 
politicall judgment used in this book, and list the psychic capacities that the process of 
politicall judging may involve. Combined with the rhetorical checklist, this 
reconstructionn of judgment will enable me to analyse which capacities of the reader 
aree stimulated by the rhetorical features of a specific text, and in this way, to diagnose 
thee kind of political judgment this text might produce in its readers. 

Inn chapter 31 explain my decision to focus on texts by the philosopher Michael 
Oakeshottt and the writer Evelyn Waugh. Both may be characterized as conservative 
writers/thinkers,, and although my study is not exempt from the arbitrariness and 
idiosyncrasiess that any case-study entails, this is not just a coincidence. In my view, 
thee weaknesses of Nussbaum's approach to the role that philosophical and literary 
textss may play in ethical and political education are reinforced, perhaps even caused, 
byy the texts she chooses to discuss: Plato and the stoics as examples of philosophy; 
Henryy James, Proust and Dickens as representatives of literature. That is why I have 
decidedd to highlight texts representing rather different tendencies in philosophy and 
literature.. Conservatism differs from the schools of thought usually discussed by 
Nussbaumm because the acknowledgement of the contingency of the good life is central 
too its way of thinking, whether expressed in philosophy or in literature. Moreover, 
philosophicall and literary conservatives are usually quite aware of the need for a kind 
off ethical and political judgment that is historically and contextually sensitive, rather 
thann rule-oriented. Thus, the writings of conservative literary writers and philosophers 
mightt be expected to stimulate those capacities reserved by Nussbaum for literature. If 
thiss is the case, philosophy and literature may differ far less than Nussbaum maintains, 
att least in this respect. 

Sincee many different writers and texts may be labelled 'conservative', I have 
narrowedd my focus further by concentrating on those conservative thinkers who 
emphasizee the contingency of both human experience and our frames of 
interpretation.. Many writers in the first half of the twentieth century diagnosed 
'modernn society* as one in which, to begin with, the meaning of experience is not 
obviouss at all, but in which traditional frames of interpretation for making sense of 
experiencee have lost their 'naturalness' as well. According to these writers, frames of 
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interpretationn have multiplied in 'modern sodet/, so that the contingent character of 
interpretationn itself is more exposed than ever. As a result of this, insecurity and chaos 
abound.. Both Oakeshott and Waugh may be seen as representatives of the tendency 
withinn conservatism that articulates this view of modernity. What makes them 
especiallyy interesting here, is that they were praised by friend and foe for their stylistic 
abilities.. As skilful stylists, they may be expected to have written texts that are not just 
aa good articulation of their judgment on modern society, but also succeed in 
stimulatingg the reader to form her own judgment along certain lines. 

Thee actual analysis of their texts is presented in chapters 4 to 7. In chapter 4 
Oakeshotfss magnum opus On Human Conduct (1975) is discussed; chapter 5 centers 
onn Waugh's novel Brideshead Revisited (1945). Chapter 6 focuses on Oakeshotfs 
essayy The Masses in Representative Democrac/ (1957), while chapter 7 examines 
Waugh'ss satirical novel Scoop (1938). A preliminary review of the results is presented 
inn Interlude 1 (after chapter 5) and Interlude 2 (after chapter 7). However different 
thee texts analysed here may be, they all support and direct political judgment by 
constructingg a specific conception of contemporary society. The chaotic and elusive 
impressionn this 'modem' society may have on its participants, is interpreted as the 
productt of, respectively, conflicting ideas on human association {On Human Conduct); 
thee disregarding of God's hand {Brideshead Revisited); the conflicting needs of 
Individuals'' and 'anti-individuals' (The Masses in Representative Democrac/); or 
dashingg interests and ideologies, and general irrationality {Scoop). Each of these 
conceptionss has, of course, its own Implications for, and generates specific ideas 
about,, the desirability and the possible reform of such a society. 

Inn my analysis, I concentrate on the procedural aspects of reading these texts. 
Thee guiding question is, then, which capadties of the reader the text addresses in 
constructingg a specific conception of contemporary society. As is shown in chapters 4 
andd 5, On Human Conduct and Brideshead Revisited at first sight draw on rather 
traditional'' philosophical and literary capadties; that is to say, their role does not seem 
too differ very much from the role generally ascribed to philosophy and literature by 
Nussbaum.. Whereas On Human Conduct appeals, among other things, to the reader's 
capacityy for distance, abstraction, logical reasoning and argument, Brideshead 
RevisitedRevisited draws on the reader's capacity for empathy, emotional involvement and 
constructingg narrative coherence. However, there are differences as well. It turns out, 
forr example, that not just Waugh's novel, but also Oakeshotfs book draws on the 
reader'ss imagination. In constructing a certain conception of contemporary society, 
bothh texts stimulate the reader to see her own society in a new perspective, however 
differentt these perspectives may be. Thus, imagination is not only spoken to by literary 
texts;; rather, there are several kinds of imagination. Whereas one kind is based on 
empathyy and emotional involvement in the life of others, another kind may be based 
onn distance and abstraction. Whether these different kinds of imagination should be 
calledd literary' and 'philosophical', remains to be seen. 

Lookingg at the kind of images of sodety On Human Conduct and Brideshead 
RevisitedRevisited construct, more radical questions come to mind. These concern Nussbaum's 
thoughtss on the role of contingency in judging. The analysis shows that not just On 
HumanHuman Conduct^ but also Brideshead Revisited stimulates the reader to construct a 
coherentt interpretation of contemporary society. Whereas the first emphasizes a 
logicall and conceptual form of coherence, the second stresses a narrative form of 
coherence.. Both types of coherence, however, help the reader to fashion an 
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interpretationn of society that reduces the experienced contingency as much as 
possible.. Thus, contary to what Nussbaum's account suggests, the literary text here is 
nott more tolerant of contingency in experience than the philosophical one. Only at the 
levell of the frames of interpretation used, contingency is acknowledged to a certain 
extent.. At this level, however, it is the philosophical text, On Human Conduct, that 
exhibitss a self-reflexivity enabling the reader to diagnose the contingency of the frame 
off interpretation it uses, whereas Brideshead Revisited disguises its own contingency 
fromm the reader. 

Thee analysis of the first two texts, then, raises some doubts concerning the tenability 
off Nussbaums claims. These doubts are reinforced by the analysis of two further texts 
inn chapters 6 and 7. This analysis gives fresh fuel to the idea that a radical revision is 
required,, both of her views on the rhetorical elements in and the capacities spoken to 
byy philosophy and literature, and of her views on the role of contingency in the ways 
off judging evoked by these disciplines. 

Firstly,, the line of division between the rhetorical elements used by philosophy 
andd literature in this second pair of texts appears to be a good deal vaguer than 
before.. The Masses in Representative Democracy' is characterized by a strong reliance 
onn antithesis and logical argument, but also uses literary' elements like personification, 
metaphorr and constructs a narrative form of coherence. Hence, this text stimulates the 
reader'ss capacities both for concretizing and emphatic imagination, as well as for 
logicall reasoning. Scoop shows a similar mixture of literary and philosophical elements. 
Combiningg a rather abstract (caricatural) kind of personification, multiple focalisation, 
andd a rather implicit kind of humour, it speaks at the same time to the reader's 
capacityy for empathy and emotional experience, and to her capacities for abstraction, 
generalisation,, distance, and reflexivity. 

Thus,, both texts suggest that it is not very informative to link philosophy and 
literaturee in general to either rhetorical characteristics or capacities for judgment, let 
alonee to both. A specific capacity may be stimulated by several rhetorical elements, 
andd by the interaction between such elements. These rhetorical elements, moreover, 
aree not reserved for either philosophy or literature. Finally, their effect on the reader's 
judgmentt is not stable. Usually the context in which an element is used and combined 
withh other elements determines the effect it may have on the reader's judgment. That 
iss why the effects of, for example, personification, in a literary text like Brideshead 
RevisitedRevisited may differ considerably from those of the personification used in The Masses 
inn Representative Democracy'. 

Thee Masses in Representative Democracy' and Scoop thus defy the formulation 
off statements about the specific rhetorical characteristics of philosophy and literature 
andd their effect on political judging in general. But, secondly, they complicate 
statementss about the acknowledgement of contingency in judgment as well. Whereas 
Nussbaumm contends that literary texts are better able to handle contingency, my initial 
analysiss suggested that, if anything, the reverse is true. Especially the self-reflexivity of 
aa text is a factor not taken into account by Nussbaum, which may nevertheless enable 
thee reader at least to acknowledge the contingency of a specific interpretation of 
experience.. However, the continued analysis shows that self-reflexivity can be 
stimulatedd in very different ways, and that it is not a prerogative of either philosophy 
orr literature. Whereas the self-reflexivity of On Human Conduct is put forward in 
explicitt statements that often contradict other rhetorical effects of the text, Scoop 
succeedss in producing this self-reflexivity much more implicitly. The story of Scoop is 
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completedd in such a blatantly fictitious way, that the reader cannot help realizing that 
eachh and every discourse, whether narrative or argumentative, always reduces the 
contingencyy of experience by interpreting it in a coherent way - without thereby 
sheddingg its own contingency. She may even come to realize that she herself, in 
interpretingg a text, strives to reduce contingency in the same way. Even better than 
OnOn Human Conduct, therefore, Scoop demonstrates the paradoxical character of the 
relationshipp both writing and reading, or interpretation in general, maintain with 
contingency. . 

Inn the final chapters of this book, I spell out the consequences of these results for the 
debatee on the role of philosophy and literature in ethical and political judment. In 
chapterchapter 8,1 argue against Nussbaum that this role should not be conceived of in terms 
off disciplines. As my analysis of the texts has shown, the labels 'philosophy1 and 
literature'' are far too general to be informative; analysis on a less aggregated level is 
needed.. More specifically, it may be revealing if we start by asking how a particular 
textt influences the reader's imagination. This forces us to look at the kind of images a 
textt evokes, but also at the rhetorical means by which those images are constructed. 
Thesee images, moreover, determine which other capacities of the reader are spoken 
to,, and thus decide which capacities of judgment are stimulated by a particular text. 

Thiss alternative way of reconstructing the role of texts in ethical and political 
judgmentt should not be taken to imply that philosophical and literary texts do not 
differr at all. As we have seen in the analysis of the texts discussed, there are 
differences,, but not of an essential, defining and unchanging character. Rather, we can 
observee clusters of rhetorical elements that occur together often, but certainly not 
always.. Such clusters lead us to ascribe a specific character to philosophical and 
literaryy texts; a character that is clearly different. In practice, however, these clusters 
evolvee and change in time. That is exactly why the influence of philosophy and 
literaturee on the reader's political judgment should be analysed at the level of 
particularr texts. Only in this way, differences within philosophy or literature come to 
thee fore. 

Inn chapter 9,1 return to Nussbaum's basic assumption that ethical and political 
judgmentt should acknowledge the contingency of human experience. Although I agree 
withh Nussbaum that acknowledgement of contingency is an important requisite for 
ethicall and political reflection, the analysis has shown that literary texts are not 
necessarilyy better able to handle the contingency of experience than philosophical 
ones.. Indeed, any text will intrinsically attempt to reduce this contingency by giving 
meaningg to apparently arbitrary events. By constructing a coherent discourse, in any 
formm whatsoever, we always strive to keep contingency at bay. A more relevant 
differencee is that some texts construct a kind of coherence that leaves no room for 
contingencyy at all, while others succeed in interpreting events without reducing 
contingencyy to zero. The first kind of text engages in what I would call 'strong 
interpretation':: this relies on a very narrow concept of meaning as a necessary 
structuree that is to be found' or 'revealed' in reality. In this view, contingency - the 
oppositee of necessity - is identical with meaninglessness and is not to be tolerated. The 
secondd kind of text engages in what I would call 'weak interpretation'; this conceives 
off meaning as something to be constructed and therefore in itself contingent. In this 
case,, meaning is not opposed to, but necessarily complemented by contingency. Seen 
fromm this angle, the challenge of any interpretation is to construct meaningful, 
coherentt interpretations of human experience without losing sight of the contingency 
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off interpretation itself. It is this second kind of interpretation, I suggest, which is 
requiredd in all ethical and political judgment that tries to do justice to the complexities 
andd contingencies of human experience. It is a form of interpretation, however, that is 
too be found both in some kinds of philosophy and in some kinds of literature. 
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