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Whether originating in church, state, or with the people themselves, ideologies emerge almost naturally in any society. Every population needs a common ‘mantra for the masses’ to keep a similar direction and normative order, but where should they originate? Because we live in a democratic country, ideologies when used to integrate should reflect the needs of the people and not state interests. I will begin by discussing supporting views from Gaetano Mosca and George Sorel who discuss ideologies as manifest from social groups. I will also put into context the counter-arguments of theorist Arthur Bentley who saw ideologies as a function of inter-group conflict. Ultimately I will show that ideologies, good or bad, should be a means that is in accordance with the ends.

When it comes to ideologies, there are many conflicting opinions as to what is and what part it plays. In our present studies it is defined as “public justifications for political actions”.
 They have been used to strengthen, defend or destroy existing beliefs, and to create new ones. Unfortunetly this can lead to the manipulation of the social body to direct determination where it is needed to fulfill state interests. 

According to Gaetano Mosca ideologies should: 

“…answer a real need in man’s social nature; and this need so universally felt, of governing and knowing that one is governed not on the basis of mere material or intellectual force, but on the basis of moral principle, has beyond any doubt a practical and real importance”
 

From this we can assume Mosca felt that ideologies themselves are nowhere near as important as where they should originate; with the people. These voices should be heard before social protest or revolution. It is also stressed that people should know their governments are working to serve their best interests and not the other way around. Unfortunately when integrating the people not all autonomous groups can be recognized and conflicting groups lurk in the background. The social need for change, as in nature itself, always emerges like mist on the horizon. This is why Mosca referred to ideologies as “political formulas”, which has an air of institutional emphasis. 
 Even Mosca recognized the need for pressing or “cementing” values to a lesser degree, shifting faith from the people to the powers of government. In more extreme cases, when cultural expression is completely suppressed, this turns into an oppressive even totalitarian state. Classic examples of this would be Hitler’s Germany or Mussolini’s Italy, which were arguably successful (economically) but introduced much pain and suffering to the world. From this I can deduce that a healthy amount or small conscious effort to strengthen normative values is necessary.

In certain fascist societies or dictatorships, ideologies are not formed from the people but bestowed upon them by one central power. In this case the needs of the people are silenced in favour of more functionalist processes and propaganda. Arthur F. Bentley argued that ideologies that make use of “is” and “must-like” arrogant assertions are in fact propaganda. 

“Everywhere around us parts of our social activity are casting their demands absolutely against the social sky, ignoring their relativity, stating themselves in language-thought structures which split themselves off from their origin in activity and attempt to justify that from which they arise” 

One argument for this is that there is a noticeable difference between propaganda and ideologies that have been taken out of context. Mosca said that ideologies should answer a real need in man’s social nature as a whole. In comparison, propaganda is only a tool of deception that does not answer to anyone’s needs but the selfish ones of a central power. Therefore according to Mosca, ideologies cannot be propaganda if they embody the strongest sentiments of the group. However when propaganda is successful it does become our ideology and in this case the roots might never be seen.

French Philosopher George Sorel believed that human beings are self-transcendent. He saw ideologies as “myths” that surfaced out of an “expression of a determination to act”   

“Men who are participating in a great social movement always picture their coming action as a battle in which their cause is certain to triumph. These constructions, knowledge of which is so important for historians, I propose to call myths” 

In this description we see myths as a kind of plan in action or a way of laying down the grounds of pre-physical framework for change. Even the traditional meaning of myth annotates cultural events that had a brush with the supernatural. Sorel’s interpretation of the ideology was not a means to convince people into obedience but to strengthen their determination to act and change the normative order. Despite the popular view in academia, that Sorel helped give rise to fascism, he believed that the individuals (not governments) had power to form their own ideologies and put forth the necessary changes for social advancement. 

Johan Galtung’s studies in cultural violence support the idea that cultures themselves are rarely violent on a whole, since one violent ideology can span across several cultural domains. His view is that structural violence; (born out of violent ideologies in politics, religion, language, art, or science), can be counteracted with peace research.

If the opposite of violence is peace, the subject matter of peace research/peace studies, then the opposite of cultural violence would be “cultural peace”, meaning aspects of a culture that serve to justify and legitimize direct peace and structural peace. If many and diverse aspects of this are found in a culture, we can refer to it as “peace culture”.
 

This way we can be more conscious of what forces and ideologies are potentially contributing to conflict. But as Galtung later states, any effort to impose these beliefs upon the people once they are found are a form of direct violence in itself. In the end it’s all left to the people of the culture to decide.

Galtung was aware of the structures influencing today’s ideologies after the death of religion and state. In a world of politics he made it necessary to stress the importance of transcendent Gandhi principles, indicated when he says …

Gandhi would be as sceptical of Marxist ideas of revolution and hard work, of sacrificing a generation or two for presumed bliss the day after tomorrow, as he would of liberal/conservative ideas of hard work and entrepreneurship, of sacrificing a social class or two for the bliss of the upper classes even today. The conclusion drawn by Gandhi from these two axioms was respect for the sacredness of all life (hence vegetarianism) and acceptance of the precept “take care of the means, and the ends will take care of themselves”.

In the east there is much concern that the secularization of the west has contributed to our decay of morals, and ability to keep our path defined by a means that is just as important as the ends. Gandhi a strict moralist, who was openly opposed to capitalism, reminds us that in this modernistic worldview we should keep our ideologies in synch with this final destination. Religious societies might have less trouble doing this with its integrative powers, but it can also suppress and subordinate the voices of people who give birth to new ideologies.

Some ideas survive better than others; or even mutate through time like genes. When ideologies become myths that are accepted as a form of social or cultural evolution that transpires naturally from the people, then maybe we can put more faith in autonomy then oppression and violence. We need to have faith that the moral majority of people will always recognize healthy ideologies that are the means to achieve peaceful ends. 
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