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ABSTRACT

The aim of this dissertation is to provide a critical 
aeaeaament of orthodox Marxist accounts of the ways in 
which sociological factors influence or determine literary 
texts, with particular attention to a) the origin of these 
problems in the work of Marx, Engels, and Lenin; b) the way 
in which they are manifested in the later works of Georg 
Lukdcs, crystallizing in his conception of literary realism; 
c) Lucien Goldmann's unsuccessful attempt to remedy them 
through an integration of an adulterated version of Marxism 
with an unsatisfactory kind of structuralism; and d) the 
need for some such synthesis of the Marxist and structuralist 
perspectives in order to supplement Marxism's insufficiently 
sociological approach to the aesthetic dimension of litera­
ture with the sophisticated sociological insights of some of 
the more recent semio-structuralist theorists.
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INTRODUCTION

Th# defining characteristic of orthodox Marxist exami- 
nations of literary works is the contention that texts are
influenced or determined by the social contexts in which 
they are produced. The central deficiency of most such 
analyses is generally taken to be the inadequate attention 
paid to the meaning of the text as a specifically literary 
construct» This neglect of the aesthetic dimension is 
significant, I believe, not in itself alone, but because 
it leads to a sociological inadequacy. Accordingly, ray 
argument here will be that orthodox Marxism's problem is 
not that it is insufficiently conscious of the aesthetic 
dimension to literature, but that it is insufficiently 
conscious of the sociological aspects of that dimension.
In other words, I shall charge that it is, ironically, in 
the very area in which it claims, and seems, to specialise - 
in the relation between literary text and social context -
that orthodox Marxism fails.

It is my contention that this inadequacy in the orthodox 
Marxist account of the ways in which sociological factors 
influence or determine texts could be resolved by comple­
menting selected aspects of that account with an appro­
priate version of structuralism. It is, therefore, the aim 
of this dissertation to define and analyse orthodox Marxist 
literary theory with a view to pinpointing both its
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ch&ract#ri*tic# and it# problem#, and to axamin* 
the work of Lucian Goldmann in order to aeaeea the viability 
of hie particular aynthamim of the Marxist and structuralist 
modes against the somewhat different synthesis which I shall

defend.
Since the sociological deficiency that I refer to mani- 

feste itself primarily in the Marxist notion of literary 
realism - which runs parallel to, and represents a literary 
extension of,philosophical realism - I shall be concerned 
throughout with an explication of the true nature of 
realism in literature. I shall argue that it is a misunder­
standing of this literary form that precludes the develop­
ment of a satisfactory Marxist sociology of literature, 
orthodox or structuralist, and that only an exploration of 
the sociological implications of linguistic and literary 
conventions such as realism can result in a sociologically
adequate theory of literature.

As far as the Marxist side of my argument is concerned,
m y  thesis in broad outline will be that orthodox Marxist 
literary theory displays a central conflict between ethics 
and aesthetics, between revolutionary social theory and an 
inherited set of bourgeois literary evaluations, and that 
this gives rise to its unsatisfactory aspects - the 
contradictions and inconsistencies which come to a head in 
Lukacs's work but are already present in Marx, Engels, and

Lenin.
I shell argue here that these are not - as is generally 

suggested - a question of a clash between social theory and
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eeesntial charaeteri»tio« and its problems, and to examine 
the work of Lucien Goldaann in order to assess the viability 
O f  his particular synthesis of the Marxist and structuralist 
modes against the somewhat different synthesis which I shall

defend.
Since the sociological deficiency that I refer to mani­

fests itself primarily in the Marxist notion of literary 
realism - which runs parallel to, and represents a literary 
extension of,philosophical realism - I shall be concerned 
throughout with an explication of the true nature of 
realism in literature. 1 shall argue that it is a misunder­
standing of this literary form that precludes th* develop­
ment of a satisfactory Marxist sociology of literature, 
orthodox or structuralist, and that only an exploration of 
the sociological implications of linguistic and literary 
conventions such as realism can result in a sociologically
adequate theory of literature.

As far as the Marxist side of my argument is concerned,
my thesis in broad outline will be that orthodox Marxist 
literary theory displays a central conflict between ethics 
and aesthetics, between revolutionary soci ' theory and an 
inherited set of bourgeois literary evaluations, and that 
this gives rise to its unsatisfactory aspects - the 
contradictions and inconsistencies which come to a head in 
Lukics’s work but are already present in Marx, Engels, and

Lanin.
I shell argue here that these ere not - es is ger.erelly 

suggested - e question of e clesh between social theory end



theory, and that thi# i# why th# problem# of 
Marxiet literary theory are not a# apparent on the abatract 
level - where a coherent aesthetic can be developed quits 
separate from concrete examples - as they are on the level 
of practical criticism - where the critic must, within the 
framework of his beliefs, account for that anomalous 
phenomenon that appears to contradict his theory, namely, 
the excellence of certain examples of bourgeois literature.

I shall develop my argument in two stages. In the 
first stage I shall identify orthodox Marxist literary 
theory and distinguish it from dogmatic Marxism, and I shall 
also re-examine and re-interpret the sources of both. This 
involves indicating more and less prescriptive tendencies 
within the work of Marx, Engels, and Lenin - who, I shall 
claim, are the founders of orthodoxy and may not legiti­
mately be cited as authorities for dogmatism, which has 
entirely different roots. It also involves a reconsi­
deration of the overall perspective of this original group, 
moving away from the base-superstructure proposition towards 
a theory of art as a particular - if unspecified - form of 
practical activity, an approach that further supports my
classification of them.

in the second stage I shall analyse the distinctive 
characteristics of an orthodox literary theory as exemplified 
in the work of Lukacs, showing the unacceptable results of 
his attempt to reconcile the central Marxist dichotomy 
described above. I shall be concerned here with literature
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a# Idaology, with the Marximt analyai# of thim, with the 
flaw, in that analyai,, and with the Marxiet,' theoretical
manoeuvres designed to avoid having the label 'ideological' 
applied to their own literary and critical writings. This 
will Involve an analysis of Lukacs1s concept of literary 
realism,in which, as I have said, the defects of orthodox 
Marxism are most clearly exhibited. It will also necessi­
tate, at a later stage, an analysis of Goldnann's key 
concept, 'world-view', whose problematic nature - as 
something tied to social class yet ostensibly non-ideolo- 
gicmi - is due to the manoeuvring mentioned above.

As far as the Goldmannian side of my argument is 
concerned, my thesis will be that it is a concern to account, 
within the parameters of a Marxist approach, for the literary 
dimension as well as the sociological, that leads Goldmann 
in his synthesis firstly, to settle for the wrong kind of 
structuralism, and secondly, to present an adulterated 
version of Marxism. To elaborates believing that what is 
missing from the Marxist orientation is a view of the 
literary artefact as a coherent structure of meaning 
requiring textual analysis that will complement the genetic 
explanation of it as a social phenomenon, Goldmann adopts 
that variety of structuralism that stresses the existence 
of the literary work as a synchronic system, and, if it 
does not actually deny it, ignores the essential diachronic 
dimension to any given synchronic moment. Moreover,
Goldmann's drive towards structural coherence betrays
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hi. Barxi.t con.ciou.n... of .«=h ....nti.l th.or.tic.l and 
.ub.tantiv. element, a. contradiction and proee... I .hall 
argue that later development, in .tructurali.m - a. repre­
sented by the work of Barthe. - where the modification of 
.tructuraliim by the different empha.e. of .emiology lead, 
to a renewed .warone., of the diachronic determination of 
the .ynchronic at the level of language and literary con­
vention, remedy the deficiencies in Marxian., and form a 
more .ati,factory synthesis of Marxism and structuralism
than that version presented by Goldmanr.

To summarise, then, this dissertation fall, into three 
main parts. In Part I, I will be concerned with the sources 
of Marxist literary theory, those writings of Marx, Engels, 
Lenin and others that constitute the background to both 
orthodox ami dogmatic Marxist literary theory and criticism, 
in Part II, I will deal with Lukics's oeuvre, tracing the 
historical development of his idea, and analysing the end 
product as the first attempt to fi.mulate a coherent 
orthodox Marxist aesthetic. In Part III. I will discus. 
Goldmann's attempt to modernise the orthodox Marxist 
approach to literature by incorporating another perspec­
tive into that of M.f ism. Part I indicate, the problem. 
Part II investigate, it in detail, and Part III present, 
a critical account of an unsuccessful attempt to resolve

it.
This study does not pretend to offer a definitive 

answer to the question of Marxist aesthetics, it seeks,
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approach i:

-i

r a : s e:
c e r t a i n  c •nuw.Miis u

rather, to illuminate the n@c*##ity for mow* #ort of #yn- 
Lheslj between certain utr&nd* in atrueturaliat and M&rxlat 
sociclcei.'al theori.-r 'h l iterature, by revealing how the 
former fill a lack in the atter, while making clear that 
,:,e reconciliation of thee* different perepi stive, on 
1 jrature uj complementary dimensions of a comprehensive 

s not a nimple, straightforward matter, 
am aware chat the very title of this dissertation 
cn« problem of usage, since the precise meanings of 

ned wore i that are crucial to my argument 
  • ; .  it j.s , therefore, essential at the out-A . ♦  ̂,» ... .*• *• '

... : uvmfe preliminary indication of the sense in
...... vhede key terms. However, since I believe that
.cr jcrf c: ifer inition is the outcome of successful theo-

anu not its prerequisite, I offer only * «•" general 
in„y - to -.to more would be to anticipnt- my con- 

.idL.m: - inti a. the argument proceed, the extra conceptual 
oad tnai. tnese word, bear will become evident.

The problematic term, tall into three ba.ic .eta:
,r.f>:,.cai-wrai -pre.criptive ' , ' ae.thetic-arti,tic-literary
i.ia i * tv . m o  ' determim.t-reduct ioni.t-utilitarian-
1„am»r..„.--po.:,tcv,.t -materi.li.f. To the.e mu.t be added 
,h, •roub.e.om. -it all. 'liberal' and 'liberal!.m'.
iniw... -pe. ;.. ,.n.rw,.e I .hall initially invoke the,.
.,nrdt ... . .nothe. it their dictionary u.agee.

t. • i mean 'pertaining to the appreciation 
.., -he beautiful', and by 'ethical' I meanr •! r
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'relating to the distinction between right and wrong human 
conduct (typical of a particular writer or school of 
thought)'. My use of these terms - aesthetic and ethical - 
will be clearer if one bear, in mind that within the con­
text of this discussion I see them as characterising 
contrary attitudes towards literature, the former stressing 
beauty of form, the latter concerned with truth of content, 
and that I intend them to evoke the network of ideas 
typical of these attitudes without going into lengthy
exposition ©very time.

In a similar fashion, I use 'liberalism' and 'determi­
nism' to refer to opposite theoretical poles in literary 
criticism. By 'liberalism' I understand an open-minded be­
lief that the creative imagination is, or ought to be, free 
from any external and extra-aesthetic social, historical, 
or political coercive factors. I derive my usage from 
several definitirn. of the word 'liberal', (for example,
'open-minded', 'f r e e  from narrow-minded prejudice', 'thi
opposite of mechanical'), but in the main I call upon an 
obsolete sense more usually applied to people than 
relations, that is. 'free from restraint'. While this 
semantic licence may not be ideal, it seem, preferable to 
the alternative - coining some neologism such as 'auto- 
nomism' to mean for the aesthetic realm or act what
’voluntarism1 means for the social.

I have taken fewer liberties with the meanings of the
words in the 'determinism' set, these all refer to some
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amp*ot of that approach to literature that ignore# it# 
literarine##, #ee# it a# both determined and potentially 
determining, and reduce# criticism to a demand for con­
formity to the fact#.

One further problem of terminology mu#t be mentioned.
Although Marx reject, 'morality' a. a .eparate philoaophy 
and in affect denie. the ultimate difference between 
human moral values and facts about human needs and capa­
bilities, this does not seem to me to invalidate my use of 
the word 'ethical* in relation to his attitude towards 
literature. It is a convenient means of distinguishing 
from 'aesthetic* (a concern with quality of form) Marx’s 
primary concern with literature as a true reflection of 
reality as he understands it. To have substituted the 
clumsy phrase ’true to the facts’ or ’realistically accu­
rate* would have been more misleading, since it is the 
very validity of such terms that i:i in question as regard# 
literary realism, and I can think of no other single word 
that better suits my purpose here - which is to express an 
opposition between beauty and truth.



PART I
SOURCES OF MARXIST LITERARY THEORY: 
““ MARX, ENGELS, AND LENIN

Despite the fact that it appears over and over again in
works on literary theory, the description 'Marxist1 is a
generalisation that is as difficult to sustain as it is to 
dispense with. Most writers retain the blanket term but 
distinguish two broad categories within it. The names 
change,but the criterion underlying this division into two 
classes remains essentially the same, namely, some concep­
tion as to what constitutes orthodox Marxist literary 
theory. Let us take two fairly representative examples.

Fokkema and Kunne-Ibsch use the words 'Marxist' and
'neo-Marxist'

to distinguish between those theoreticians 
who base themselves unconditionally on the 
writings of Marx, Engels, and Lenin- 
accepting at the same time the leading role 
of the Communist Party in matters of cul­
ture and science - and those others who, 
while often relying on Marx and Engels, do
not interpret their writings in a dogmatic
way, or accept the absolute supremacy of 
the Communist Party in problems of culture 
and science.^

They qualify this by noting that within the second category
it is necessary to make a distinction be­
tween those who accept the Marxist canon 
as definite truth and those who regard it 
merely as a source of inspiration.

Thi. account impli.a that the di.tingui.hing character!.tic.
ot orthodox Marxism are obedience to party dictate., and
the addition of Lenin', writing, to those of Marx and



Engels as the fundamental expression of Marxist dogma. 1 
find Fokkema and Kunne-Ibsch's classification unsatis­
factory for two reasons: firstly, because no useful pur-
pos* is served by a distinction that ignores as many 
anomalies as the original more inclusive term 'Marxist1? 
and secondly, because it rests upon what I consider to be 
a dubious conception of what constitutes orthodox Marxism.

My second example is Steiner, who adopts Michel 
Crouzet's term ’para-Marxist' to separate those who choose 
Engels's aesthetics, with its 'ideal of a literature "in 
which the opinions of the author remain hidden"% from 
•those who adhere to the Leninist formula of militant 
partiality•,  ̂ the orthodox Marxists. This is equally 
dubious. In the first place, surely those who are true to 
the writings of Marx and Engels, the founders, have a 
better right to be known as orthodox Marxists than those 
who model themselves on Lenin? In the second place, I find 
it presumptuous to attempt to encapsulate a theory of 
literature in a single sentence, taken out of context at 
that. It is not surprising that the two phrases quoted 
above represent a misleading oversimplification that is far 
from being an accurate summation of the essence of the
respective views of Engels and Lenin.

These two typical examples show that there is a certain 
confusion as to what constitutes Marxist orthodoxy, and 
that there appears to be a tendency to associate orthodoxy 
with Lenin and the Communist Party, rather than with the
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eponymous theorist responsible for Marxism in the first 
place. One accepts that the layman is inclined to regard 
'Marxist' - a label as vague and general as ’structuralist’ 
(particularly when applied to literary theory and criti­
cism) - as a highly specific term with certain necessary 
political implications, but the preceding paragraph, suggest
that the experts do much the same.

Now,as Habermas so convincingly demonstrates in 
Knowledge and Human Interests,4 it is impossible to draw a 
line between epi.temology and politics, and the same may be 
said of aesthetics and politics - if one uses the word 
■politics’ in its most general sense as referring to the 
form of social organisation as a whole, rather than at the 
level of specific party doctrine. Indeed, it is one o- 
th. central task, of a sociology of literature to investi­
gate just such insidious general correlations between
society end literature.

This is not to deny the existence of the other more
specific type of connection. In fact, I intend to distin­
guish just such a thread in Marxist literary criticism - 
distinguish and then disregard it, because, informed 
opinion to the contrary, this blatant form of political 
interest doe. not constitute the characteristic feature 
of orthodox Marxist literary theory; nor can one legi­
timately classify literature or literary criticism in 
terms of the political affiliation, of the writer or

critic.
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in my di,cu,#ion of Marxl.t lit.r&ry th.ory, I # h * U  
follow th# genar&l practice only to the extent of die- 
tlnguiehing within it two school#, which I shall call the 
orthodox and the dogmatic. Given the dictionary defi­
nition of 'orthodox' as 'in accordance with what Is 
authoritatively established a. the true view'S, % .hall 
take it that such a description is most appropriately 
applied to what Marx and Engels themselves said, or to what 
has been written subsequently that is true to them. In 
order to see what constitutes the orthodox Marxist approach 
to literature, I shall, therefore, analyse certain of the 
writings of Marx and Engels, indicating more and less 
dogmatic tendencies within these orthodox originals.
However, to avoid confusion with the dogmatic school, 
wherever possible in my discussion of orthodoxy, I shall 
substitute the word 'prescriptive' for 'dogmatic'.

'Dogmatism', as I use it, refers t . what Fokkema and 
Kunne-Ibsch and Steiner would call 'orthodoxy' - that is, 
the Stalinist reinterpretation of Marx and Engels. In 
analysing this approach and distinguishing it from the 
other, I shall contest Lenin's inclusion as a dogmatist 
and defend his right to membership in the orthodox group.

The Marxist literary perspective is not unique, and so, 
to conclude this section, I shall set it within the 
history of literary criticism, showing its similarity to 
a non-Marxist tradition of criticism and suggesting that it 
i. precisely where orthodoxy deviates from this model that

^   ,



it. problem, begin. I eh.ll then ttic. up .om. of th... pro­
blem., notably, the difference between bourgeoi. and 
Marxi.t realiam and between Marxist realiam and ideology, 
and the importance in all this of con.idering the situation

of th# critic.
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lt, problem, begin. I .hell then take up some of these pro­
blem., notably, the difference between bourgeois and 
Marxi.t realism and between Marxist realism and ideology, 
and the importance in all this of considering the situation

of the critic.



ORTHODOX MARXISM

The idea structuring this section is that Marxist 
Literary critic, tend to fall into two main groups: those
who base their theories on a liberal interpretation of the 
few scattered but explicit references to art and literature 
that are to be found in Marx and Engels, and those who 
derive their theories from a literal reading of the equally 
sparse passages in Marx's and Engels's economic writings 
that appear to be relevant - in particular, their account 
of the relationship between the economic base and the 
cultural superstructure, and their insistence on the 
priority of social being over consciousness.1 The former 
arrive at a not wholly warranted liberalism (that is, an 
openminded belief in the autonomy of art): the latter - 
on the basis of a narrow reading of a few metaphoric line. - 
adopt an equally unwarranted mechanistic, materialist 
determinism (that is, a dogmatic view of art as totally 
conditioned by extra-aesthetic factor.). A. for those who 
try to synthesise the view, expressed in the references to 
literature with the general economic theory, they either 
concede defeat and point to the essential contradiction, 
between the two, or they distort the one to accommodate the

2Dthar.
I .hall suggest here that a Marxist literary criticism 

iaisd upon a balanced reading of the writing, of M.,rx and
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gagel. differ. .ub.ttnti.Uy both from thet totally dogmatic 
attitude to art ...oci.t.d with Harxi.m by layman and ex­
pert alike, and from that openmind.d acknowledgement of 
creative freedom attributed to Marx and Engel, mainly by 
tho.e Marxist .cholar. who would convince the non-Harxi.t
of the validity of their aesthetic views.

I .hall also suggest that an accurate version of 
Marx', and Engels', perspective on literature can only be 
formulated if the aesthetic theory implied by the specific 
reference, to art and literature is taken in conjunction 
with the general theory, for these are neither contra­
dictory nor incompatible in any way, and such a conclusion 
depend, upon a misinterpretation of both. A rigorous and 
insightful examination of the specifically literary 
reference, will reveal a degree of prescriptivenes. per­
fectly consistent with the conception of the relationship 
between form, of life and consciousness, unless one take, 
that relationship to imply that consciousness is directly 
determined by form, of life, a view Marx never intended 
and Engels explicitly denies:m m

and absurd phrase.■»
Furthermore, I shall argue that it is only by taking 

. H,0.d oersoective on the general theory - including
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a comideration of the themes of history and totality, the 
relation between the whole and its parts, subject and 
object, the concrete and the abstract, appearance and 
essence, and, most important of all, the idea of man as 
essentially a productive creature who actively createe both 
his world and himself - that one can do justice to the 
complexity of Marx's and Engels's understanding of litera­
ture as a productive activity conforming to the general 
laws governing human praxis, and as a specific form of 
productive activity conforming also to its own laws. This 
is precisely what Lukdc. will do, and it is the inclu.ive- 
ness of his approach that accounts for his success in 
developing an orthodox Marxist aesthetic.

Every account of Marxist aesthetics cites the same few 
specific references to art and literatures this dis­
sertation is no exception. These references, in Marx as 
in Engels, are, in the main, contained in personal letters 
and notes of conversations, or take the form of brief 
passages in work, of a general nature. If they present no
systematized view of art or literature, they do raise 
several fundamental issues. For example, in the three 
texts with which my discussion begins, Marx confronts 
three essential and contentious points. Firstly, there is 
the question of the netu e of art and the relation between 
literature and life, secondly, there is the mutter of 
literature a. propaganda, which raise, the question of the 
proper function of art, thirdly, there is the concern
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With th. mod. of of « Ut.=.ry work of the P«.t,
which involve, the problem of ebeolute ee.thetic .tenderd.
and univ*r#&l human characteriatics.

Accordingly, In my re-examination of these key aesthetic 
references, and in my reconsideration of them in conjunction 
with both the be..-superstructure metaphor and the theory 
Cf productive activity, I shall be concerned not only to 
reveal a comparability between Marxist aesthetics and 
Marxist political economy, but to provide support for 
LukAcs's contention that the essentia' lientw
development of a systematic aesthetic . implicit in 
work of Marx and Engels. I propose to deal with each man's 
contribution individually to avoid th. inaccurate g.ner- 
alisationf. and distinctions that can arise from a failure to 
give equal weight to both writers a. well as careful 
analytic consideration to the extracts.

i, Refer.- . ,  to Art and Literature: Marx
Karl Marx may have been a revolutionary, but he was 

also . perfect example of a well-educated German intellec­
tual of th. mid-nineteenth century. The son of a middle- 
class Jewish civil servant, Marx was always intensely 
interested in .11 form, of art and literature, and he 
studied th... a. well a. law end philosophy during hi. 
year, at the universities of Bonn and Berlin, so th.t by 
1841 he was well-versed in both th. classics and tradi­
tional German aesthetics. Hi. taste conformed largely to
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th. literary canon of hie day, and apart from a brief, early 
liking for romanticiem, hie preference waa for shakeepeare,
Goethe, realism, and satire.

Karx looke back to the eighteenth century when culture
and education were the property of a gentleman, to whom such 
abstract notion, a. -the beautiful' were of supreme concern; 
but he also represent, a present in which men•s interests 
had begun to turn from the poetry of literature and art to 
the prose of sociology and political economy.

The growing dominance of the bourgeoisie, with their 
practical attitude toward, art a. yet another commodity, 
led to a situation where aesthetic problems either became 
the concern of a small intellectual 41ite, or lost all 
separate significance, becoming inextricably entangled with 
question, of power and money, while Marx', humanism dic­
tated that hi. energies should be prime- tly directed towards 
the practical criticism of social ills, rather than dis­
sipated in idle theorising about aesthetic ideas, scattered 
references to literature in the course of arguments about 
political economy7 indicate that he never lost interest in 
such matters, nor in their relationship to the larger

issues,
in the light of this background, it is not surprising 

to find an integral relationship between Marx’, attitude 
toward, certain aesthetic question, and hi. general poli­
tical views; nor is it surprising to find occasional 
contradiction, and clumsy accommodation, where received
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w.thetio opinion, ela.h with a new political outlook and 
revolutionary purpo.a.. The.e are not, however, the 
contradiction, that Marx i. usually accu.ed of - they do 
not repre.ent a ba.ic internal incoherence between re­
latively determini.tic politics and liberal aesthetics.
They are instead an example on the individual level of a 
phenomenon that Marx', theory of social change would lead 
on. to expect in society, they are the unconscious remnant, 
in a new age of the un.elfconscious consciousness that 
belonged to a past era, super.tructural survivals.

Although they are by no mean, the only pronouncements 
on literary question, to be found in Marx', writings, there 
are three well-known texts that are invariably referred to 
by those who base their conception of Marxist aesthetic, on 
hi. explicit reference, to literature. Two of these are 
what might be called exercise, in practical criticism, the 
third is an attempt to confront a theoretical problem. The 
former are Marx's analysis of Engine Sue's novel Les 
w,.>Ar.s d. Paris' in the critical pamphlet Th- Voli

(1845) and his criticism of La.salle' ise drama
   von slckinqen, contained in a letter to th. dramatist
written in 1859, th. latter is a discussion of Greek art 
that appears in the introduction to the Critique of PoU.- 
nn.l Economy (1857). Th. importance of these reference, 
is that each reveal. Marx', attempt, to com. to grip, with 
on. or more of those fundamental issue, that I outlined
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B e a l lag with these texts in chronological order, I shall 
begin with The Holy Family? which contains Marx-s only 
analysis of a novel. Although The Holy Family, was intended 
as an attack on speculative aesthetics in general, a large 
part is taken up with Marx's criticism of an abstract, 
idealistic interpretation of Sue's novel that appeared in 
the at 1 qamaine r.tteraturzeitung under the pseudonym 
'Stel.-ga'. marx also give, his own critical interpretation 
of Mv.t* as de Paris, a scathing analysis that condemn,
the book for the same sin of abstract idealism and broadens 
into a denunciation of bourgeois morals and aesthetics. In 
the course of the argument several of Marx'a critical 
criteria are explicitly stated and other, may be confidently 
deduced des: -e certain inconsistencies. Equally important
is the emergence of a number of significant contradictions.

Let u. first consider Marx's rejection of idealism and 
abstraction, for this reveal, hi. conception of the nature 
of art and the relation between art and life. It alto 
show. hi. attitude toward, art's propagandistic use. an 
attitude that is confirmed elsewhere in hi. work but is 
often misrepresented on the basis of a misinterpretation

of his remarks here.
Marx', practical criticism rest, upon the theoretical

conviction that art is a concrete, material creation that 
must be freed from any obvious subordination to ideals.
Hi. critical remarks are directed at Sue's character, anu 
operate on two levels, manner and matter. A. regard.
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manner, he complain, that Sue 'turn!.] real human bainai 
into .hear.at .tandpolnt,'^ who, because they are not 
sufficiently lifelike to exemplify the author', intention.,
art forced to articulate them. Theyllilflito insignificant features.“
What Marx reject, are puppet-like character, manipulated by 
the author to express his ideas; what Marx require, are 
living force, who.e development i. inherent in themselves.

This i. basically a formal aesthetic demand reminiscent 
of that understanding of the need for a sense of inevita­
bility expressed by Aristotle in his Ar. Poetics;mm#

It. 12
But in evoking Marx', teleological idea of history a. working 
out an inherent design, it also point, toward, realism and 
reflection a. literary criteria. Marx is not suggesting 
that literature must be divorced from ideas, nor that the 
writer must be uncommitted; he is simply aware that 
whose design upon the reader is transparent is not a. effec- 

a novel that appear, to be an objective reflection
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01 reality• Hi. remark, h.r. ara not evidence for a total 
ledt of dogmatism: tb- y Ivrt .how that Marx - unlike the
naive l i t e r a t u r e - a . -propaganda protagonists - recognise, 
that there are two dimension, to literary excellence, the 
aesthetic and the ethical, and understand, that literature 
achieve, it. effect best when the former is harnessed to

s e r v e  the latter.
When he moves to the level of matter, Marx offers a

plainly prescriptive view of literature that confirms my 
interpretation of his criticism at tne level of manner:
Sue's characters are unacceptable because they are not true 
to the life of the time, - they represent an invalid sim­
plification of a complex and contradictory concrete reali y 
in the interests of a schematic ethical plan and an 
reconciliation. Moreover, they are the embodiment of a 
false consciousness that unquestioningly accepts transient 
and social bourgeois value, as permanent and natural. This 
is well illustrated by Marx', criticism of the way in which 
Sue handles the working-class Rigolette:
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Whole circle of the bourgeoisie, that 
is, to the official circle.lJ

Here we have the seeds of the Marxist doctrine of liter­
ary realism: literature must mirror reality,14 which con­
sists of a complex of antagonistic historical and dialec­
tical social relationships, and is not to be found in the
f a l s e  consciousness of the bourgeoisie.

I, there a contradiction in this two dimensional cri­
tical attitude? Not at all: pedagogic theories of lite­
rature always imply « healthy respect for it. Plato's fear 
of poetry was based upon an appreciation of its power. 
Similarly, the culturally sophisticated Marx realise, that 
■good' literature is a better ideological weapon than bad, 
where 'good' refers solely to some inherently literary 
q. l U ty - a. yet undefined, except for the characteristic of

apparent inevitability.
SO much for literature, but what of literary criticism?

This is where the real contradictions appear. In the first
place, Marx is guilty here of similar practice, to those he
deplores: he object, to the way speculative aesthetic.
ignore, literary convention, and distort, the text in order
to impose upon it a suitable philosophical interpretation.
but, in applying the criterion of what might be called
'sociological realism', a. described above, he, too, is
denying both the conventionality and the fictiv. nature of

the novel.
A further inconsistency arise, in the text of ThsJtolx 

Family when Marx offers an extremely partisan histo y
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ut.=.t«r. that account, for the pre.eno. == « * « n=e of 
Literary excellence in terms of the spiritual nature of the 
society in which it is produced, as if the quality of the 
raw social material determines the quality of it. literary

reflection.
claim, that bourgeoi. society  ......  inimical

to aesthetic creation, for the prosaic monotony of it. U f .  
i. not a fit subject for art. How this view may be wholly 
consistent with a correspondence or r.fleotioni.t theory of 
literature, which ignore, the quality of literariness, but 
it i. not consistent with Marx', insight into the art of

writing»
H. goes on to say that the proletariat, with it. vitality 

and it. strength of character, is a better subject for the 
writer, and that it will produce a literature infinitely 
superior to that of the bourgeoisie, a literature consonant 
with it. own spiritual superiority. Here critical insight 
.nd aesthetic appreciation have yielded completely to the 
demands of political theory, but also present in Thl_HclX

will modify the latter to accommodate the former, and this
bring, u. to the third inconsistency.

Marx find, in LU J Sm « e ijie _ P « U  a discrepancy be­
tween the subjective intention of the author and the 
Objective meaning of the booh. He claim, that a work whose
explicit social message conform, to French bourgeoi. 
.a-,—  ...m. occasionally to escape these ideological
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restriction, end disclose the underlying reality. The 
implication is that in Sue's novel this is an unconscious 
phenomenon, but an extension of this idea leads to a basic 
tenet of Marxian aesthetics, that the sensitivity of a great 
artist's perceptions may lead him - as Marx says in Capital 
of Balzac - to a deep grasp of the real situation that con-
filets with his political allegiances. ^

Steiner calls this 'the concept of dissociation'. It 
is a belief that the writer may speak the truth despite 
himself, that, despite his false consciousness and explicit 
ideology, hi. work may offer a realistic representation of 
life. It in not always clear whether the writer has 
consciously managed to transcend the viewpoint of hi. class, 
or whether the work itself somehow subverts that distorted
perspective and reflects tue real.

The utility of this concept of dissociation is indispu­
table. It provides a means of reconciling the conflict 
between inherited literary evaluations and revolutionary 
ethical judgments, explaining, for instance, how a 
reactionary Royalist like Balzac was able to produce the 
realistic masterpiece, that he did. It save, the Marxist 
from discarding the entire literary tradition and legiti­
mate. the high esteem in which he hold, the work of such 
political pariahs as Shakespeare, Goethe, and Tolstoy.

The expediency of this concept of dissociation is one 
thing, its validity is another. I shall consider this in 
more detail when I come to look at the work of Lukic. and
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Goldaann, beeeuae it i. a crucial aspect of LuXiee’a 
literary criticism and the motivating force behind Goldaann'e 
theory of cultural creation. For now it is sufficient to 
point out that Marx ignores two related problems, firstly, 
that one cannot ascertain an author's intention, and be­
liefs other than as these are realised in his work; and 
secondly, that the part played by the critic in the detec­
tion of the alleged contradiction may be subjectively in­
terpretative rather than objectively revelatory.

The foregoing discussion shows the degree of political 
pre.criptiv.ness built into Marx', theory of the nature of 
literature and hi. criterion of realism, but he doe. not 
appear to regard literature as purely utilitarian, that is, 
a. simply serving particular political ends. Also, although 
he demands both political correctness and aesthetic excel­
lence, he doe. not here - momentary aberration, aside -
simplistically equate the one with the other.

Marx present, an interesting variation on the classical
didactic approach to art (best exemplified by the theory of 
Plato), for a concern with the effect, of literature on 
society, he substitutes a concern with the effect, of 
society on literature. In moving toward, a sociological 
perspective - a conception of literature a. a social prac­
tice influenced, like any other, by economic, political, 
end historical factor. - Marx ha. moved away from hi. early 
romanticiem with it. typical belief in the autonomy of art, 
but he ha. not escaped the literary evaluations of hi.
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bourg«ol, education. Thi, lead, to a further deviation from
the didactic model - a consciousness of literary quality 

that is at odds with the rest of his theory.
The main point of my argument here is that the incon­

sistency in Marx's attitude to literature is contained 
within his aesthetic theory itself, with its tension between 
the aesthetic appreciation of artistic manner and the ethical 
demands made upon literary matter. The problem, then, is 
not a contradiction between economic determinism and aesthe­
tic liberalism, but this unresolved methodological pluralism.

Although it was written fourteen years later, the second 
piece of practical criticism under discussion, Marx's 
analysis of Franz von Sickingen,1, displays the same basic 
characteristics noted above: in particular, an uneasy
mixture of a feeling for literary quality and a predominating 
concern with the acceptable presentation of historical and 
political issues; but here, perhaps because o" the nature of 
the work under consideration, the reductive thrust of Marx's 
argument - by which I mean the tendency to reduce the dis­
cussion of a literary work to a mere question of conformity 
to the ' facts' - is even more evident.

Marx's politico-historical argument against the play 
stems from his interpretation of the real life events upon 
which it is based and ignores the fact that even historical 
drama is essentially fictive. For example, where Lassaile 
suggests that Sickingen's revolt failed because he hid it 
behind a knightly feud instead of openly proclaiming war
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against Imperial power, Marx claims that*
Sickingen ... did not go under because of 
his cunning. He went under because as a
knight and a representative of a moribund 
class”he revolted against that whichexisted 
or rather against the new form of what 
existed ... Sickingen and Hutten had to 
succumb because they imagined they were 
revolutionaries ... and/ on the one hand/ 
made themselves exponents of modern ideas, 
while on the other they actually represented 
the interests of a reactionary class.10

The letter continues with a passage that quite clearly 
reveals what Marx requires for a satisfactory drama:

The noble representatives of the revolution - 
behind whose watchwords of unity and liberty 
there still lurked the dream of the old 
empire and of club-law - ought not, in that 
case, to have absorbed all interest, as they 
do in your play, but the representatives ot 
the peasants (particularly these) and of the 
revolutionary elements in the cities should 
have formed a quite important active back­
ground. You could vhen have had the most 
modern ideas voiced in their most naive form 
and to a much greater extent, whereas now, 
besides religious freedom, civil unity 
actually remains the main idea. You would 
then have had to Shake spear ize 
own accord, while I chalk up against you as 
your gravest shortcoming your Schil.ering, 
your transforming of individuals into mere 
speaking tubes of the spirit of the time.
Did you not yourself to a certain extent 
fall into the diplomatic error, 11ike Franz von Sickingen, of placing the Lutheran 
knightly opposition above the plebeian 
Muncerian opposition?19

In other words, a play must present a comprehensive and 
representative (that is, typical) reflection of a parti­
cular conception of reality expressed through the medium 
of 'living* characters. These criteria will be fully 
developed by Lukacs into his conception of totality, 
typicality, realism, and the intellectual physiognomy,
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but their origins lie in Marx,
From this extract it appears that Marx's concern with 

form and content are now inextricably interwoven. Mmittetiy, 
there is a certain ambiguity here: it might be held that he
is again requiring both realistic characterisation and com­
prehensive content, as he did in The Holy Family, but I 
understand him to be suggesting that success at the formal 
level is dependent upon conformity at the level of historical

dogma.
one can sympathize with Lassalle, who interpreted Marx', 

criticism a. evidence of a rigid historical determinism and 
accused him of threatening the existence of the hero in 
literature and life oy allowing no room for either dramatic 
,r revolutionary action, both of which require the possi­
bility of choice. Lassalle migh well have aided the 
dramatist to his List of endangered species, for the act of 
literary creation is equally dependent upon a freedom of 
choice that the kind of prescriptive theory described above 
would deny it. Perhaps Lassalle exaggerate. - although 
Marx doe. write here a. if dram, exist, to illustrate hi. 
.,ol,i ,cal economy - but this letter certainly reveal, 
unequivocally those prescriptive tendencies hinted at in

The Holy Family-
The third text under consideration was first published

With a .contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
1904, but it actually appears at the end of the first

r the (irundrisse - the notes Marx originally wrote
in
cirur't" 1 r v r. O
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the

a, the basis for his projected Economics - and consti­
tutes an incomplete digression on 'the unequal relation be­
tween the development of material production and art' 
as a problem for historical materialism. The relevant 
p&mmage axpremma* tha problem aa follows:

SB8IK;.
These lines are often taken to be a perfect example o: 
contradictions that arise from a conflict between the 
exigencies of Marx's economic theory - meaning, in this 
case, the determination of the superstructure „ he base - 

and his aesthetic theory. This version clums that his 
belief in the enduring greatness of Greet art leads 
to modify the strict determinism of the m«-.i text, displaying 
a liberalism that is later counteracted by a renewed stress 
on economic causality in the Preface.22 The well-known 
passage that allegedly summarise, this strict determinism

states that

m



„  tha basis for hit projected gcoaomica - end consti­
tutes an incomplete digression on 'the unequal relation be­
tween the development of material production and art' 
as a problem for historical materialism. The relevant
passage expresses the problem as follows:IB*.
These lines are often taken to be a perfect example of the 
contradictions that arise from a conflict between the 
exigencies of Marx's economic theory - meaning, in this 
case, the determination of the superstructure by the base - 
and his aesthetic theory. This version claims that his 
belief in the enduring greatness of Creek art leads him her. 
to modify the strict determinism of the main text, displaying 
a liberalism that is later counteracted by a renewed stress 
on economic causality in the Preface.22 The well-known 
passage that allegedly summarise, this strict determinism

states that

a m
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th# eon#ciou#n#m# of m#n that d#t#rmia#m 
th#ir #xlBt#nce, but th#ir mocial #xi#t#nc# 
that datarminaa thair con#ciouane##.23

My argument hare has a dual purposes in the first place, 
I wish to defend Marx against this view that his economic 
theory and his aesthetic theory are irreconcilable, con- 
ceding for the moment both the centrality and the extreme 
determinism of the base-superstructure relationship? in the 
second place, I wish to defend Marx against himself, 
offering - still within the framework of his theory of 
determination - a plausible explanation for what he himself 
calls a contradiction. True, he does say, a few lines 
further on in this discussion of Greek art, that 'the dif­
ficulty lies only in the general formulation of these con­
tradictions $ No sooner are they specified than they are 
explained*,24 but his subsequent account of the intrinsic 
relation between the epic form, the mythological con­
sciousness of its time, and the primitive stage of techno­
logical development of Ancient Greece is not an explanation 
of what is essentially a value judgment.

There are actually two aspects to Marx's discussion of 
Greek art. Besides being concerned to explain the apparent 
discrepancy between a highly developed art form like the 
epic and the undeveloped economy of Ancient Greece in which 
it arose, Marx also attempts to come to grips with the 
question of why the art of the distant past still appeals 
to us in the present. I shall concentrate on the first 
issue; as regards the second, I shall merely point out that
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Marx o&nnoti answer satisfactorily because an adequate 
answer would rsquira a purely aesthetic theory divorced from 
all economic, political, or ethical considerations. In 
evading this, he presents us with a sentimental explanation 
at the psychological level,:: ^hose chief interest lies in
what it reveals about his own psychology.

In support of Marx's theoretical consistency and my 
contention that the apparent autonomy of the history of art 
In no way invalidates the theory of historical materialism,
I shall present two different arguments*, one will hinge 
upon a correct understanding of what comprises the essential 
determinative aspect of the base; the other will hinge upon 
a correct understanding of what Marx means by 'determination'
and 'development*.

In order to indicate the significant element in the
determining base, it is necessary to distinguish between
forces of production and relations of production, the two
essential components of the infrastructure. Forces of
production are the way in which production is organised:
for example, there is peasant cottage industry as against
mass production in factories. It is in this sense, as
regards the K  s of production, that the base may be said
to be undeveloped in Ancient Greece.

Relations of production, on the other hand, are those 
'relatively enduring connections between people, and people 
and things, which result from the functions to be fulfilled 
in th. p o  ... of production1.26 Marx him.elf i. quit.
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clear on thim:

£  not % !y " 't0.r  S i t iS T w it ^ S ^ u r . .
They produce only by working_together in 
a specific manner and by reciprocally 
exchanging their activities. In order to 
produce, they enter into definite con- 
nectiona and relations with one another, 
and only within these social connections 
and relations does their connection wi^h 
Nature, i.e., production takes place.

There are, for example, the relations of serfdom and lord-
•hip typical of feudalism, as against the relations of
exploited wage-earning producers to surplus-appropriating
owners of the means of production characteristic of
capitalism. Now these relations of production, although
they 'are appropriate to a given stage in the development
of their material forces of producti.on' ,28 can be intricate
even when the forces of production are rudimentary.

Marx explicitly states that the determining element in 
the infrastructure is not the forces of production (the 
degree of technological sophistication), but the nature of 
the relations of production29 (the relations between men 
engaged in production). It is then perfectly consistent 
with a deterministic general model to argue that Greek art 
could flourish because of the organic nature of the relations 
of production, never mind the undeveloped state of the
forces of production.

Alternatively, since certain lines in Marx imply a 
n . c . i r y  relation between forces of production and relation, 
of production, one could attribute the flowering of Greek 
... to precisely that undeveloped economic stage when a



34

h&rmoniou, mad pmrmonml rmlationmhlp mxl*t*d batwman man and 
hi# world bafor# tha fragmentation, tha alienation, and the 
quantity-over-quality type of production charactariatic of 
capitaliam created an environment inimical to art.

Thi* is precisely the oint Marx makes elsewhere, citing 
the alienation of the ar' at from man and from nature, tha 
limitations imposed by & system that offers to very few the 
opportunity to be creative, and the devaluation off art in a 
world of exchange values that reduces it to a mere commodity
like anything else.

Having offered the preceding argument in defense of the
consistency of Marx’s theory of determinism, I shall now 
argue that the perception of an apparent contradiction in 
the unequal rates at which art and the economy develop rests 
upon three misconceptions; firstly, there is the erroneous 
idea that determination necessarily implies that changes in 
the base mean parallel changes in the superstructure? 
secondly, there is a misinterpretation of Marx's idea of 
development, which does not include the notion of progress 
in a bad-good-better-best sense, nor even in the sense of a 
steady forward movement? thirdly, there is a possible 
mie-reading of the relevant passage, so that Marx is taken 
to be delivering absolute literary judgments when he is 
simply saying that certain forms of art are intrinsically 
related to certain forms of society and that these may reach 
an extremely high level of development within that society, 
irrespective of the society's level of economic development -



35

the pee,age i. aabiguou. and I ehall conelder eome of the 
&lt#znativ* intarpret&tiona at a later mtage.

Nowhere doea Marx #ay,or even imply,that a neceeeary 
ooneequence of the determination of the superstructure by 
the base is that the two will develop in parallel fashion, 
exhibiting at each stage of their history some kind of 
equality or some resemblance to one another. Nor does the 
general concept of determination contain within itself any 
such comparative or evaluative dimension: it is purely an
explanation of relationship in terms of cause and effect.
It is quite invalid to demand that the effect must be as 
good as or as bad as, or as highly developed as the cause. 
It is equally invalid to claim that if one can find a single 
inetance where a cause and its effect do not rank at the 
same level on some scale of excellence, then one has 
effectively refuted the theory of causation. This is not 
to mention the further, practical difficulty of establishing 
criteria equally appropriate to two entirely different 
spheres, so that one may construct the measuring device in

the first place.
As regards the idea of development, what is involved in

Marx's conception of the historical evolution of society is 
the notion of n.c.e.ity, there is an inevitability about 
the eequential unfolding of a history whose present and 
penultimate stag, is the conflict of the two great cl..... 
of capitalism, but it may only be called progressive in the 
..nee that every step is . step in the 'right' direction
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(that i#, toward# th* #*tabli#ha#nt of fh* ultimata cla##- 
l#m# aooiaty), avan though mama mtap# may appaar ragraamiva. 
Thara i# no quamtion of program# in an avaluativa man##, 
but only thm talaological Implication of the realimation of
an inherent design.

Just a# it doe# not necemaarily follow that moral
improvement accompanies Marx'# kind of program#, mo, too,
with art. Art develop# historically in the menaa that it
change# form. The form# that are possible at any stage are
determined by the content, and that content that art informs,
©r transforms, is the basic social form of organisation.
Again, no necessary increase in aesthetic value, measured in
accordance with some s u p r a -temporal criterion, accompanies
this development. In fact, as I indicated earlier, it is
because Marx cannot contemplate the existence of an absolute
standard - an idea fundamentally contradictory to his entire
philosophy - that he cannot cope with the other aesthetic
problem raised in the passage under discussion - why the
literature of the past should still be so highly regarded.

If we cannot convict Marx of inconsistency in this 
particular text, we can accuse him of a lack of clarity. 
What is not clear here is a) whether Greek literature is 
good because it is an accurate reflection of the social 
reality of its time, or b) whether it is good because the 
social reality it reflects is good, or c) whether it is 
good because the nature of the society in which it arose 
made good literature possible.



Pc.ibility a) appH.i the criterion of realiemj 
poeeibility b) invoke, an external ethical norm andtran.f.r. 
it to literature, and poeeibility =) give, a genetic ex­
planation with an unexplicated normative under.tending of
what constitutes good literature.

Strictly .peaking, the requirement of realiem in a) take.
the form of a demand for corre.pondence to a particular,
preconceived view of what con.titute. reality. Without thi.
implicit u n d e r ,tending of the original, the notion o' i-.dging
a work in term, of how good a reflection it i., i» meaning-
lee. , but thi. pre.criptive realiem rai.e. the problem of
the transcendent critic.

Although poe.ibilitie. b) and c) appear .imilar and are
certainly interrelated, each involve, different theoretical 
preconception, that give ri.e to quit, different evaluation.. 
The Stalini.t and Social!.t reali.t pronouncement., that 
only literature reflecting a communi.t .oci.ty can be good, 
arise from the application of b). Under c) fall tho.e 
statement, claiming that good literature cannot be produced 
in a bourgeoi. society because the alienated artist become.
, detached observer rather than a committed participant, 
in other words, b) expresses a narrow, dogmatic attitude 
that denies the existence of literariness and equate, the 
quality of literature with the quality of it. subject 
matter, and c) represent, an ethical evaluation of society 
smuggled in under the guise of a theory about the proc... 

of literary creation.
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My argument above about the consistency of Marx's deter­
minism suggests that what he intends in the particular text 
under consideration is proposition c), but - and this is a 
source of inconsistency in his work - each of the other two 
possibilities are to be found in his other remarks on litera­
ture. Armed with this distinction we can now see that a) forms 
the basis of his criticism of Lassalle's F M M  VWl SiCKliWafW 
and b) validates his rejection of bourgeois literature in 
general and his high hopes for a future proletarian culture

as expressed in mh. Holy Family.
Now what we are concerned with here is not merely the 

inherent validity of each of these three approaches, it is 
also a question of the internal consistency of a critical 
perspective. A literary theory must allow some degree o- 
generalisation. What is required is a certain unity o' 
methodology or an adequate theoretical basis for deviation, 
in methodology. This is not to insist on universal lews, 
but to suggest that a particular critic must have . frame 
of reference with identifiable rule, within the term, of 
which he attribute, meaning and value. If hi. analyse, and 
critical judgment, adhere to that framework, they cannot 
be attacked. All that is possible for somebody beginning 
from a different epi.temological or aesthetic position is 
to criticise the frame itself, but if there is no internal 
consistency, the protagonist can escape througn the
loopholes in hit own system.

I have shown that there are inconsistencies in Marx,
and that these are not due to a contradiction between



determinism in the economic theory and liberalism in the 
aesthetic theory, but arise out of the lack of a single and 
consistent critical frame of reference that applies equally 
to manner and matter, classicists and contemporaries,
bourgeoisie and proletariat.

That the ultimata aource o. the problem Is c lack of 
reconciliation between Marx's economic-aesthetic theory on 
one hand and his classical education on the other hand is 
suggested by certain critics: anomalies that emerge from an 
overview of the three texts dUcussed above. It would 
appear, for instance, that contemporary literature of the 
bourgeois period may be criticised in terms of Marx's 
economic and political beliefs, because no traditional 
evaluations adhere to them - this applies to both Sue and 
Lassalle? but classical literature - such as the Greek epic 
and certain examples of bourgeois realism - whose tradi­
tionally accepted excellence must now be accounted for 
within the framework of those beliefs, presents a problem. 
This leads to an evasion of the issue. In the case of the 
literature of Ancient Greece, this evasion takes the form 
of a sentimental psychological explanation; in the cat* of 
such bourgeois classics as Balzac, the evasion takes the
form of the concept of dissociation.

It i« this dichotomy in Marx', attitude that ha. mi.Ud 
,ome interpreter, into attributing to him a liberaliro that 
i. not there. They take out of context and overempha.ize 
indication, of hi, unwillingne.. to deny that literature
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B an art of t*. = ™  kind with a pur.ly iit.rary di».n.ion 
iwhich may exi.t along.id. the wrong kind of content and

not nece.earily adhere to the right kind of oontent). 
Bit this reluctance to reduce literature entirely to 
history or propaganda does not negate an otherwise largely

i iflexible attitude.

Refer.- . ,  to Art and Literature, Eng.U  

Of those scholar, who distinguish the individual con- 
ributions of Marx and Engels in their account, of 'Marxist' 
.iterary theo-y, many are more apt to cite Engel, than 
isrx a, the' 'rity.30 Although the taste, and
■uIgments of ■■ »en are actually .= . l ^ U r  that to deal

-V- "•ce“ “ U y  involVe 1 certein
am unt of repetition, it i, worthwhile doing ,o. if only 
_  -sfute the .ort of argument that refer, to the economic 
d. termrnism of their early collaborative effort, and then 
P .int. out how Engel, attempted to modify their dogm.ti.rn 
and formulate a more flexible account of the relation.
jetween art and economics.

The ae.thetic go.pel according to Engel. i> .uppo.edly
contained in two letter, written to two a.pir.nt female
novelists who had submitted their work to him for apprai.al.
the first letter was addre.Md to Minn. Kaut.ky in 18.5,
and the s.cohd to Margaret Harkne.. in 1888. The two
iwinortant and related issues that are treated in the.e
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arm t*nd#ntlou#naaa in litmr&tnr* and raalimm. 
Tandantiou. Itazatur. i, that which propagate# a particular 
point of viaw and who,# raimon d'&tr# i, th# articulation 
of a pmr.onal opinion held by the writer. I ,hall argue 
that it is a mistake to see these letters as documenting 
a liber"! pc.ition, and that it i. the pre.criptiveness 
implicit in his concept of realism that allows Engels to 
adopt an ostensibly flexible attitude towards tendentious 
literature. As with Marx, the basis intention is the same 
as that of the naive propagandist, but is modified by a 
subtle appreciation of how best to employ art as a
pedagogic instrument.

When Engels writes to Margaret Harkness:
I am far from finding fault with your

and political views of the authors.
That is not at all what I mean. The 
more the opinions of the author remain ^  
hidden, the better for the work of art,

h. is not advocating an 'uncommitted integrity'33 - he is 
only denying the need for, or the advisability of, overt 
proselytizing in literature. Like Marx he is aware that an 
obvious political thesis, in destroying the work's 
artistic quality, will destroy its peculiar kind of pro- 
pagandistic effectiveness.

As he tells Minna Kautskyi

the solution of the problem must become
-:%:'U:::i2: :t^uM  ^...ly
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pointed out and that the author i* not

of the social conflicts which he 
daacrib** ... under our condition# 
novel# are moetly addressed to

socialist problem novel in my opinion
f2ithfSr^p2Zt22yal*ZA"I Seal relatione 
it dispels the dominant conventional

S H r lh Z # # '' EnEEES^Bir
times ostensibly taking sides. 

learly/ it is Engels's demand for realism in literature 
ad his understanding of the nature of the reality that the 
ror* must present that allows him to decry blatant pro- 
,agenda in literature. If the writer is morally committed 
:o the revelation of objective reality as Engels sees it, 
*.n his work can only be politically correct, and if he 
follow. Engels', literary advice, it will be convincing

into the bargain.
This prescriptive attitude and the ideological nature

of realism here is clearly demonstrated when he tells 
Margaret Harknesss
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&# human being#, belong to hlmtory and
must therefore iay.jSjli.im to a place in tne 
domain of realism,

Evan though, he continue#, 
I mu#t own, in your defence, that 

nowhere in the civilised world are the 
working people less actively resistant, 
more paaaivaly aubmitting to fat"' 
h&bdt&a than in the Eaat End of London.

Sc, while her book truly reflect# her own experience of
reality - and even Engels's - it is not sufficiently
realistic for him because it dees not illustrate his under­
standing of the typical nature of the working class. This 
interpretation is confirmed when he says further on that 
realism, to his mind, 'implies, besides truth of detail,
the truth in reproduction of typical characters under

37typical circumstances*.
Here we have the elaboration of an idea incipient in

Marx, that the chief component of literary realism is 
typicality. Typicality involves the representation of the 
social and historical forces of the period and includes the 
notion of totality. It implies the existence of an under­
lying truth, and rests upon a preconceived idea of what 
that truth is, yet it lays claim to objectivity through the 
use of the reflectionist image of literature as a mirroring

of life.
It can now be seen how Engels follows Marx in reconcil­

ing political commitment and artistic creativity. Like 
Marx he applies two criteria: first, there is realism
(that is. truthfulness and typicality of reflection), which
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eppllei to oontent, and which involves a politically pre­
scribed perspective and a utilitarian view of the function 
of art as directed towards particular social ends; then, 
there are artistic criteria, which apply to style and 
involve an understanding of literary excellence, and which 
are not subject to external ethical standards. The rela­
tionship between the two lies in the understanding that 
artistic concealment of purpose and the semblance of 
Aristotelian necessity will result in literary effectiveness 
bolstering a sectarian view of reality. Quit, obviou.ly 
there is no question of Engels moderating Marx's rigid
attitude towards art.

It is also clear now that if one understands the pnrase
■orthodox Marxist criticism' to refer to an approach based
upon,and true to,the writing, of Marx and Engels, this is
more rigid than is usually conceded by its protagonists -
in that it insists upon the reflection of a particular
view of reality, and more flexible than is allowed by it.
antagonists - in that it concedes the importance of a
quality of literariness that cannot be reduced to anything

else.
A consideration of .pacific reference, to art and 

literature in Marx and in Engele suggeete that LukAc. is 
indeed correct in maintaining that it is possible to 

m  extract a systematic viewpoint from their writing, despite
m s  the lack of a complete aesthetic theory. As I suggested
0  earlier, they express - explicitly or implicitly - coherent



45

and Seciaive ideaa on »uch oieential aapecte of a literary 
theory a» the nature and function of art, the relation 
between literature and life, and the mode of existence of 
works of the past. However, the comprehensiveness and 
validity of the perspective that can be deduced from their 
works depends upon regarding in the light of the general 
theory what we have already gleaned from the specifically
aesthetic references.

As a preliminary argument in support of my contention
that a proper understnding of Marxist literary criticism 
must be based upon both the aesthetic references and the 
economic and philosophical works, I have tried to disprove 
the commonly held idea that there is a contradiction be­
tween the aesthetic and the general theory by indicating 
a degree of inflexibility and determinism in the former 
that is perfectly compatible with even the most dogmatic 
interpretation of the latter. I shall now change tack and 
approach the question from an entirely different direction. 
The allegation of economic determinism depends upon a 
narrow reading of a few lines abstracted from the rest of 
Marx's work and r. 'resented as the necessary foundation 
for any Marxist theory of culture. I propose to show not 
only that those few line, are not a. dotermini.-tic a. the 
extreme dogmatist, would have us believe, but that they 
are in any case not the key to an orthodox Marxist
aesthetic.
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3. cnnnamic and ph<ln.OPhl=al Writing, of Marx and S B M li

ErSEiiFi::«.;s-■■
begin. It would be in many ways pre-

■
cultural analysis.38

So write. Raymond Williams m  his book, Marxism and 
Literature, and proceeds to give an extensive elaboration 
of this proposition. To counter the more usual deter­
ministic reading, his interpretation stresses human agency 
and constitutive processes. In so doing he hopes to 
produce a dynamic version of this idea of the determining 
base and the determined superstructure that will make it 
more acceptable a. a foundation for a Marxist theory of

culture.
I shall use hi. admittedly liberal interpretation a. 

a springboard for my argument that there is in the general 
theory a proposition that provide, a far sounder basis for 
a literary theory than either of the alternative, he



offers, however enlightened his view of them, the theore­
tical link between the general and the aesthetic is not 
the idea that the economic base determines the cultural 
superstructure (nor that social being determines conscious­
ness) , but the conception of man as a creature who satisfies 
his needs, both material and aesthetic, through practical
sensuous activity.

Williams claims that a metaphoric expression has oeen
understood literally as expressing a static, spatial re­
lationship, and analytic categories have been taken for 
substantive descriptions. This undermines Marx's explicit 
intention not to separate such areas of life as thought 
and activity, and - of greater interest to us here, in the 
light of our discussion of The Holy Family - not to impose 
abstract categories upon real human behaviour. To rescue 
this proposition from economic determinism Williams 
proceeds to redefine each of its constituent terms in turn.

He begins by reminding the reader that the determining 
base is not a uniform and selfsub,istent object, but an 
internally contradictory body of productive activities.
That he is referring to the deep contradictions in the 
relations of production emerges from his description of 
the base ss 'the specific activities and modes of activity 
over a range from association to antagonism of real men 
and classes of men.'39 No mention is made of that essen­
tial contradiction in the base that accounts for the 
dynamism of history - the contradiction between the force.
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of production and the relations of production,
This limiting of the base to relations of production, 

and reinterpreting of the baee-euperstructure proposition 
in terms of human p-oduotive relations, onlj confirms my 
conviction that a better starting point for a Marxist 
cultural theory is the idea of man a. a producer who 
constructs socially both his world and himself, both 
material reality and consciousness.

Having re-stated the meaning of one term of the re­
lationship, Williams now argues, far less convincingly this 
time, that the other term, 'the superstructure', is used 
by Marx in three different senses, none of which necessarily 
includes art. These three senses are, as Williams under-

stands them:
a) legal and political forms which

economic°conflict°and I ' S T "  o ^ °

It is true that there is some ambiguity in the actual 
texts that William, is drawing upon,41 but there seem, 
little real doubt - when they are considered together - 
that Marx is referring not only to legal and political 
institutions, nor just to those particular ideological 
forms in which men become conscious of a conflict in the 
relation, of production and fight it out, but to that 
mll-embracina state of consciousness that Goldmann would



c a n  a w i l d  vision, that ia, 'faaUng., illu.ions, habits 
at thought and oonc.ption. of life.'42 Her can there be 
any question of art being excluded from this catalogue, for 
the last sense includes the first two and art as well.

It is interesting that Williams's semantic quibbling 
and close textual analysis here focus on the meanings of 
the terms 'base' and 'superstructure', but do not question 
the rather dubious notion of determination as the definitive 
interpretation of the relation between base and super­
structure, although the variety of expressions43 used by 
Marx in the very texts Williams is analysing should give 
ample scope for a similar sort of operation regarding the
validity of the use of the word 'determines'.

Consequently, to refute a possible economic determini.t 
interpretation of the proposition under consideration, 
Williams is forced to rely upon other texts44 which indi­
cate that Marx and Engels were aware of the existence of a 
complex dialectical relationship between base and super­
structure. One of the texts that, he cites in evidence is 
that passage I examined earlier in which Marx discusses 
the disparity between the high points of art and the low 
level of development of the societies in which these may 
occur. But I have already shown that there is no contra­
diction between Marx', observation, here and a theory of

material determinism.
To summarise Williams’s thesis: If one is to ground

a Marxist aesthetic theory in the conception of a deter-
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mining ba.e and a determined euperstructure, one must avoid 
two errors - a mechanical materialism and a positivistio 
reduetionism. That is, one must not presume a simple, 
uni-lateral determination of literature by economic forces, 
not must one forget that the essential aspect of both base 
and superstructure is that they are the result of a human
process, an on-going social praxis»

Now while it may be necessary to correct that misinter­
pretation of the base-superstructure metaphor that underpins 
a theory of literature-as-ideology, it is not by any means 
sufficient. Apart from underlining the complexity of the 
relationship between social and historical conditions and 
literature, it adds little to the construction of an 
orthodox Marxist aesthetic. In addition, to begin from so 
problematic a theoretical proposition seems both impractical 
and unnecessary when there is at hand an alternative that 
is less contentious and more basic. It is this alternative
that I want to consider now.

I suggested earlier that those who find in Marx’s 
scattered reference, to art a liberal attitude inconsistent 
with the determinism revealed by his economic theory are 
as mistaken as -nose who derive from that economic theory 
a deterministic aesthetic. The problem, I claimed, is a 
matter of erroneous selection as well as faulty inter­
pretation. To see the base-superstructure concept, a. the 
decisive explanatory distinction is to misconceive entirely 
Marx's understanding of art as primarily a mode of reality-
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constructing activity. One gains a far deeper insight Into 
Marx1 s philosophy of art and allows a far more suggec",' ve 
foundation for a Marxist aesthetic if one begins from that 
conception of the nature of man upon which Marx's entire 
work rests.

Foe Marx man is essentially a universal producer, 'To 
be surt, animals also produce ... But the animal produces 
only what is immediately necessary for itself or its 
young. It produces in a one-sided way, while man produces 
universally.'^  By interacting with nature in a process 
whereby both are modified, man progressively produces both 
himself and his world. 'Tv ' practical creation of an 
objective world, the treatment of inorganic nature, is 
oroof that man is a conscious species-being.'**

Art is that form of productive activity through which
:tan creates both the art object and his own aesthetic
iense. The aesthetic impulse is not biologically inherent,
jut is an historical and social product. It is part of the
self-realisation of man in the course of his confrontation
with nature and with himself. 'The object of art,* Marx
naintains, 'as well as any other produc-, creates an
artistic and beauty-enjoying public. Production thus
produces not only an object for the individual, but also

47an individual for the object.'
In Marx's conception of it, productive activity, 

whether practical or aesthetic, is a sensuous material 
business and not the abstract intellectual activity that
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th*ory poaitm. It ia, however, a prcceaa of aelf- 
ievelopment that ia never aimply equal to economic pro- 
duction. One must distinguish between labour as a mani­
festation of human life motivated only by an inner neces­
sity to realise one's nature, and alienated labour which is 
imposed upon man by an external force. The former involves 
a free, conscious, self-transcendent act of coming-to-be 
through which man is both creator and product of external 
and internal nature. Human freedom consists in this manner 
of being as a self-mediating person whose purpose is social 
self-fulfillment. Human activity cannot therefore be 
aimply a means to an and, as in alienated labour. If it is, 
it is dictated by an external necessity and is neither free
nor human. Man produces free of physical need, and only

48genuinely so in freedom from such need.' Art is a truly 
human a.iivity because it is frees it is an end in itself, 
and it is motivated solely by the need to fulfill the 
multiple dimensions of human nature.

What distinguishes man from the animals is that in this 
process of objectification whereby he externalises himself 
and humanists the world, he gives material expression to 
an idea or purpose. 'The animal is immediately one with 
its life activity, not distinct from it ... [but] Man makes
hi# life activity itself into an object of will and

49consciousness. He has conscious life activity.' It is 
because he is capable of consciousness that the life 
activity of man differs from that of animals. Man’s



creativity i# not bound by narrow inner necemeitiee or 
drives,®® He can produce in accordance with conscious
purpose and ’the laws of beauty,1

The two related characteristics, then, that distin­
guish human productive activity - which includes art - are 
freedom from necessity,and consciousness. What charac­
teristics, if any, are specific to aesthetic creation?
Marx does not really provide an answer to this question. 
Improvising freely upon a theme by Marx, Lifshitz suggests 
that the relationship between the artist, the created art 
object, and the raw material are different; the artist 
interacts with, rather than acting upon, his material, 
revealing its inner truth and establishing an organic 
unity with his object. His creation involves a strange 
relation to reality, Lifshitz continues, because the 
object that constitutes the raw material, that which is 
reflected, is not changed in the process of creation. 
Furthermore, in the process of consumption, art is
recreated not consumed.

What is important here is the stress on the practical
nature of creative activity. For Marx, art is one of the 
practical means of assimilating the world and quite 
different from assimilation by means of a thinking mind.
It is a part of the larger process of the concrete objec­
tification of man’s subjective abilities and the subjective 
modification of objective reality’s crude natural form.

The Marxist rejection of the idealist exaltation of



54

art over «ensuou» eaality i» wholly eonsHtent with Kars'* 
practical criticira of literature that serve* merely to 
illustrate an idea and hi. in.i.tence on the literary 
presentation of 'real life.'52 A* Lifhitz not... "The 
transition from idealism to material!.* i. inevitably bound 
up with the emancipation of art, a. a een.uou. form of 
con.eiou.ne.., from .lavish subordination to abstract

thought.'53
On. begin, to under.tand why, in those brief passage, 

that refer to the determination of consciousness by being. 
Mar* only once includes the aesthetic. It would appear that 
for him literature is not primarily an expression of 
consciousness,54 but a reflective manifestation of the 
reality-constituting praxis of man. I use the word 
•reflective' in two senses here, one methodological and one 
substantive, for artistic creation55 is not only a perfect
microcosmie enactment of the essential human activity of 
free, conscious production that alters both external 
reality and human consciousness, but it is an aesthetic 
presentation in material term, of those concrete realities 
that comprise the current state of that process.

While this conception provides a more fruitful basis 
for an orthodox theory of art, it does not eliminate the 
problems we encountered in the specific references.
However, by taking these references in conjunction with 
this particular thread in Marx's general theory, rather 
than With the ba..-superstructure proposition, w. are in
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. better po.ition to a.ee.e and trace the contradictions 
to their source. It is clear that the fundamental Problem is 
not a clash between determinist economic, and laissez-faire 
aesthetics, but the lack of that consistent frame of reference 
which is so essential to a critical position. Whether or not 
this disparity between his fragmentary pronouncement, and 
his true central theme of free conscious production may in 
turn be traced to the absence of a fully worked out aesthetic 
will emerge from our discussion of the work of Lukics, where
there is a systematic theory.

If I am correct in suggesting that the foundation of an
orthodox aesthetic theory must be this conception of man's 
essential nature a. typified by free, conscious production, 
then Lukacs is the orthodox aesthetician par excellence.
He will build hi. theory out of the material, already at 
hand her. in the ideas of the originator, of Marxism, and 
1 shall show that it is only where he attempt, to extend 
these in direction. Marx and Engel, never considered (for 
example, in hi. attitude towards modernism) that hi. work
is neither orthodox nor acceptable.

If a literal interpretation of a proposition that lend, 
itself to the suggestion of a rigid economic determinism is 
not an appropriate foundation for an orthodox theory of 
culture, it certainly is on. of the base, of that school of 
Marxist thought that I have called -dogmatism'. A. the next 
step in establishing the distinctive feature, of orthodoxy,
T eh.ll now examine the characteristic, of dogmatism, so a.



to dintinguiah the two. In other words, having said what 
orthodoxy is, I shall now say what it is not.



CHAPTER 2 
DOGMATIC MARXISM

What I have chosen to call dogmatic Marxist literary 
criticism (and some would call 'censorship') is two-faced, 
in its diagnostic aspect, it is applied to the literary 
product, of the bourgeois era and is justified on the basis 
of a rigidly deterministic interpretation of the Marxian 
doctrine of the primacy of material conditioning. The hey 
concept here is ideology in its typically pejorative Marxist 
sense. In its prescriptive aspect, dogmatic Marxist 
literary criticism is applied to socialist literature, and 
is justified by its adherents in terms of a paper written 
by Lenin in 1905 on 'Party Organisation and Party Litera­
ture'. This paper is taken to legitimate an overze.lous 
insistence on the pedagogic function of the written word, 
in a world where all activity is to be revolutionary 
activity aimed at transforming social conditions. Here the
key concept is socialist realism.

Neither of these aspects of dogmatic literary criticism 
is essentially theoretical in nature: they involve didactic
pronouncement, 'destined', as J.me .on says, 'more for use 
in the night school than in the graduate seminar.' It is 
this lack of a coherent and convincing theoretical justi­
fication that necessitate, the citing of an economic or 
political text a. precedent. I shall argue here that the 
sort of dogmatic attitude that typified the Stalinist era



/ 58

cannot justifiably be upheld by referring to Marx, Engels,
or Lenin a# the validating authority.

I have looked at Marx and Engels and the alleged 
determinism of the base-superstruoture proposition, and so 
shall concentrate here upon Lenin and political prescrip­
tion. I shall argue that, over all, Lenin took a far more 
tolerant view of art than is allowed by the dogmatists, 
who select and over-emphasire a single text and over-extend 
its sphere of reference. In his attitude to art, in his 
literary preferences, in his utilisation of the concept of 
dissociation, and in his manner of combining a respect for 
art with a demand for the representation of a particular 
conception of the real, Lenin is perfectly in accord with 
the orthodox Marx-Engels brand of cultural ambivalence that 
I described in my discussion of their specific references

to art.
Having looked at Lenin's true approach to art, I shall 

examine that kind of dogmatism that is commonly, but 
erroneously, referred to as 'Leninism', giving an historical 
account of its development in Russia during the twentieth 
century to show how distinct it is from the orthodoxy of 
the founders of Marxism and their most distinguished

disciplei Georg Lukdcs.
Several important theoretical questions arise out of

this discussion. Firstly, there is the matter of an 
inconsistency between what I have called the two face, 
of dogmatism - that is, between determinism (with liter.-
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tur* #m*n machani,tlcally a# a paamiv# reflection of 
material reality in general and bourgeois ideology in par- 
tioular} and eo-called 'Leninism' (with literature indis- 
tinguish&ble from party propaganda and romantically 
projecting a political ideal rather than reflecting an
economic real).

Secondly, and of more general scope, there is the
problem of a normative criticism. This encompasses such
questions as 1) whether the value of literature depends 
upon the value of the ideas it expresses, the quality of 
the society it reflects, or the validity of the goals it 
achieves; 2) whether literary criticism that prescribes 
before the act, rather than analyses after the fact, 
confer- .* to what we usually understand by the term 
'literary criticism'; and, more basically, 3) whether a 
totally conditioned or regulated literature is not the 
antithesis of conventional (both bourgeois and orthodox 
Marxist) conceptions of what constitutes imaginative 
literature.

What is really at stake here, as regards the nature of 
art and the role of the artist, is the subordination of 
the realm of the former, and the restriction of the freedon 
of the latter, to the extent that the categories of 'art' 
and 'artist* become meaningless, since they are indis­
tinguishable from - and more usefully subsumed under - the 
classifications 'ideology' and 'propagandist* respectively.

I shall argue here that the dogmatist has resolved the
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dilemma faced by Marx and Engel#* in an extreme faahion, 
eliminating the ambivalence of their attitude to litera­
ture through the eradication of the very concept of 
literature a# they understand it. Failing to find a 
satisfactory way off reconciling the traditional conception 
of literature, as an activity of its own kind having its 
own peculiar standards of excellence, with the revo­
lutionary political requirement that all human praxis 
should aim at transforming society - a belief that in turn 
depends upon a view of reality that expressly denies the 
existence of artistic freedom3 - the dogmatist abolishes
art as such.

1. Alleged Origins in Lenin
I have said that the dogmatists, in citing Lenin as 

their authority, refer to a single text, which they 
abstract from its historical and political conditioning 
context. It was Zhdanov, Stalin's cultural right-hand man, 
who officially promulgated the doctrine of socialist 
realism at the First Soviet Writer’s Congress in Russia in 
1934 and offered in validation that essay of 1905 in which 
Lenin calls for a partisan literature that will be an 
integral part of the socialist political machine.

Socialist realism requires an activist stances it 
insists that a writer's duty is to provide a truthful 
portrayal of reality in its revolutionary development, 
bearing in mind always the problem of 'the ideological



remolding and education of the working people in the epirit 
of eocialiem'/ Literature muat be optimimtic ae wall am 
tendentioue, portraying Soviet party heroea and drawing a 
glowing Socialimt future. It im this type of literature 
that Luk&cm later dubbed 'revolutionary romanticiem'.

Ir. the paper quoted by Zhdanov aa authority for him 
demand fc : socialist realism, Lenin proclaims;

It fliterature] cannot, in fact, be an 
individual undertaking, independent or 
the common cause of the proletariat, 
town with non-partisan writersi Down 
with literary supermen I Literature must 
become part of the common cause of the 
proletariat, ’a cog and a ^ r e W  of oneSSsSEw SSSsksb.
class. Literature must become a com-
integrat«d°Social-Oomocratic' P«ty work.5

various interpretations of this paper have been suggested.
I shall mention here only three, each of which is based on 
a limited view of the V  .le. Eagleton6 claims that Lenin's 
assertions were intended to apply only to party literature, 
to theoretical writings and not to novels, and ware aimed 
at such non-conformist intellectuals as Trotsky and 
Plekhanov. This contention is difficult to sustain, since 
elsewhere in this selfsame paper Lenin calls for 'a broad, 
multiform and varied literature inseparably linked with 
the Social-Democratic working-class movement,'7 and makes 
it quite clear that party literature is to replace bourgeois 
literature, whose individualism and freedom is a delusion.

The variant suggested by Steiner8 - that this paper
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was purely a polemic against aestheticism - is also unsatis­
factory. It not only ignores the specific commitment Lenin 
is insisting upon, but suggests that Lenin was politically 
naive enough to believe that so-called 'pure art' is 
indeed socially uncommitted. Steiner uses Lenin in much 
the same way as Zhdanov does, holding him up as the proto­
type of an 'orthodox' - what I would call 'dogmatic'
Marxist literary critic on the basis of one atypical and 
ambiguous text. Steiner qualifies his version of 'Lenin's 
response to literature' with the proviso 'as set forth in 
Novaia Jizn', explaining that 'the restriction is necessary 
fur elsewhere ... Lenin took a subtler and more tolerant 
view of poetic freedom', but nevertheless he proceeds to 
contrast what he calls 'Leninist principles' and 'Leninist
orthodoxy1 with Engelian liberalise .

Swingewood’a9 argument is that Lenin was referring to 
literature of all Kinds written by Bolshevik members, 
published by the party press, and distributed by the party 
bookshop, and newspapers. According to this view, he was 
concerned to prevent the use of the name of the party for 
the dissemination of anti- or non-party ideas. This 
version denies that Lenin was aiming at the totalitarian 
control of all imaginative literature and insist, that he 
was merely attempting to impose unity and conformity

within the party.
This interpretation is interesting less for it. 

nlausibility than for the theoretical question it raise.



Of tile possibility of a dual aesthetic. All forms of 
literature created by party members must confirm to the 
dictate, of the party, on the other hand, everyone has the 
right to create freely according to his own ideals - on 
pain of excommunication! As Lenin expresses it in the

same article;
Everyone is free to write and say 
whatever he likes, without any re­
strictions. But every voluntary 
association {including a party) is 
also free to expel members who use 
the name of the party to advocate 
anti-party views.10

Strictly speaking, this is not a case of a dual aesthetic, 
but of double standards - censorship for party member, and 
literary criticism for the rest. That is, one may either 
be a party member or an artist, but not both. If a party 
member, all must be subordinated to the cause and the only 
criterion applicable is the furtherance of the aim. and 
policies of the party. If not a member and not bound by 
the same stern social duty, one has artistic freedom and 
aesthetic criteria presumably come into consideration. 
There is an odd mixture here of respect for the power of 
the written word and dismissal of imaginative literature 
for it. own sake a. a trivial activity, yet recognition 
of its right to exist as a form of free and individual

expression.
I move to dismiss .11 three variant, discussed above 

on the ground, that it is quite unnecessary to labour to 
.ave Lenin from himself. My argument is two-fold.



fir»tly, too much i« itaked upon this single text when 
Lenin wrote widely, and in different vein elsewhere, on 
literary matters, secondly, this particular text can only 
be understood in context as displaying the same sense of 
expediency that infects a great deal of Luhacs's work.

Lenin returned from exile in 1900 concerned to bring 
the Social-Oemocrat party back to strict Marxism and to 
build up a strong centralised party capable of taking 
charge. Despairing of this, he organised in London in 
1905 a congress of his own Bolsheviks, and it was during 
this congress that he expressed the attitudes that are now 
taken as the canon for dogmatism. It is presumably these 
circumstance, that account for the ambiguity and contra- 
diotorines. that allow three reputable critics to develop 
three different interpretations simply by focusing upon 
certain statements to the exclusion of others.

If, however, one considers Lenin's total oeuvre, it 
is possible to maintain that despite a personal con­
servatism of taste - Lenin confessed to a total inability 
to understand or appreciate the 'isms' in art - and 
despite a predilection, shared with Marx and Engels, for 
realism and the works of Dante, Shakespeare, Balzac, and 
Tolstoy, hi. attitude to aesthetic question. - a. opposed 
to political issue. - was to a considerable extent
open-minded.

On may support this view by quoting from his 1920 
speech to the Congress of Proletarian Writers, in which he
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argue, for the pre.erv.tion of the culture of the pa.t, 
albeit a bourgeois culture, and deplores both cultural 
ignorance and proletarian literature's abstract dogmatism.
Not in Lenin will one find support for the extremist view 
that the most mediocre of socialist writings is preferable 
or superior to a bourgeois classic. One may quote, too, 
from his on T.iterature and Art,11 where he opposes con­
formity and support, the wide-ranging creative freedom of 
the writer in thought, imagination, form, and content.

That Lenin is far from taking a simplistic view of 
literature as totally conditioned emerge, from hi. practical 
criticism of Tolstoy, where he distinguishes between the 
overt ideological commitment of the writer and the realistic 
literary creation that his genius produce, despite himself.

Between 1908 and 1911 Lenin wrote five articles on 
Tolstoy. Hi, strategy in these articles is two-pronged: 
firstly, he fall, oack uoon the concept of dissociation m  
order to salvage Tolstoy for the Marxist; secondly, he 
applies a sort of historical relativism that accord, with 
the doctrine of materialism. The possibilities of litera­
ture at any time, suggest. Lenin, are determined by the 
material condition, of the time, and so must be evaluated 
against the background of the era in which it was written. 
Thu. he can reconcile Tolstoy's laudable social criticism 
and 'sober realism' with hi. unacceptable 'preaching of 
one of the most odious things on earth, namely, religion.
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Tolstoy ie original, because the sum total 
of his views, taken as a whole, expresses 
what is precisely the specific features of 
our revolution as a peasant bourgeois 
revolution. From this point of view, the 
contradictions in Tolstoy's views are 
indeed a mirror of those contradictory 
conditions under which the peasantry has 
to play their historical part in our 
revolution. On the one hand, centuries of 
feudal oppression ... piled up mountains 
of hate, anger and desperate deter­
mination .... On the other hand, the peasantry,while striving towards new forms 
of social intercourse, had a naive, 
patriarchal, religious idea of what kind 
of intercourse this should be, of what 
struggle they must wage to win freedom 
for themselves.13

If we take an inclusive view of Lenin's apparently 
ontradietory stances, we arrive at that same uneasy mix 
f politically principled yet aesthetically flexible 
larxism that is to be found in Marx and Engels themselves, 
lommon to all three is the problem of how to reconcile the 
tem&nds of their political beliefs with their conviction 
:hat literature somehow constitutes an autonomous realm, 
ind still remain within the parameters of Marxism. It is 
.hi# that leads to what I have called the ambivalence of 
*&rx aT i Engels, and an accurate account of Lenin's 
approach to literature cannot but reveal his direct line
of descent from them.

It ought to be clear by now that it is a mistake to
use the term 'Leninism' to describe that critical dogmatism
that reached its apogee in Russia in the 1930*s. Nor does
this attitude to literature constitute 'orthodox* Marxism,

what is involved here is a question of conformity to
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the political dictate, of a temporary political rtgime, and 
not faithfulne.a to the theoretical principle, of Marxism 
ee conceived of by its founders. To illustrate this, 
there follow, a brief historical account of the incredible 
campaign waged by that regime to harness the power, of the 
imagination in the service of it. own peculiar end..

2. Historical Account of True Dogmatism
There was little attempt to interfere in cultural 

matter, on the part of the Bolshevik party after the 1911 
revolution. The relative liberalism of this era is in­
dicated by the number of independent cultural organisation, 
that existed sid.-by-.ide, and also by the motley ...ortment 
of artistic movement, that proliferated at the time, for 
example, futurism, constructivism, and symbolism. I have 
already mentioned the attitude adopted by Lenin at the 
Congress in 1920; and Trotsky - that other great figure of 
the revolution - was even more open-minded in his approach 
to cultural questions and more sophisticated in his 
literary tastes. Although Lenin died in 1924 (and Trotsky 
was to be expelled from the party in 1927), the first 
official party pronouncement on literature - mad. by 
Lunacharsky, the Bolshevik Minister of Culture - speci­
fically maintained a neutral attitude toward, contending 
groups, despite Lunacharsky's personal preference for the

Proletkult movement.



Th# Proletkultl#t# rejected all bourgeois culture a# 
the reflection of a clam# ideology that would Infect the 
reader, and looked upon proletarian art a# a mean# of 
indoctrination and a# a weapon in the revolutionary 
etruggle. Since it# function wa# to organise the con­
sciousness of the working class and direct it towards the 
revolutionary ideals of the proletariat, the literary 
work must exhibit social optimism, a positive hero, brave
workers, and sincere party members,

Lunacharsky's approach was perfectly compatible with 
this. For him, too, literature mirrors the class back­
ground of the writer. He believed, rather simplistically, 
that ideology is manifested in the content, and so critical 
assessment must begin here, by relating the content to a 
particular social group. What he called 'form for form’s 
sake' - and under this heading would fall all types of 
modernism - represents a bourgeois tendency to hide from 
reality. In falling victim to the myth of literary 
realism he fails to see that what he expects of socialist 
realism, that it should transcend reality so as to ex­
press the ’soul life’ of its class, is no different.

Perhaps this hesitance on the part of the Bolsheviks 
to side openly with the Proletkultists had something to do 
with the fact that at this stage not a single major writer 
belonged to, or supported, the movement. Gorky was one 
such eminent figure who still rejected the possibility of 
decreeing a literature into existence, still favoured a



continuity that laarned from and built upon both bourgaoi# 
and feudal cultural artefact,, and etill eaw art', function 
a, the revelation of truth - even if thi, meant dealing
with the darker ■Id® of Soviet life.

By 1928 thing, had begun to change: the firet five-
year plan wa, initiated, and it wa, officially proclaimed 
*. a part of thi, plan that literature muet ,erve the 
intere.t, of the party. Anxiou. to comply, ,ome writer, 
produced novel, in which machinery filled the leading rolee, 
a# their conception of what was appropriate to the demands 
of eocialiem. By 1930 the aituation had wor,enad. and the 
dogmatic RAPP (the All Ru,,ian A,,ociation of Proletarian 
Writer,), formed with the express intention of eliminating 
aesthetic freedom, had either absorbed or destroyed all 
other writers' organisations by means of a relentless 
campaign of criticism, defamation, and Intimidation, waged 
against dissident groups and individuals.

1Q32 saw the dissolution of the 'proletarian* RAPP 

and its replacement by the 'national' Soviet Writers’
Union, an in.trum.nt of Stalin', power. Without mwnber.hip 
in this union, publication was simply not possible. At the 
1934 congress Zhdanov expounded the official doctrine of 
*cclali.t realiem a. put together by Gorky - who wa. now 
collaborating with Stalin - and from then on the cultural
freeze set in properly.

Tb« 1940'. and 1950'. brought a aerie, of devastating
decree, that, at the level of individual die.ent, led to
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suicides end murders, and at the level of collective 
conformism, produced banal works with uniform plots infused 
with false optimism. Steiner14 describes most graphically 
what an examination of official critical journals and 
state publications of this ere revesle: dull, interminable
arguments over eome minor point and its putative coherence 
with dogma, abject self-denunciations for trivial offences 
against official policy, hysterical witchhunts tor ima­
ginative heresy, and puritanical condemnations of literary 
complexity, ambiguity, or impartiality. True talent went
undergound, while the hack writer produced sterile works of

15non-art, socialist soap-opera.
The following extract from a report written by Zhdanov

in 1947 on the journals Zvezda and Leningrad gives some
idea of what passed for literary criticism at the timet

It is, I think hardly necessary for me 
to instance Zoshchenko's 'work The

Zoshchenko's is that in it he portrays 
Soviet people as lazy, unattractive, 
stupid and crude. He is in no way
S 5 S M S  heroismt^heir high social

an r-nSc m

* 5 5 ?  55 th.
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allow them to appear.16 
Zhdanov died in 1948 and Stalin in 1953. The 1954 

Second Congreee of Soviet Writers ie commonly described as 
marking the official onset of the post-Stalinist cultural 
thaw. At this congress, we are told, Sholokhov re-defined 
socialist realism a. a mark of this new cultural liberalism: 
what he actually did was merely point out that to prescribe 
both realism and the educative function of literature re 
redundant because each term presupposes the other. It is 
true that the larger critical issues once more came under 
discussion among literary theorists, but the party line was 
still to insist upon the pre-eminence of Soviet literature 
and to condemn those who dealt with the classics as 
yielding to counter-revolutionary tendencies. This was 
precisely the basis of Revai's complaint against Lukacs in 
the 1 9 5 0's,that he stressed 'pure' criteria above party 
interests. Let us, however, concede to Revai that he did 
see how incompatible is the doctrine of dissociation with 
the socialist demand for an overtly committed literature, 
for he made thla the subject of his most concentrated

attack.
I have not needed to trace the history of Soviet 

literary criticism up to the present day in order to have 
distinguished, in this brief account of what is more
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aeouratmly tarmad -Stallman' than 'Leninimm', dogmatiam 
propar from tha orthodox lina which run# from Marx and
Engels through Lenin to Lukacs,

One of the features that distinguishes the two 
'ichoolt1 i« the nature of the ambivalence that ie epecific 
to each, where orthodoxy faile to reconcile inherited 
aesthetic standard# with revolutionary ethical requirements, 
dogmatism fails to integrate determinism and romanticism 
within a coherent literary theory. The belief in a 
mechanical, non-mediated relation between art and society, 
such that bourgeois literature is ideologically determined 
by the class consciousness of its writers, is not extended 
to the proletarian. To him is imputed that freedom from 
determinism that is a necesary pre-requisite if he is to 
conform to the party's cultural dictates and produce a 
literary object that transcends reality, that is, socialist 
realism - or, more accurately, revolutionary romanticism, 
just how the transition is made from a passive reflection 
of the dead bourgeois world of the present to the active 
creation of an intimation of the glorious proletarian 
world of the future is not clear, and this is one of the 
problems I shall examine in the next chapter.



CHAPTER 3
V.T.EMENTS OF A MARXIST THEORY OF LITERATURE

I have traced two distinct varieties of Marxism,, that 
common to Marx, Engels, and Lenin, and that practised by 
the stalinists, conferring on the former the title 'ortho­
doxy', and referring to the latter as 'dogmatism' in view 
of its tendency towards the imperious laying down of narrow 
political doctrines un ted by theoretical argument.
■in important part of t project was to demonstrate - 
in the face of a large body of critical opinion to the 
contrary - that Marx, Engels, and Lenin all hold essen­
tially similar beliefs as regards literature, and thus may 
perfectly legitimately be considered as together consti­
tuting the orthodox school of Marxist literary theory.

The issue I have not raised is the validity of 
subsuming two such different approaches under the single 
heading 'Marxist'. While this is obviously a very broad 
classification requiring qualification, I submit that its 
use is justified in the first place by the theorists' 
own self-understanding as Marxists, and in the second 
place by the existence of significant similarities - 
.van when these «ke the form of distortions.

The implication of applying a common classification 
to so diverse a bunch of theorists over a period of 
more than a hundred years is that, as unlike one another 
as they might be, they have still less in common with

73



any other category of literary critic. It i« this related 
que.tion that I ahall be looking at here, namely, whether 
Marxist literary criticism is so unique a body of aesthetic 
theory that it warrants total separation from all other

literary theorie#.
There is a glaring omission in the Marxist theories we

have examined thus far, an omission that unites the two 
main approaches. It is the complete lack of concern with 
the literary tradition as a dynamic social institution with 
historically specific conventions, and a total ignorance of 
the extent to which the individual work is conditioned by. 
and participate, in, this tradition. I shall develop the 
implication, of this deficiency in the first part of what 
follows. However, to see Marxist literary criticism 
self-subsistent, self-enclos 1 system would be to fall 
into the same error. I propose, therefore, in the second 
part of this chapter, to set Marxist literary criticism 
within the tradition of literary criticism, showing that 
far from being uniquely different, it bears a striking 
resemblance to one of the oldest aesthetic theories in the
history of Western literature,

To do this effectively it is first necessary to 
establish the definitive characteristic, of Marxist literary 
oriticism and so I shall begin by examining the fundamental 
component, of a Marxist approach a. these have emerged from 
the discussion thus far, a) the criterion of realism, a. 
fidelity to a preconceived version of social reality.
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b) & 'reflection' theory of literature, and o) the trane- 
cendent critic. Although I have .operated them for 
analytic purpomea, complex interrelation.hip. weave che.e 
three element, together, .o that the pre.criptive norm. 
Involved in the criterion of realism imply a tran.cendent 
critic who.e view of reality i. the correct one, and the 
demand for corre.pondence (that i., realism) i. legitimated 
In term, of a reflection theory of literature which 
guarantee, the objectivity of both the 'reali.tic' work 
and the transcendent critic's world view.

Since each of the three concepts is problematic m  
itself, and far from consistent when taken in conjunction 
with the others, I propose to draw out their implications, 
pointing to both practical inadequacies and theoretical
contradictions.

Literary realism, I shall argue in this chapter, is a 
myth that takes no account of literariness - which includes 
literary conventions - and is accord .y unable to d al 
satisfactorily with literature of -her the present or 
the past. Moreover, as regards literature of the present, 
the untenable theory of literature as reflection that is 
Invoked to support this criterion of realism is used 
inconsistently, and this leads to serious contradictions: 
for example, 'reflection• allegedly explains both 
unrealistic (ideological) and reali.tic bourgeois liter.-

ture.
The subject of my investigation will be this and other



problems arising out of the above-mentioned inconsistency, 
in particular the illogical call for socialist commitment 
as well as realism and reflection, and the specious 
distinction between ideological bourgeois literature and 
socialist realism. As regards the latter issue, I shall 
point out that if one restricts Marxism's general 
assumption of the materially conditioned consciousness to 
the bourgeoisie, that is, adopts an unselfconscious 
notion of ideology, one is led to accept the putatively 
transcendent stance of the Marxist critic and theorist, a 
necessary adjunct to the concepts of realism and reflection. 
It is this that transmutes socialist ideology into realism 
w>.en it is actually a form of romanticism, a forward- 
looking socialist romanticism which I shall compare with 
a backward-looking bourgeois romanticism, since both are 
economically and historically specific forms of social 

critieism.
in conclusion, having analysed the salient features 

of Marxist literary theory in general, I shall relate 
dogmatism to a Platonic theory of art, arguing -hat the 
central problem in orthodoxy - with which I shall be 
concerned hereafter - arises not out of an essential 
disagreement with this model, but out of a desire to add
a further dimension to it.



1, Problematic Xnueg
& normative criticism whose criterion is realism

ostensibly faces the problem of establishing what 'is' or 
■was', but literary realism generally means fidelity to a 
certain preconceived version of reality, which, in turn, 
generally requires allegiance to a particular political 
theory. Consequently, this question of literary realism 
can degenerate into overheated and unproductive arguments 
over differing interpretation, of reality stemming from 
conflicting value systems. A. regards contemporary litera­
ture, only insight into realism's conventional nature can 
resolve this impasse, but, for the unregenerate protagonist 
of realism, it is with regard to the literature of the pest 
that the problems emerge most clearly. These have 
dimensions-, on. practical, the other theoretical.
Firstly, there is the difficulty of deciding against what 
account of the social reality of the time one is to measure, 
say, Homer's epics, in order to assess them on the scale of 
realism. And secondly, given this reductive version of 
the nature end function of imaginative literature, where 
realism presuppose, certain ethical rather than .esthetic 
values, there is the question of how on. is to differentiate
between literature and history.

A. Marx discovered when he had to account for the 
pleasure that Greek literature afforded the nineteenth- 
century reader, hi. approach, in denying the quality of 
literariness, cannot handle the question of aesthetic



r.,pon.., rur c-n it do justice to texts where different 
ideologies or literary traditions are involved.

I am not suggesting that Marx (or Engels or Lenin or 
any other Marxist critic - as opposed to an enforcer of 
political dogma) denied the existence and importance of 
the aesthetic dimension. It was, indeed, partly from his 
perception of the complexity of the mode of existence of 
the literature of the past, as simultaneously past and 
present, that Marx's awareness of an irreducible quality 
of literariness arose, but he was unable to formulate a 
consistent attitude that would cover all literature and 
conform to hi. general thesis. Consequently, he was left 
with two set. of standards for two set. of literature, a 
normative approach to contemporary literature and a tra­
ditional reverence for the evergreen classics, the former 
ethical, the latter aesthetic - an unsatisfactory, 
ambivalent attitude that precludes a coherent and inclu­
sive theory of literature.

If we utilise the structuralist's synchronic - 
diachronic polarity to sususari.e the situation, w. may 
say that for the orthodox Marxist contemporary literature 
exist, only synchronically and may be judged normatively 
in term, of ethical conviction and with certain knowledge 
and experience of the real. Literature of the past, 
however, exist, both synchronically and diachronically.
A. regard, it. diachronic existence, if we are to apply 
the tenet, of historical relativism and judge it in
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relation to it. original context, we have the problem of 
e.tabli.hing the literary, hi.torical,and ethical norm, of 
the period. Moreover, in re.tricting it to the time of it. 
original creation, we have effectively reduced the literary 
significance of the work to that of an historical 
curio.ity - which leaves the synchronic existence unexplained 
and-inexplicable. This ignores the effect of the text a. 
it exist, here and now for a common reader quite ignorant 
of its origins. It also suggests a discontinuity of both 
literary history and ethical values. This may be con- 
si.tent with Marxism, but the denial of the meaning of the 
past for the present most certainly is not.

Now despite the Marxist's confidence in his ability to 
apply his primary criterion - realism - to contemporary 
literature, the situation vis-a-vis literary realism and 
the literature of the present is equally problematic, 
inseparable from Marxist literary criticism and a major 
source of its contradictions are several sets of dual 
standards. We have seen how this applies to the litera­
ture of the past versus that of the present. Given the 
political interests underlying the notion of literary 
realism, it is not surprising to find that it also applies, 
within the literature of the present, to the literature 
of the Marxist as opposed to the non-Marxist.

The Marxist critic dismisses claims to objectivity 
mnd fidelity-to-the-truth as formulas used by the
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bourgeois!* to ratify the universalieation of individual, 
mubjective, eenaory experience. At the eame time he muet 
explain why his claim to realism, with its implications 
of objectivity and fidelity-to-the-truth, should constitute 
a more acceptable mode of legitimating subjective belief, - 
unless, perhaps, collective conformity guarantees cor- 
reepondence.

This is where the Janus-faced concept of reflection 
as both determinism and realism - comes in, for literary 
realism invoices r e f lection-by-the-text of what 'is' to 
confer a warrant of objectivity upon socialist literature 
and certain maverick bourgeois writers, and, at the same 
time, uses reflection in the sense of material determinism 
to condemn bourgeois literature in general as ideology.

In other words, the Marxist condemns as determined by 
reality literature which does not conform to his world­
view, and praises as an accurate reflection of the real 
that literature which does conform to it. The first 
response leads to a stress on genetic explanations which 
in themselves cannot result in satisfactory evaluations 
without the introduction of extra-literary criteria, the 
second response involves a total rejection of the part 
played by literary conventions and traditions, both imply
an unacceptable reification of the text.

The problems arising from this inconsistent use of 
the idea of reflection as both determinism and realism 
are manifold. To begin with, if one subscribe, to the



theory that bourgeois works are mere ideological products 
of the class situation, then one must believe that the 
literary work is unconscious in the sense that the writer 
neither knows what he 'really' write, nor writes what he 
'really' intends. This is, presumably, one way of 
allowing for bourgeois realism, although it by no means 
constitutes an explanation. However, if artistic freedom 
is merely an illusion, then surely the Marxist demand for 
a conscious commitment in literature to a specific point 
of view is a contradiction. Conscious commitment to 
socialism may be possible, but it is literarily irrelevant, 
for one cannot command a literary superstructure to

reflect an ideal base.
The concept of dissociation is another unsatisfactory 

aspect of the use of the notion of reflection to discredit 
bourgeois literature as ideology while preserving certain 
of its classics as realism. Implying, as it does, a com­
plex and dialectical relation between literature and 
society, the concept of dissociation could have opened up 
a fruitful examination into the question of mediation, but 
its proponents seem unaware of this possibility, and, in 
tying it to the concept of r e f lection-as-realism, only 
succeed in raising the question of why realism should 
depend upon an overt commitment to socialism when a 
brilliant reactionary can achieve greater literary realism 
unconsciously than can a mediocr, progressive with 

intent.



The theory of dimeociation - neceemltated by a claah 
between revolutionary social theory and traditional 
aesthetic tastes - undermines the whole idea of a 
committed literature which is supposedly a pre-requisite 
for realism and a distinguishing feature of Marxist 
literary theory. We have seen that the only difference 
between the dogmatic and the orthodox critic in this matter 
is the difference between overt and covert commitment. We 
have also seen in the work of Marx, Engels, and Lenin that 
the so-called impartiality which later Marxists gave the 
name 'objective partisanship' is not impartial at all. To 
reveal the real 'objectively', thereby being partisan 
because of the nature of that real, is a theory which 
depends upon a subjective, committed view of reality - in
other words, upon an ideology.

The contradictions in the Marxist concept of realism, 
their dual notion of reflection, the inconsistencies in 
their approach to contemporary literature, all this boils 
down to an unsatisfactory theory of ideology. It follows 
logically from the Marxist belief in a materially 
conditioned and socially constituted consciousness that 
it should deny the possibility of artistic objectivity; 
what is not logical is the attempt to confine this attitude 
to the bourgeoisie - and then to only certain of the 
bourgeoisie. If social-being determines consciousness, 
in however indirect or mediated a fashion, then it cannot 
be held to operate selectively and to apply only to one’s



political opponent,, it mu,t be extended to cover 
,ociali,t writer, a, well. It i, impo„ible to ,u,tain
the Marxist distinction between ideological bourgeois 
literature and realistic socialist literature, particularly 
if both categories are justified in term, of a reflection
theory of literature.

This characteristic Marxist dichotomy between bourgeois
ideology and socialist realism not only necessitates a 
bipartisan interpretation of the concept of reflection, 
but also implies the existence of a transcendent Marxist 
theorist or critic who can distinguish the two. A critical 
examination of this premise would reveal that ideology is 
in fact realism's alternative persona, that there is a 
jekyll and Hyde relationship between the two that is best 
indicated by saying that one man's realism is another man's 
ideology, a bit of McLuhanese which translates as 'realism 
is ego’s truth while ideology is alter's delusion.'

It may thus be seen that what is missing from both 
the orthodox and dogmatic Marxist literary criticism 
studied thus far is an awareness that the literary 
theorist or critic, as well as the writer, is socially 
situated. The outcome is a reification of the text which 
denie, its existence as potentiality and leads the Marxist 
to ignore the intersubjective construction of meaning that 
account, for both 'realism' and 'ideology'. This failure 
to see that 'realism* is a function of critical inter­
pretation, an unwitting collaboration between reader and
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writer, gives rise to that whole series of inconsistencies
discussed above,

A self-reflective attitude on the part of the Marxist
is a fairly recent development. We have to wait for
Adorno to point out that Marxism has gone beyond 'the
traditional transcendent critique of ideology'1 a practice
which presupposes the very alienation and reification that
it takes am its critical object, and an attitude which
totally contradicts the central Marxist idea of a dialectic
of history, implying, as it does, an omniscient, eternal,
objective viewpoint outside the social and historical
process of human self-determination.

We have to wa.<t for Barthes to note that ’every 
criticism is a criticism of the work and a criticism of 
itself1.2 Barthes's semiostructural analysis of the act 
of literary criticism as primarily creative and meta­
linguistic - and, therefore, as containing the possibility 
of being valid or invalid, but not true or false - will 
provide illuminating insights into the nature of the 
inadequacies of both orthodox and dogmatic Marxism, and 
his conception of the literary work as a semantic system, 
together with his understanding of its relation to other 
socio-historical institutions of meaning, will suggest 
most convincinoiy what tne Marxists studied thus far 
cannot - why no great work is dogmatic, yet all great 
works undermine established ideologies.
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But we, in our historical account of Marxist literary 
theory, are still at the point where 'ideology' refers 
solely to bourgeois class-related and self-interest 
prompted delusions, and a lack of oritical selfconscious­
ness allows the theorist or critic to label socialist 
ideology 'socialist realism' when it might well be 
described a, socialist romanticism, or, to borrow Lukic.'s 
m o r e  colourful term, as 'revolutionary romanticism'. It 
is the sociological insights of such later Marxists as 
Adorno and Barthes that let us historically relativise the 
difference between the central concepts in these con­
tentions - realism and romanticism - and see that what is 
involved is not merely a question of a different point of

lew.
Realism and roma cism have more in common than that 

:hey may refer to the same text from the perspective of 
iifferent ideological conviction, or aesthetic standards: 
they are also both critical response, to a certain phase 
in the sequence of social formations. While the realist 
critrci.es explicitly, the romanticist criticise, 
implicitly. Romanticism is a reje.tron of what is, a 
turning-of-the back upon the here-and-now in favour of 
yesterday or tomorrow, ever there or never-never land,
and what is this if not criticism?

The difference between revolutionary romanticism 
and nineteenth-century romanticism is that instead of
-..nine into fantasy, history, the past, or the wilderness
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theae latter-day romantic# met their Utopia within an 
attainable eocial and historical dimeneion, a future that 
will come. We have gone from 'long ago and far away' to 
'and they all lived happily ever after', from deapair to 
optimlam, from taking refuge in the aelf to finding 
salvation in the group, but what remains constant is tbit 
these are literary responses to periods of great social 
upheaval and to significant shifts in the balance of social

power.
Bourgeois romanticism appears to be the individualistic 

response of the writer as a member of a being-supplanted 
class during the phase of the i-integration of the old 
order. Socialist romanticism appears to be the collective 
response of a writer as , member of a rising class that 
hopes to replace the ole ..integrating order with its 
own nascent culture. It is not surprising, therefore, that 
the former looks backwards while the latter looks forwards.

If twentieth-century socialist realism is actually an 
unselfconscious romanticism, and nineteenth-century critics, 
realism is - a. I shall argue in Part II - a romantically 
illusory self-consciousness, is there no realism? Since 
the bourgeoisie's realism is the Marxist's ideology and 
dogmatism's realism is orthodoxy's romanticism, perhaps 
literary realism is not only a Barthesian myth3 (in the 
sense of the social and the temporal posing as the natural 
and the universal), but a total myth (in the sense that 
this is not, as Barthes at his most polemical would have 
u. believe, confined to the bourgeoise).4 It is my
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contention that realism is the label that a dominant or 
emergent class gives to its own worldview, ut this is a 
subject that will be taken up in greater detail when we
have looked at Lukacs's idea of realism.

2. Relation to the Platonic Model
In the same way as a proper understanding of the 

literary categories, realism and romanticism, depends upon 
seeing these term, a, historically relative and not a. 
absolutes, so a proper understanding of both dogmatic and 
orthodox Marxist literary criticism - their distinctive 
feature., their similarities to, and difference, from, one 
another - depend, upon seeing them not as an unique 
approach, but a. very like one amongst others in the history

of literary theories.
I propose to set the Marxist perspective within the

literary tradition, maintaining that dogmatic Marxism
conform, in every respect to the prototypical utilitarian
view of art, that of Plato, and that orthodoxy's problem
is its inability to reconcile a Platonic concern with
ideas and an Aristotelian emphasis on form.

The key to a literary theory lie. not in it. particular 
pronouncements, but in it. general conception of the nature 
and function of art. The key to dogmatic Marxist literary 
theory, and socialist realism a. it. practical product, is 
the realisation that the function and the nature of art 
are inseparable, it is impossible to legislate a. to the



proper function of art without it. nature conforming

itself accordingly.
Sow ream, have been written upon the .abject of the

function of literature, with no conclu.ive re.ult beyond
an agreement to di.agree. From Plato'.5 condemnation of
all literature bar that written by politically reliable^
people for approved didactic purpo.e., through Horace'.
■dole, at utile’, which coat, the practical pill with^a
little pleasure, to the romantic defense of Coleridge
and Wordsworth,8 who claim for imaginative literature the
,tatu. of an impa.sioned truth whose only purpo.e i. to
be, the view# are many and various.

It i. not my intention to promote one view above the 
other., but to reiterate that each one i, related to other 
factor, in the theorist', social and historical .itu.tion, 
and to point out that literary history reveal, how the 
nature of imaginative creation alter, a. the conception of 
it. function alter., .o that one ha. two parallel .trand.
in the history of literature.

The dogmatic Marxist position i. ...entially Platonic.

E8B
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Is rational and right.

$hi. extract it from Plato's Republic. The manner is 
milder, but the sentiments are those of Zhdanov. It seem, 
that everyone who believes that he has found the truth will 
adopt Plato's attitude toward, art. A totalitarian whose 
sole concern is to establish the Platonic Republic (or 
the City of God, or the Soviet State) must either discard 
art as trivial, condemn it as subversive, or harness it as 
useful. It is in making a political weapon of art, in 
consciously controlling its function, that dogmatic 
Marxism unconsciously transforms its nature.

What I shall refer to as the Platonic theory of 
literature is inescapably idealistic and Utopian. If art 
is to be a pedagogic instrument, it must provide example, 
of what might be. One doe. not, after all, teach people 
what they already know, nor how to be what they already 
are. This implies a rejection of what is in the name of 
an ideal, an attitude more consistent with romanticism
than realism, as we have already noted.

Platonic literature is also necessarily collectivist 
and conformist. If there is one truth for all and art is 
to .oread the word, there is no room for individualism,
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,ubjactivity, or inspiration. Inevitably, in auch a 
theory, the concept of realism is invoked to validate the 
totalitarian', ideal. All else is dismissed a. mere 
appearance, whether it be the realm of material object, 
that is the apparent - as for Plato - or whether it be 
that realm that constitutes the primary reality - a. for 

th# M&rximt.
Platonism is also invariably tied to a refit tivt 

theory of literature. Literary work, that must express 
a preconceived notion of the real, the true, and the 
good, cannot be autonomous. They are secondary versions 
of that reality to which they are always related ana­
logically and which serves a standard to which they are 
compared. Conformity to a prior, collective system of 
meaning, will naturally stress liken... to, not difference 
from, the model, and will demand reflection not significant 
distortion, correspondence not coherence. Finally, because 
art is seen a. determined (or determinable) and secondary, 
immanent analyse, yield place to causal explanation.

in order to be coherent a Platonic-type theory of 
literature must necessarily include .11 these ideas, but 
there is an equally significant omission - everything is 
directed toward, stipulating what art must do, nowhere is 
there an attempt to say what art is, what peculiar 
characteristic, distinguish it from all other activities 
or institutions. There are other way. of reflecting the 
real or projecting an ideal, so wherein lie. the art of



thi» particular method? What make, art art and not ide­
ology or hi.tory or wishful thinking or knowledge? )?or
the Platoni.t, nothing -  ......nee of art escapes him.
For the dogmatic Marxist, the situation is the same, but the 
orthor x Marxist finds himself on the horns of a dilemma 

Basically, the view of the orthodox Marxist conforms 
to the Platonic model? but he has to contend with an 
additional factor that is extrinsic to, and incompatible 
with, this type of literary theory; and that is, a 
respect for literature as a phenomenon of its own kind, 
and a recognition of an essential aesthetic dimension to 
literature that is ultimately irreducible to anything 
else. Consequently, the orthodox Marxist is faced with 
the problem of establishing a theory of literature that 
will accommodate both this recognition and his normative 
demand for realism, with all that that implies. Somehow 
he must effect a theoretical synthesis of reflection and 
creativity, correspondence and coherence, content and 
form, Plato's dogmatic stipulation of static ioeal. and 
Aristotle's open-minded investigation of dynamic facts.

It may be useful at this juncture to take stock.
I have been concerned to discuss certain problem, arising 
out of the primary concepts of a Marxist theory of litera 
ture. I have pointed out that the prescriptive norm, 
underlying the criterion of realism are a) practically 
inadequate - they cannot, for example, deal with the 
literature of the past and it. present day appeal, and
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b) thaormtically una&timf&ctory - they deny the exietenee 
of literary convention*, ignore whatever It i# that make* 
literature literature and not aomething elae, and imply a 
tranacendent critical atance Thi* in turn involve* 
reification and alienation, which allow* the Marxiat 
critic to preaent hi* ideology a* realiam. Thia atrategy 
i, legitimated by a reflection theory of literature which 
guarantee* the objectivity of hia veraion of reality. The 
notion of reflection here ia a) inadequate - becauae it 
ignore* the writer'* akill, inaight, and conaciouaneaa, 
and b) unsatisfactory - because it unites, without 
reconciling, such contradictory ideas as bourgeois 
literature as a reflection of ideology, socialist literature 
as a reflection of the real, commitment as a prerequisite 
for socialist realism, and dissociation as an explanation 
for bourgeois realism. Finally, I suggested that socialist 
realism is not realism in two senses: firstly, it is as
ideological as bourgeois literature; and, secondly, it 
conforms to the patterns of romanticism in its substitution 
of a static ideal for the changing real, in the particular 
form its critical intention takes, and in several other

respects ^s well.
1 finished my discussion with an outline of the

of . Platonic theory of literature in order to 
.how that, far from being a perfectly unique phenomenon, 
Harxi.t literary criticism actually conform, to thi. 
model in every re.pect in the case of dogmatic Marxism,
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and in *v,ry rampmct bar on# in th# ca,# of orthodox 
Marxian. It ia thia highly aignificant aberrant element 
in orthodox Marxian, and the need to integrate it into 
the whole, that la to constitute ita central problem, 
and in my analyaia of Lukdca and Goldmann, I will aaaeaa 
their success in handling this issue.



PART II
I.UKACS AND ORTHODOX MARXIST AESTHETICS

Th» overall aim of Part IX, the section on LuJcice, is 
to present what might be called the positive and the nega­
tive sides of his work, indicating both the extent to 
which it constitutes an advance on the literary writings of 
the earlier orthodox Marxists, and the manner in which it 
fails to resolve the essential contradictions to be found 
there. The underlying assumptions are firstly, that 
Lukics may be classified as an orthodox Marxist despite 
certain contra-indications, and secondly, that - like Marx, 
Engels, and Lenin - he finds it impossible to avoid 
unsatisfactory accommodations and comprises arising out of 
an incompatability between his Marxist epistemology and 
ethics and his bourgeois literary appreciation. This leads 
to a strange discrepancy: in his attempt to construct the
first orthodox Marxist aesthetic, Lukic. is highly success­
ful as long as he remains at the most abstract level of 
theoretical speculation, but at the level of concrete 
crtieism his work manifests the same inconsistencies we
encountered in the original orthodox group.

This part falls into an introductory chapter and four 
others. The introduction. Chapter 4, set. out my general^ 
intentions and position and includes an account of Lukacs's 
life in the belief that this is essential to an under-
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tive sides of his work, indicating both the extent to 
which it constitutes an advance on the literary writings of 
the earlier orthodox Marxists, and the manner in which it 
fails to resolve the essential contradictions to be found 
there. The underlying assumptions are firstly, that 
Lukics may be classified as an orthodox Marxist despite 
certain contra-indications, and secondly, t at like 
Engels, and Lenin - he finds it imposeiblu to avoid 
unsatisfactory accommodations and cor , .ises arising out of 
an incompatability between his Marxist epistemology and 
ethics and his bourgeois literary appreciation. This leads 
to a strange discrepancy: in his attempt to construct the
first orthodox Marxist aesthetic, Lukics is highly success­
ful as long as he remains at the most abstract level of 
theoretical speculation, but at the level of concrete 
crticism his work manifests the same inconsistencies we
encountered in the original orthodox group.

This part falls into an introductory chapter and four 
others. The introduction, Chapter 4, sets out my general 
intention, and position and include, an account of Lukic.'s 
life in the belief that this is essential to an under-



mt&nding of hi# work. Chapter 5 deal# with the early 
ae.thetic work., Soul and Form and The Theory of the Novel.
A pre.entation of the main concept# in each work in turn 
im followed by a general di&cu^slon of tl" development 
of Lukkc#'e iaeas on two central issues. Although these 
i.aue. comprize a network related concept, who.e name, 
change as Lukacs's philosophical allegiances change, I 
have chosen refer to them briefly here as ’form and 
content' and 'art as reflection and/or creation’. What 
should emerge from my discussion of Lukacs is that, 
despite a difference in terminology and perspective, the 
questions involved are basically the same as those in­
dicated by 'realism* and «ideology' in later chapters.

I shall discuss these early works in some detail, 
firstly, to show a continuity in Lukacs’s ideas which is 
often underestimated by those who think in terms of a 
•conversion’ to Marxism as the crucial turning point m  
hi# intellectual development; secondly, to isolate some 
of the early aesthetic problems, theories, and inclinations 
that point towards Marxism as a possible solution (as well 
as those whose necessary reconciliation with Marxism re­
sulted in strange anomalies); and thirdly, to indicate 
several remarkable insights, which, had he only pursued 
them, might have provided Lukacs later with the answer.

he needed.
It 1. possible to extract from Luktcs's later works 

a critical history of bourgeois literature that continues
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whar* ?ha Thmorv of tha Novel leave, off himtorically and 
philoeophically, and a, regard, methodology, dieplay, a 
similar conception in term, of broad discrete period, 
who,, dominant form, reflect the ideology of their era.
I .hall pre.ent an outline of thl" hi.tory in Chapter 6 
together with a critical analysis of various aspect, of 
Lukac.', Marxist theory of literary realism a, these 
emerge from my historical account. This chapter will deal 
primarily with Lukac,’s practical criticism and the typical 
orthodox Marxist contradictions referred to above.

To balance this, I shall provide in Chapter 7 a 
discussion of the general and theoretical bases of Lukacs’s 
conception of literary realism, showing his brilliance in 

nstrueting a coherent orthodox aesthetic and in deriving 
his literary criteria - totality, typicality, and 
concreteness - from his Marxist worldview. I shall argue 
that it is only when faced with literature as an existent 
body of work rather than as an ideal concept that he 
falters. In this chapter, I shall identify in History ..and 
class consciousness the theoretical foundations of the 
literary theory that underlies Lukacs’s account of 
bourgeois literature as presented in Chapter 6, and shall 
then proceed to the aesthetic contained within the works 
of general theory that he wrote in his last years.

With a better understanding of Lukics's literary 
theory through that general theory to which it is intrin­
sically related, I shall return in Chapter 8 to a critical
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.vmmary of Lukio.'. conception of literary reeliem that 
will prepare the way for the subsequent expose of the true 
nature of this mythical literary form. Since Lukics's 
problem with realism stems as much from his broad concep­
tion of the genre as from his narrow literary tastes and 
prescriptive doctrinal position, I shall offer my own 
suggestion, a. to certain classification, that might be 
mad. within realism in order to increase one's understanding 
of the various types that make up this category, parti­
cularly in their different relations to class affiliations, 
historical periods, and epistemological positions.

Lukdcs, as Chapter 4 will show, was a prolific writer, 
and the sheer quantity of the material necessitates certain 
d.limitative criteria. Since hi. criticism may be rather 
neatly divided into the literature of the West and the 
literature of Russia, I have chosen to concentrate on the 
former for several reasons: fir. ly. a. the principle, of
hi. criticism are the same. I would otherwise be involved 
in a great deal of repetition, secondly, because example, 
taken from lesser known Russian work, are not a. signifi­
cant for the average English-speaking reader, nd thirdly, 
because it is in hi. writing, on Rtssian literature that 
LuMos most often display, hi, compromise with the demands

of Party solidarity.



CHAPTER 4 
AN INTRODUCTION TO GEORG LUKACS.

Of primary importance in determining Lukace'» literary 
theory and criticiem va. not hi. political commitment to 
the intere.t. of the Communiat Party, but hi. intellectual 
allegiance to the doctrine, of Marx and Engel, a. he under • 
Stood them. Thu., despite the accommodations that he was 
at times forced into by political exigencies, he belongs 
essentially to that category discussed in Chapter 1, 
orthodox Marxism, rather than to the dogmatic Marxists
discussed in Chapter 2.

It is relatively easy to separate his real convictions
from the dogmatism Lukacs deemed it expedient to profess on 
occasion. When he claims1 that despite the impossibility 
of open polemics throughout the '30's and '40's he managed 
to maintain an underlying integrity, a general commitment 
to the view, of Marx and Lenin that ran counter to the 
official Soviet doctrine of the time and constituted an 
implicit critique of it, this is not mere .elf-ju.tification. 
Xt is this basic consistency of belief that makes it pos­
sible to divorce the writings of the 'real' Lukacs from 
those of the purveyor of what Adorno refer, to a. 'Soviet 

2elap-tr&p1.
x em not suggesting that the 'real' Lukacs is free of 

either that certain type of dogmatism typical of orthodox



criticism (which, to avoid confuaion, I «h*U continue to 
call 1preecriitiveneae1), or of inconaiatenoy• I am 
suggesting that these differ in kind and origin from the 
sort of dogmatism and <-.consistency that typifies what I 
have labeled dogmatic Marxism. Lukics's -rescriptiveness 
arises directly out of his orthodox Marxist theory of the 
nature and function of art (as a revelation of the totality 
of objective reality) and the nature of reality and man 
(as respectively humanly-constructed and a social being), 
and it finds its most fervent expression in his narrow 
conception of modernism. It is not, however, a. in the 
case of the dogmatists, the result of a reductive con­
ception of literature as merely a tactical support for 
political policies. In order to examine the weaknesses 
and contradictions that are integral to Lukics's literary 
criticism, it is necessary to distinguish between his 
prescriptiveness and the dogmatism that is merely a
pragmatic veneer.

Lukics is not only a controversial figure academically,
with assessments of his work varying from •brilliant' to 
• unoriginal1, but he seems to arouse highly emotional 
responses - whether of approval or approbation - which 
cloud his critics' judgment. There is, for example, the 
unsympathetic distaste end deliberate non-comprehension of 
.wingewood,3 who forget, that the literary critic 1. not 
asked to pronounce upon the moral courage of a writer but 
only upon his work. More acceptable is the stringent yet
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oompeislonate sritioism of Adorno,4 who gives credit where 
it is due, end who, while regretting LukAce's compromise, 
recognises that this occurred under duress of a kind 
unimaginable by an outsider. However, even Adorno is so 
incensed by what he sees as LukAos's Cultural Commissar 
pronouncements on contemporary literature, that he misses 
the fact that beneath the particular bureaucratic emphases 
lie the general Marxist theoretical premises that LukAcs

h*# alway# prof####d.
TO avoid these emotional and intellectual pitfalls, I

intend to ignore the obviously 'Stalinist' work and to go 
beneath the dogmatic overlay in other instances to what 
LukAcs himself saw as a consistent position. In any case, 
no useful purpose is served by dwelling upon LukAcs•s 
failings where these are the result of circumstance and 
not intellectual conviction. The LukAcs we are concerned 
with here is not the Soviet spokesman, but the critic 
Steiner5 describes as the one major talent to emerge from 
the grey years of dogmatism, the man Brecht, Benjamin, 
and Adorno6 respected sufficiently to consider it worth­
while arguing with, the theorist upon whose «>rk as 
reputable a scholar as Lucien Goldmann has based his theory

of the novel.
Before proceeding to trace through LukAos's work the 

development of those ideas that have already emerged as 
central to orthodox Marxist literary theory and which fotm 
the core concepts of Lukaes's theory of literature, I
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propose to give a brief general account of his life. There 
are some writers whose biographies seem more than usually 
relevant to their work. Or perhaps one should say that 
in some cases the relevance of biographical facts is more 
immediately obvious. Uchtheim7 call. LuMcs a 'uniquely 
determined ... phenomenon', which is one way of saying that 
it is difficult to follow his apparent intellectual develop­
ment - a sort of switchback movement filled with recanta­
tion. of earlier ideas and repudiation, of recantation, 
a. merely tactical - without such aid. to understanding and 
interpretation a. are provided by the biographical facts of 
the matter. In Luklc.'s case these biographical detail, 
play a crucial part in supporting one's hypotheses a. to 
what are Luklc.'s unconstrained opinions and what derives 
from the need to conform to the requirement, of the Party.

Parkinson8 distinguishes six different periods in 
Luklc.'s life, the first three are intellectual phase., 
while the last three are differentiated in political terms. 
This ha. the advantage of suggesting that for the second 
43 year, of hi. life Luklcs maintained a consistent intel­
lectual position despite apparent change, of mind and 
heart, but by effect:nr, a rigid separation between 
practical and theoretical issue, in Luklc.'. life and 
work, it implicitly denies the interrelationship between 
ideology and form that was Luklc.'. prim, contribution to 
literary theory. I have chosen, therefore, to use 
geographical boundaries a. a pedestrian but non-pr.judicial



method o£ dietinguiehing various periods in Luk&cs's life, 
a simple matter in the case of a man who appears to have 
divided his time between writing and packing. It will be 
found that these moves coincide fairly well with both 
political experience and intellectual stages, real and 
apparent. Thus we have Luk&cs as a young man in Budapest 
(1902-1906), as a student in Germany (1906-1918), as an 
axils .in Vienna (1919-1929), as a Marxist literary critic 
in Moscow (1929-1945), as a public figure in Budapest 
(1945-1956), and as a venerated writer in Hungary (1957-

1971).
Luk&cs came from a wealthy, middle-class,Jewish- 

Hungarian family of German extraction. He grew up in a 
country which was predominantly agrarian at a time when 
there was a rapid growth of industrialism and an allied 
increase in the numbers of the working-class. Lukacs 
played an active part in the intellectual life of Budapest 
.. . young man, associating himself in particular with a 
reformist clique of liberals, socialists,and radicals, 
who were moving away from the values of the upper and 
middle classes - especially their intense nationalism. 
During this early stage Lukic. studied law but was also 
involved in the thaatr. , writing several plays, which he 
later destroyed, and founding a theatre group to bring
drama to the working-class.

Between 1906 and 1918 Lukacs spent most of his time 
studying in Berlin and Heidelberg, where he came under
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the diract influenea of the two great German aooiologiata 
of the twentieth century, Simmel and Weber. It wae, however, 
hi. intereat in philoeophy that took Lukac. to Heidelberg, 
for Heidelberg wa. the centre of that branch of the 
neo-Kantian cchool that devoted it.elf to the philoeophy 
of hi.tory (rather than to the philoeophy of natural ecience 
a. did the Marburg .chool), and eo Lukac. al.o .tudied
under both Wlndelb&nd and Rickert.

Throughout thi* thirteen year period Lukac. .howed a 
great inter.et in literature and contributed many article, 
to two Hungarian periodical., one, (Nyuge&), a literary 
paper with a radical intellectual .lant, and the other, 
,m..,.dlk s.d.ad), a .ociological paper with a radical 
political etance. In 1907 Lukac. fini.hed a hi.tory of 
the development of modern drama within the context of a 
.ociological theory, and three year, later he publi.h.d a 
collection of ee.ay. entitled Thm Soul and the Fora.- Frora 
1911 to 1914 Lukac. worked on a philcophy of art which 
wa. Kantian in orientation and which he abandoned to writ.

TW.orv of the Novel in which he move, away from Kant

towards Hegel.
The end of the 1914-1916 war aw the e.tabli.hment of

, republic in Hungary and the inception of the Hungarian 
communi.t party under Bel. Kun. To the con.id.rabl. 
..toni.hm.nt of tho.e who knew him, Lukic. - now back in 
Hungary - became a member immediately. He gave a. the 
—  .on. for hi. 1 conversion' a lifelong diedain for
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the direct influence of the two great German sociologists 
of the twentieth century, Simznel and Weber. It was, however, 
his interest in philosophy that took Lukacs to Heidelberg, 
for Heidelberg was the centre of that branch of the 
nao-Kantian school that devoted itself to the philosophy 
of history (rather than to the philosophy of natural science 
as did the Marburg school), and so Lukacs also studied 
under both Windelband and Rickert.

Throughout this thirteen year period Lukacs showed a 
great interest in literature and contributed many articles 
to two Hungarian periodicals, one, (Nyugat), a literary 
paper with a radical intellectual slant, and the other, 
(Huazadik Szdzad), a sociological paper with a radical 
political stance. In 1907 Lukacs finished a history of 
the development of modern drama within the context of a 
sociological theory, and three years later he published a 
collection of essays entitled The Soul and the Forma. From 
1911 to 1914 Lukacs worked on a philosophy of art which 
was Kantian in orientation and which he abandoned to write 
The Theory of the Novel in which he moves away from Kant
towards Hegel.

The end of the 1914-1918 war saw the establishment of 
a republic in Hungary and the Inception of the Hungarian 
communist party under Bela Kun. To the considerable 
astonishment of those who knew him, Lukacs - now back in 
Hungary - became a member immediately. He gave as the 
reasons for his ’conversion1 a lifelong disdain for
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eapltaliim and bourgaoi* life, an admiration for such moral 
ideals as community and selflessness, and an intellectual 
conviction resulting from seventeen years of Intermittent 
studies in Marxism. This identification of Marxism with 
Communism seems incredibly naive, and it is precisely the 
gap between the two that accounts for the vicissitudes of
Lukdcs's life.

When the Mrolyi government resigned in 1919, the
Social Democrats formed an alliance with the Communists 
and the Hungarian Soviet Republic came into being with 
LuMcs holding an official position in the Department of 
Public Education. The Republic lasted only a few months, 
and when a right-wing rigime followed upon the fall of 
Budapest to the Roumanians, Luk&cs had to be smuggled out 
to Vienna where he remained in exile until 1929.

During this period he was extremely involved with the 
exiled Hungarian Communist Party, and when internal 
dissensions split this party in two, Lukacs sided with 
the Landler group (based in Vienna and Berlin) against 
the Run group (based in Moscow). Things came to a head 
when Luk4.es prepared a set of theses for the 1929 Congress, 
outlining the convictions of his group as to the best form 
of government to be aimed at for Hungary - on the basis 
of existing conditions there, he denied the feasibility 
of # dictatorship of the proletariat. Luk&cs was denounced 
by the Moscow group and to avoid expulsion from the party 
he publlcally recanted. He also decided herewith to
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leave practical politic# to other# and to concentrate
upon theoretical issues.

A® a result of his involvement in politics this was 
literarily a relatively unproductive period in Lukaca's 
life„ Apart from the 'Blum theses' (1 Blum' being the 
pseudonym Lukace used at the time) and a few book reviews 
and articles, the one significant book to emerge from this 
phase was History and Class Consciousness, published in 
1923. This book reflected what Lukacs was later to 
describe as the messianic utopianism of the exiled 
Hungarian communists. Although Bloch and Revai supported 
this book, it was harshly criticise^ by Lenin and other 
influential Russian voices as 'infantile' and 'revisionist1, 
LukAcs, nevertheless, stuck to his guns until the furore 
over the 1929 theses prompted a public repudiation of all
his 'non-conformist' views.

Except for a brief period between 1931 and 1933 when
Lukdca went to Berlin, he spent the years from 1929 to 
1*45 in Moscow. At the beginning of this period he began 
to consider the problems of aesthetics from a Marxist 
angle. The idealism of the earlier work nad yielded to a 
new stress on reality, due in part to his study of the 
1*44 Manuscripts at the Marx-Engels Institute, and in 
part to his friendship with Mikhail Lifshitz, a student 
of Marxist literary theory and criticism. The journal of 
she League of Proletarian Revolutionary Writers proved a 
ready made vehicle for LuWcs's developing theory and



it o&rziad m&ay important articl*# in which h# alaboratad
upon his ideas.

In 1933 and 1134 Lukdca published an autobiographical
work and an articla in which ha critici.aa hi. Hi.tory and 
Glass Con.ciou.nea. for the sins of philosophical idealism 
and subjectivist activism, that is, for being theoretically 
false to Marxism's materialism and practically dangerous 
to the bast interests of the cause of Socialism as inter- 
preted by Soviet bureaucrats. Later he was to insist that 
this was necessary for publication and that his subsequent 
support of Stalinism actually hid beneath the appearance 
of conformity a number of subversive ideas.

With the advent of the so-called Popular Front that 
followed upon the 1935 Congress's ratification of 
co-operation with the Social Democrats and all other non- 
fascist groups, Lukac.'s position in Moscow became very 
strong indeed, but the 1939 Hitler-Stalin pact altered 
the situation, and in 1941 Lukdcs was imprisoned a. a 
Trotskyits. He was soon freed, but his position remained 
tenuous. What with this and Russia's entry into the war 
in 1941, ther* was little opportunity for publication be­
tween 1941 and the end of the war in 1945 when LukAcs re­
turned to Hungary.

During this period of 'conformity' in Moscow, LukAcs
produced many article, which later formed the basis for 
the prodigious number of books that he published in the 
year, immediately after the war. Significantly, for these
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were written after his repudiation of his own idealism, 
almost all of these works are concerned with realism. 
Whether they also - as Lukdcs claimed - express ideas not 
at all consistent with Stalinist dogma is something we 
shall consider later. Apart from these excursions into 
literary theory and criticism, Lukdce was working in the 
area of philosophy. He completed The Young Hegel in 1939 
although he was only able to publish it ten years later 
when official Soviet policy no longer branded Hegel a 
feudal reactionary.

On his return to Hungary in 1945 Lukacs was made 
.ufessor of Aesthetics at the University of Budapest.

He also became a member of Parliament, but played no active 
part in the Communist Party. This was an extremely busy 
period for Lukdcs both as writer and as public figure. 
However, control of the secret police and the support of 
the Soviet occupying forces enabled Rikosi, as leader of 
the Hungarian Communist Party, to eliminate all other 
parties and to establish a communist regime by 1949. A 
period of official terrorism set in and lasted until after 
Stalin's death in 1953. Lukacs became a target for these 
atl;c ks and was harshly criticised in the press for non­
conformity although he was not prevented from publishing. 
Nevertheless, he retired once again from public life to 
devote himself to citing and theoretical matters.

The ’thaw’ that followed Stalin's death benefited 
Lukacs $ he won an award in Hungary in 1955 and received
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severs! airmen honours during this period. Krushchev's 
attack on it.lin at the 1956 Congress encouraged the 
Hungarian opposition to Rikosi's very similar regime, an, 
Lukac. became an outspoken critic of both Stalinist and 
Rdkosian dogmatism. Despite Rakosi's subsequent removal 
from office the liberal opposition were not appeased and 
the revolution of 1956 broke out. For the thirteen days 
of its duration Lukaca was a key figure both in the party 
and in the government as Minister of Culture, but the end 
of the revolution saw the seventy-year-old Lukacs arrested
and deported to Roumania,

Apart from publishing collections of essays written
during his Moscow sojourn, Lukacs also published many
articles and several books during this phase. His History
of Modern Carman Literature aopeared in two parts in 1945.
Two years later a work on existentialism appeared and in
the following year a book on Thomas Mann. In 1947 he
published his work r.is.r.ture and Democracy, which seems
to have aroused the ire of Hungarian and Russian officialdom
1952 saw the completion of Th. Destruction of Reason, which
was only published two years later. In the following two
years Lukdcs published a number of articles on aesthetics
which appeared in Hungary in collected form a. On Specialty
.. . r.tecorv of Aesthetics. In the same year he finished
a work begun in 1955 that was later published in Engl . si.
as Th. Meaning contemporary Realism.
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Luk&c, w&m lucky, h. w&, allowed to return to Budapeet 
in 1957, merely forfeiting hie chair at the Univerelty 
while others involved in the revolution lost their lives 
or their freedom. He was not even expelled from the 
party, but refrained from reapplying for membership. He 
was, however, the continual butt of Communist press 
attacks on revisionism until 1965 when he was reinstated 
as a writer with the official publication of a bibliography 
of his works. In 1967 he rejoined the party and was 
decorated two years later. In recognition of his 
increasing stature in the Western world, he was allowed 
complete freedom of expression and even gave a series of 
interviews to Western reporters. He died in 1971, 
literally pen in hand, after a life marked by such re 
versals of fortune as would put to shame the most inventive
write of picaresque romances.

This last period of Lukacs1s life was an incredibly 
productive one, with LuMcs realising works he had only 
conceived of and planned up to now, although at his death 
these had not all been completed in the final form that 
he had envisaged. In 1963 he published a two volume work 
entitled The Specific Nature of the Aesthetic. This was 
to be part of a complete aesthetics which never mate­
rialised because Lukacs turned his attention to the 
writing of a Marxist work on ethics. This, too, was 
postponed in favour of the t-o part ontology Social 
Existence, to which Lukacs ndded a further explanatory



volume th&t he called Prolegomena to an Ontology of Social 
zximtanoa. It warn during thie phame that ha aleo wrote 
aaveral ehorter piece* much a* article* on Solzhenit*yn 
and important preface* to his own reissued works.

It i* not my intention hare to attempt to summaries 
the intellectual odyssey that runs parallel to the 
historical and personal event* I have described above, for 
in dealing with Lukacs1s works in chronological order, 
this will emerge from the discussion. Suffice to say here 
that this is more remarkable for a constancy of thought 
that may be perceived beneath the tortuous manoeuvring* 
forced on Lukdcs by political circumstances than for those 
vast shifts of opinion that some critics claim to find.



CHAPTER 5
THE PROMISE OF THE EARLY WORKS

Luk&cs'. fir.t works of literary criticism are contained
within a collection of ten essays published in Hungarian in 
1910 and entitled Soul and Form" in the English translation, I 
believe that the significance of this work for an under­
standing of LuMcs has been underestimated. It is usually 
cursorily dismissed as ’early' or 'pre-Marxist', the implica­
tion being firstly, that this automatically renders it less 
worthwhile than Mater' or 'Marxist' Lukins, and secondly, 
that there is a radical discontinuity between the two.

Apart from their intrinsic value, these essays are

remarkable as an indication of the continuity of interests
that underlies Lukaca’a total oeuvre. I refer, for

.   relations between art
and the real and aesthetics and ethics, the reflectionxst 
theory of literature, the idea of form as meanin,-, what
correspondence in art is, and so on.

Also of interest is the presence of certain ideas that 
point beyond Plato, Kant, and Hegel, to Marx. AlreadyAlready

Lukacs writesi

consequence of the mysterious inter-
111



all creative activity.<
More important still, it is only in the light of this 

early understanding of form and gen.a that certain aspects 
of such later works as The Meaning of Contemporary  
Realism3 become clear,- and it is only by studying So_ul_and 
Fo o t that one sees where Goldmann's acknowledged debt to 
Lukacs really lies - in the pre-Marxist work with its 
ideal forms - and can then better understand the defi­
ciencies in the former's conception of a worldview.

Accordingly, in the first section of this chapter 
(5.1), I shall present the main substance of this work - 
together with some intrinsic criticism - in the form of a 
sequential explanation of several concept, and tendencies 
which are relevant to, and will crop up in, later Lukacs 
and Goldmann - albeit in term, of a different vocabulary. 
Then, in the following section .5.2), I shall analyse the 
central task Lukacs was posing himself and the ways -  
which hi. ambiguities conceal solution, that structure..sm 
will provide, but that Lukics. later, will be too hidebound

a Marxist to discern.

1. Soul and Form: Key Concepts
■,U1 and Form in usually described as the product of 

Lukac's youthful neo-Kantian phase. This classification
i. probably justified by the fact that the book contains 
one Kantian-type idea4 - peculiar to this nukae.ian work



alone - which appear# to constitute the underlying con­
ception that unifiee the varioua eaaaye Thia idea ia that
certain aesthetic forms or genres, such as the lyric, the 
tragedy, and so on, exist a priori as a set of eternal 
ideas or worldviews in terms of which we constitute 
reality in art. The phrase Lukics uses is 'the eternal
a priori of all content'.5

This categorisation, however, can be misleading, for
the work seems to owe as much to Plato6 as to Kant.
Plato is a very real presence in several of the essays, 
and what there is of orthodox neo-Kantianism is primarily 
that dualism and idealism that it shares with neo-Platonism, 
while most of what it owes to the Heidelberg brand of 
neo-Kantianism is not particularly Kantian nor specific to
that school.

Orthodox neo-Kantianism holds the belief that reality 
is ultimately unknowable, but the conviction underlying 
Soul and Form is that contact with ultimate reality is
possible, admittedly not through reason, but through an 
act of immediate intuition. This is an attitude that 
characterised what is known as Lebensphilosophie. 
Lebensphilosophie refers not to a particular school of 
philosophy, but to a dominant trend of thought that was 
common to several different schools, including the 
Heidelberg-based neo-Kantians mentioned above, of whom 
it might be said that they were only Kantian m  their 
adherence to the idea of the transcendental subject.
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But my main objection to this categorisation of Soul.and 
Form is because it belies the very heterogeneity of ideas 
which constitutes both its promise and its significance for
Lukacs’s development.

In style Soul and Form is often lyrical, sometimes
mystical, and usually obscure - quite different from the 
incisive expression of Lukacs's mature work - but this is 
not inconsistent with the nature of the truths he is seeking 
here, nor is it surprising given his early diet ot 

IJ romanticism and fir.-de-siecle symbolism. The following
extract is typical:

v Everv written work ... leads us to
a areat door - through which there is

issiT,;.. ™ttr&SRr-x as.sr̂i*the desire to fall into tnem is the 
hidden content of our lives, cur 
consciousness allows us to evade

vertigo, or when roses whoso scent st.l^ 
surrounds uu suddenly vanisn .rom our 
sight in the evening mist ...

Nevertheless, while Soul and Form is admittedly the
work of a young man marked by the currents of thought of
his time and by his own specific milieu, it is also a
b r i l l i a n t  piece of writing with some remarkable insights.
in particular, tukacs’a understanding of form (which in
his view of it might bo said to correspond to the
function of art), his concur bon or the nature of art,

his ideas or. the natu e and function ot cttt.clfc*

fi’l n .Val ■ftl»B,ii5M‘‘itfiiTi1iim**linii ' iffn «wftiin r t i ni~fniVirtfTTrarr
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an art form are worth examining for their intrinsic value 
as well as for their relation to his later ideas and to the 
ideas of his arch-disciple, Lucien Goldmann.

A certain degree of confusion arises in Soul and Form, 
firstly, from Lukacs's inconsistent use of his central 
concept 'form', and secondly, from his failure to explain 
clearly whether his two basic sets of distinctions (science 
versus art and abstract concepts versus concrete phenomena) 
coincide or cut across one another. I shall look at these
issues in turn here.

‘Form’, as LukAcs understands it, refers to a Platonic-
type idea and to a worldview or structure of meaning; it
vs also usually, but not always, synonymous with 'genre'.
Lukacs defines a worldview as 'the immediate form of his
life-manifestaiion, his way of feeling and expressing the
world'.* He does ret conceive of it as an abstract ideal
construct, but in t : of concrete lived experience with
both cognitive and -motive dimensions. So although form
is primary, it exists as potentiality only, for LukAcs
expressly jays that it is concrete content that brings the
possibility of meaning to Life.

These forms as worldviews and genres are realised in
concrete literary works, but the precise character of the
realisation depends to a certain extent on the nature of 
the raw material that is to be informed: life. For while,
the forms are basically alor.voral significant structures, 
thev have aspects which can and must be altered to suit
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ia primary, it exists as potentiality only, for Lukdcs
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the particular ends of historical epochs in order to 
constitute a living art that captures the essence of its
era. As Lukacs put it:

, , .existing forms are not the Product 
of our life today [and therefore,
to express] the innermost essence of 
our time ... [art must] transform for
its own ends whatever aspect of the 
existing forms could change with time, 
and must be changed if we are to have 
a living art.10

in practical terms, what Lukacs presumably means here 
is that Oedipus, Hamlet, and Murder in the Cathedral all 
share certain common elements amounting to the broad bases 
of a conception of the nature of man and his relation to 
the universe. This allows them to be classed as tragedies 
because they share a tragic vision of life, but each also 
exhibits formal characteristics specific to the era m  
which it was written, variations on that basic viewpoint 
which are not a question of superficial style, but of
essential meaning.

in expanding upon the relationship between form and
reality (1 form' here referring to an order determined by 
a worldview and so including the ideas of 'shape' and 
■meaning', 'reality' here referring to life and so 
including the idea of 'content'), Lukacs reveals that for 
him meaning is to be found neither in, nor beyond, but 
through reality. Reality is chaotic and ambiguous. Form 
is a means of revealing and communicating the significance 
underlying that chaos and ambiguity. As Lukacs puts it,



ssssr” Ks S'-T .ir -taL.l.on and significance) to whe thousandfold ramifications,the
deliquescent mass of reality.

in limiting th. contingent fact, of reality, form expre.ee. 
the ab.olate eternal certainties, it 'define, the limit, 
of the immaterial'.12 Moreover, form i. ultimately the 
promise of salvation because, in expressing a conceptual 
re-:dering of the world, it affirm, the possibility of 
reshaping life, 'of creating it anew'.13 Here the ethical
and the aesthetic coincide.

There are two further aspect, of these ordering form.
that are significant here, the first because it point, 
forward to the problem of the transcendent critic, the 
second, because it reveals a Marxist-type insight into the 
relationship between meaning and human needs.

Just as for Plato there is a pre-eminent form, so for 
Lukac. there is a pre-eminent genre - criticism. Because 
it deal, with questions of ultimate reality, 'the critique, 
th. essay - call it provisionally what you will - li.l » 
work of art, a genre',14 LukAc. maintains. Herein lie. 
the irony of literary criticism, a. LukAc. explains!*»



This is surely the conviction underlying all Lukac#'* work

in ^esthetics.
criticism differs from other forms of art in its

relation to those issues of ultimate meaning, for it orders
the pre-formed. It may work indirectly in the form of
literary criticism, or it may operate directly without
the mediation of literature, as in the case of Plato's
dialogues. However, Lukacs qualifies this by claiming
that even Plato', 'direct' approach is actually secondhand
because Socrates's life is the equivalent of a work of art.
so the role of the artist is to facilitate the critic's
search for meaning by providing a preliminary in-form-ation
of chaotic reality. This conception of criticism as a
transcendent form indicates a tendency that will emerge
later as the problem of the situati.o of the critic.

LukAcs maintains that in re-ordering the pre-formed 
the critic tries to do justice to his object, but there^ 
is no 'objective, external criterion of life and truth' 
for him to go by. There is, in fact, no single truth, 
truth is merely a perspective on the whole, a form. He 
qualifies this by saying that he is speaking of cultural 
not scientific truths, and he liken, the former to a 
mythological rendering of the facts. Fact, are facts, 
but each epoch needs to interpret them so a. to satisfy 
it. own needs, and so one age's truth, become, another 
age's lies. This suggestion that human socio-t.istorical 
need, determine the nature of structure, of significance



113

Thi* i* muraly the conviction underlying all Lukacs's work
in aesthetics.
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1# & mov* away from Kantian a priori forma in the direction
of a Marxist conception of interest-determined ideology,
but the associated relativism of truth will be an untenable
position for the Marxist Lukaes•

in soul and Form we see Lukics's rejection of a system
that denies the possibility of knowing reality in favour
of the difficult approach of subjective intuitionism. His 
attitude towards the 'facts' of man's cultural history 
already shows the influence of Dilth.y's Geisteswi.senschaft, 
a particular brand of subjective intuitionism that is 
closely related to Lebensphilosophie and which will pro­
vide the overall orientation of The Theory of the Novel.
From the Lebensphilosophie and Geisteswissen.chaft that 
Influenced him Luk&cs inherits the problem inevitably 
associated with them, namely, relativism. Whether he 
limits hit. perspective to the critic's microcosmic focus 
upon the individual literary work or broadens it to 
encompass the philosopher's macrocosmic concern with the 
totality of human culture, the object - truth - and the 
stumbling block - relativism - remain the same. In a 
sense, LukAcs's intellectual development may be described 
as a series of attempts to solve the problem of relativism 
without discarding his insight into the nature of truth
as a socio-historical construct.

If cultural norms affect one's perception of reality, 
how is one to arrive at metaphysical absolutes? Dilthey's 
answer was a meta-historical three-fold typology of
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philosophies rooted in a Kantian-type conception of 
permanent, innate psychic structures. In Soul and Form 
Lukics uses the idea of a priori structures of significance, 
but he relates these to aesthetic forms and "Platonic-type 
forms rather than to psychological predispositions to 
conceive of reality in certain ways, and it is only with 
The Theory of the Novel that he attempts to construct a 
typology of either literary genres or worldviews. But 
what is important in both books is the manner in which 
Lukaes deviates from a strict interpretation of his 
intellectual mencors. Thus in Soul and Form we see 
evidence that he is already seeking to close the Kantian 
gap between an ideal realm of timeless absolutes and the 
concrete historical realisations of them. In The Theory, of 
the Novel we shall see how he effects the accommodation of
the eternal to the temporal by moving from his version of 
Kant to his version of Hegel, from timeless a priori forms 
to historically specific aesthetic categories determined 
by intellectual stages of mind but broadly related to 
types of social organisation.

I mentioned earlier that Lukacs's conception of form 
depends upon two dichotomies whose interrelationship is 
not clear. In the first place, he distinguishes science 
and art as two different modes of cognition, each focusing 
upon a different dimension of reality, each utilising a 
different manner of communication. 1 Science offers us
facts and the relationships Lotween facts' and 'affects
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u. by it. ==nt.nt.', while '«t offer. «• ^
a..tini..'18 «vs effect, u. by it. for».. huMc. tb«,
M k e . a farther dUtinction between two type, of re.Uty, 
each with it. own appropriate form of expree.ion,

m

The two type, of reality oompri.e the ab.traot and the 
concrete, Lit. end living, ie.' and experience of thing.. 
&..ociated with the ab.traot i. the form of expr...ion 
that LUX.C. refer, to a. •.ignific.nc.-.uppo.ing' while 
1 image-creating' i. char.cteri.tic of the concrete. Where 
th. former i. concerned with .uch r.lation.hip. between 
thing, a. are .xpr...ed in concept, end value, and which 
w .t b. intuited by the mind, for the latter only thing, 
exist, it i. totally .en.uou.. CriticLm i. typical of
the .ignlflc.nce-.uppo.ing -..tract type and  ..... .
poetry fit. into the Image-creating concrete bracket and

d.ale with the unique.



Luk&o# admit, that the dichotomy between poetry and
criticimm, image-oreating and eignificanca-euppoaing, i* 
an artifical one, and that eignificance i, alway, wrapped
in images while images always reflect a truth beyond
themselves. What he is really trying to describe here, ha
explains, are the 'two poles of possible literary
expression'.20 What the writer aims for is a balance
between transparency and image, significance and sen-
suousnass, and it is form as genre that dictates the nature
of the equilibrium (or style) peculiar to it:

It was you who once formulated the 
great demand which everything that has 
been given form must satisfy, the only 
absolutely universal demand, perhaps, 
but one that is inexorable and allows 
of no exceptions the demand thai 
everything in a work must be f >t sh-oned 
from the same material, that e<*:h of 
its parts must be visibly ordered from 
one single point. And because all 
writing aspires to both unity and 
multiplicity, this is the universal 
problem of style: to achieve equili­
brium in a welter of disparate things ...
Something that is viable in one art form 
is dead in another: here is practical,
palpable proof of the inner divorce of 
forms.21

Apart from the homogeneity of style imposed by a genre, the 
writer also aims for organic unity, and it is form as
worldview that achieves this:

We are speaking of the fundamental 
principles which separate forms from 
one another - of the material from 
which the whole is constructed, of the
standpoint, the world-view which gives 
nnttv to the entire work.**



Form in thi# aan## is a principle of selection and or­
ganisation. It is a viewpoint that in its manner of 
limiting the concrete raw material of life gives the 
literary work its abstract significance, its ultimate

meaning,
Lukio.'. suggestion here that an inherent relationship 

exists between a worldview, the literary genre in which it 
is expressed, and the literary style intrinsic to that 
genre, is far more satisfactory than the assertion in 
The Meaning of Contemporary Realism that there is no 
intrinsic relation between form and style. The implication 
her. is that philosophical differences do not reveal 
themselves at the level of content alone (and perhaps not 
at the level of content at all, for the way is being 
prepared for a theory of literature as ideology whose true 
consciousness is revealed by its form), but at the level 
of form (genre) and style. Similarities, of course, 
emerge at the same level. Thus, a predominantly non­
image-creating writing (style) is common to critics, 
Platonists, and mystics, whose genre (form) is the essay, 
because they share a perspective on life (worldview) 
they all seek a transcendental reality. They are idealists 
a. opposed to materialists, but Lukacs refers to them a.

reallits.
From this discussion, it can be seen that Luk&cs»s 

theory of the link between philosophical commitment, 
literary genre, and literary style provides both a



critical criterion, that of homogeneity, and the bamia for 
a system of genre classification. From his idea of a 
necessary relation between the nature of any particular 
worldview and the proper proportion of image-creating to 
significance-supposing elements comprising the genre 
appropriate to its expression, we draw the conclusion that 
not only may the writer's cognitive allegiance and philo­
sophical orientation be deduced from his literary style 
and chosen genre without recourse to explicit content, 
but, conversely, a literary form (genre) may presumably be 
classified and evaluated in terms of the proportions it 
displays (style) and the extent to which these conform to
the ideal for that form.

To summarise briefly* What distinguishes one genre 
from another is the underlying worldview it expresses; 
what distinguishes one worldview from another is the 
proportion of materialism to realism;23 what distinguishes 
one literary style from another is a certain proportion of 
imagery to significance, in turn particular to a specific 
genre, in turn appropriate to a specific worldview, 
which exists a priori as a potential manner of constituting
reality but can be adapted to content (life).

What is confusing is where science fits into all this, 
in terms of LukAcs's original sets of oppositions one 
would have expected criticism and poetry - both art forms 
and both, therefore, concerned with ultimate realities 
to be classified as significance-supposing, while
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