scienca ~ which is concerned with concrete phenomena -
ought to fall into the image-creating category. There is
s further prcblem in that science may deal primarily with
material facts, but it seeks to establish universal laws
beneath specific manifestations, and so partakes of both
types of reality distinguished by Luk&acs.

What has happened is that by following his distinction
batween science and art (as being respectively concerned
with empirical things and ultimate realities) with a
distinction petween materialism and idealism, Lukacs leads
the reader to associate the two and to identify science
with materialism, art with idealism, thus giving science
and art the status of conflicting worldviews.

The confusion is now compounded by Lukacs's habit of
sliding imperceptibly from one definition of the word
‘form' to another - from 'form'as 'worldview’ to 'form'
as 'literary genre' - for he moves from an account of art
and science as forms (worldviews) to a discussion of
poetry and criticism as forms (genres), each with its
characteristic mode of expression (style), each with 1its
specific oparational area or dimension of reality.

since it is the genres comprising art which manifest
different worldviews, perhaps Lukdcs intended art in
general to be seen as a gort of meta-worldview opposed to
the scientific worldview. He had not quite reached the
stage where he was prepared to classify science as a

relative form, in the sense of both a worldview and a
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ganre, although there is a hint of just such an insight in
one of his assays. If he had taken to its logical con-
clusion this observation that science may be as much a

mythological cultural phenomenon as any other, he might

have eliminated the deficiencies in his definition of art.
But he did not, and the confused situation is not remedied
by Lukécs's gtipulation of a further distinction between
art and science in terms of their different ends. The
unfortunate effects of this upon his conception of form

is a question I ghall discuss in the next section of this
chapter.

i have dwelt at some length on Soul and Form because

of its connection to the aesthetic theory of Lukacs's
mature years. For what will emerge then is that, despite
a certain conceptual re-ordering in terms of Marxism,

the central core of his ideas and concerns has not altered.
True, he divorces these from the framework of subjective
idealism and develops them in a more sophisticated way.
True, too, that the clear, concise expression of his later
works immediately commands a respect for ideas one cannot
take seriously, and whose validity is difficult to assess

objectively, when they come dressed in the romantic out-

pourings of Soul and Form. Nevertheless, this first work
i;, of literary criticism has been underestimated, for it

b contains in embryo many of the ideas that will comprise

| Lukéce's final theory of literature., it prasents the

problems that steadily drove him towi.cds Marxism in his
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gearch for a satisfactory golution, and in many respects
it provides a more suggestive basis for a theoxy of
literary forms than does the narrow attitude towarde
realism that was to mark Lukécs's maturity.

The following are some of the connections between

Soul and Form and the later works. Firstly, there is the

jdea of art as a form of cognition and ravelation of
meaning, which points towards the identification of
1iterature and realism, both as literary genre and in the
gense of an underlying reality. Then there is the con-
ception of art as characterised by form rather than by
content, with a necessary relation between specific
literary styles, genres, and worldviews. This constitutes
the basis for a theory of art as ideology and a socio-
logical approach to literature more subtle than that which
treats the content as a social document. Ironically,
Lukacs did not develop to the full the possibilities
inherent in this. He was misled, partly by a distinction
between form and style and the belief that there is no
intrinsic relation between the two, and partly by a
distinction between form and worldview and the idea that
e form - no, the form: realism - can be utilised by
different worldviews as 2 means to the same end, a single
truth. Prescriptiveness and polemicism later stifled a
more humble early relativism. Equally ironically, Gold-
mann decades later offers as an original Marxist contri-

bution the suggestion that a sociology of literature must

Mv‘" A AN
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concarn itself with form not content.

There are further links that muet be indicated, con-~
cepts discussed above that will appear with subtle alter-
ations in the guise of a new vocabulary: the aastheatic
criteria of unity and balance will develop later into those
of typicality and totality; the discussion of concrete and
ahstract, images and ideas, 1ife and mean..ng, will move
from a formulation in terms of an artificial dichotomy here
to a dlalectical synthesis within Luk&cs's conception of
literary realism; the belief that art is essentially
concrete will remain with Lukics, and, in its exclusion of
conceptual statement amongst other heterogeneous material,
it explains why the Marxist Lukdcs rejects the idea that
1iterature can ever be directly propagandistic; finally.,
the question of a relation between ethics and aesthetics
will continue to be a problem, and one not as easily
golved as here where Lukdcs maintains that as ethics implies
an evaluation in terms of an objective ideal, so a literary

form as worldview and genre implies a judgment of life.

With this critical presentation of those aspects of
Soul and Form that are relevant to Lukdcs's later work,
we are now in a position to analyse the overall task he
confronts .n different ways here and later, namely.
relating differunt levels of idca-patterns in gociety.
Here he 1s concerned with worldviews, genres, styles, and

contents, and his answer is partly to conflate the first
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the structuralists' notion of genre, showing how two palirs

of structuralist concepts, the signifier and the signified

and langue and parocle, respectively illuminate Luké&cs's

understanding of form as genre and worldview and his

pelief in a priori forms as & basis for individual creative

acts. Indeed, Lukacs's use of form as equivalent to both

langue and parole seems unwittingly to point to &

structuralist-type connection of what he mistakenly

presants as a dichotomy, namely, science as empirical

instances and art as metaphysical reality. ynfortunately,

Lukdcs discarded many of his early ideas - he was later

to dismiss Soul and Form as jrrationalism - and so the

possibilities inherent in his position here were lost, and

with them, perhaps, an opportunity to pro'ride orthodox

Marxism with the necessary ¢’ "plementary dimension of

gtructuralisn.

I have chosen to organize my argument here around the

categories '€orm' and ‘content’, not only because of their

convenience as analytic tools, pbut because they are

central to orthodcx Marxism's aesthetic problem, and be-

cause the essence of any theorist's notion of the nature

and function of art, together with its relation to the

real, is captured in his understanding of these concepts.

2. Orthodox Marxism and Structuralism in Soul and Form

t the problem facing the fou
t would effect

1 have said tha nders of

Marxism was to develop a literary theory tha
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some synthesis between the ethical and epistemological
demands of thuir social theory and their recognition of an
sesthetic dimension to literature. Conceived of simplis-

tically this might be senn as the problem of cuntent and

form and their interrelationship. Indeed there is evidence

in the writings of Marx and Engels to suggest that this was

just how they did see the matter.
Dogmatic Marxist literary criticism traditionally

avaluates content rather than form, but even the more

enlightened orthodox Marxist sees content as prior to form.

This is, of course, as consistent with their materialism

as Lukacs's a priori forms are appropriate to his idealism.

A conception of the relation between content and form

always presupposes a certain thecry as to the nature and

function of art, which in tura rests upon a theory cf the

real. It is for this reason that the central Marxist

2emand for literary realism, which arises from a philo-

sophical realism, can best be examined :n terms of its

conception of form and content.
1f what we find in Marx and Fngels is not quite the

old content-form dichotomy, where an external aesthetic

dimension was seen as superimposed upon an aesthetically -

but not ethically - neuttai content, then it is not far

off it. Certainly, neither of thom sees form and content

as inseparable, and in their letters to Lassalle, for

instance, the implication is that the two aspects, the

literary and the reflective, aesthetic form and realistic

e
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content, c¢an be dealt with as distinct entities. Neither
of tham managed the necessary synthesis nor the insightful
understanding of the true nature of aesthetic form
achieved by the young Lukécs.

The conception of art in Soul and Form is typically

romantic in its idea of a chaotic reality ordered by
;sthetic form, but it goes further than the standard neo-
Platonic, Shelleyian-type 'pefense of Poetry' in terms of

the subjective and imaginative intuition of a realm of
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ideal raality, for it universalises subjective intuitionism

in terms of a priori forms with both conceptual and
assthetic dimensions. This lends a semblance of objective
validity to the subjective work of art, although this is
supsequently undermined by Lukacs's acknowledgement of the
relativity of these forms vis-a-vis one another and some
putative whole and absolute truth. In 5.1 I pointed out
the ambiguous nature of Luk&cs's conception of these forms
and I shall consider this further here, for in these very
ambiguities lies their potential.

Luk&cs's attempts to define the nature of art are
hampered by the fact that he finds it necessary to define
it in contra~distinction to science. He first claims
that art and science are both modes of cognition but use
different methods. The artistic mode involves the
imagination, integrates evaluation with knowledge, employs
the criterion cf coherence rather than correspondence,
and is characterised by an emphasis on form rather than

upon content.
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Now to distingulsh art from science in terms of these
characteristics is to subscribe to the myth of science as
in every respect the exact opposite, that is, as a totally
objective account of the empirical world. It is also to
encourags a view of art as an inferior form of knowledge,
a common tactic on the part of nineteenth-century
positivists. 1t is perhaps with this in mind that Lukécs
drops this line of argument and offers an alternative
distinction between science and art in terms of an area
of reality specific to each one, a distinction that
actually elevates the significance of art above that of
gscience. Thus, science is limited to empirical facts
while art seeks metaphysical truths.

Fromouz point of view, that is,from the point cf view
of a satisfactory definition of art and its essential
components, content and form, two guestions arise here.
Firstly, in terms of Lukacs's own dichotomy between two
forms of reality, between the concrete and the abstract,
experience and idea, the individual and the universal, he
faces the problem that science seeks universal laws
pehind discrete phenomena and art can only express its
ideas through the medium of concrete individual experience.
Lukdcs resclves this matter by suggesting that science
focuses on the empirical as an end in itself, while art
uses the empirical as a means to an ideal end.

This brings us to the second problem engendered by

Lukacs's distinction between art and science in terms of




the typu «f reality each is concerned with. As we have
gean ~ in accordance with the fact that every epistemology
implies a preconception as to the nature of reality -
gcience is tied to the tenets of materialism, art to those
of idesmlism, and both to a dualistic conception of the
nature of reality which stresses the real-ideal but is not
prepared to discard the real-empirical as mere worthless
appearance.

This conservation of the empirical - more unusual,
perhaps, for a platonic idealist than for a Marxist
materialist - will constitute the distinctiveness of
Lukacs's theory of litexary realism at its best, where, in
conformity with his criterion of totality., he describes it
as ideally involving a perfect synthesis of appearance and

reality.
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However, in Soul and Form, because of his two~-dimensional

conception of reality, because the empirical is conceived
of as the domain of science, because art is concerned with
the empirical only as a means to an ideal end, Lukacs
fails to provide us with that satisfactory account of
content and its relation to form that might have resulted
fxom a view of art as rooted, means and ends, in this
world.

Thus, whether he sets off from a distinction between
different modes of cognition, or from competitive con-
ceptions of reality and different operational areas, or

from & means-ends qualification, as long as Lukacs opposes
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goience to art and reserves his understanding of form as
& worldview with relative validity for the latter, snd as
long as this opposition is tied to a dualistic conception
of reality as both empirical and metaphysical, Lukécs
arrives at the same end point. A gatisfactory definition
of art is precluded by these two preliminary sets of
oppoeitione, which to a certain extent pre-empt the
distinctions which ought to be applied to form and content
to lead to an adequate understanding of their inter-
ralationship.

it is tempting here to compare unfavourably what
appears to be a naive exposition in soul and Form with the
gsophisticated argument we will encounter in History and
ClauConsciousness,z4 a book whose underlying philosophy
is characterised not merely by a switch from idealism to

materialism - which in terms of the schema in Soul and Form

might have led to a rejecticn of art for science - but by

precisely that shift of perspective from the self-
subsistent object to the meaning-constructing subject that

is barely hinted at here. This will lead Lukacs to see

art not as an alternative mode of cognition, but as the
very model for a dialectical epistemology.

While Lukécs's dichotomous notion of reality leads to
an unproductive opposition between gcience and art and an
inadequate understanding of the relation between content
and form, the ambiquities in his conception of aesthetic

forms point to a possible line of development that will
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corract both these deficiencies. Although they exist a
priori as a determinate number of eternal ideas, Lukédcs
also suggests that the forms are relative, humanly-
constructad worldviews capable of adaptation to specific
socio-historic circumstances. This being so, perhaps
Lukécs's theory is not inevitably tied to idealism and
could move fairly easily into a more materialist version
which would hold that aesthetic forms represent socially
constructed worldviews or ideologies which order the raw
mataerial of life from their own particular standpoint,
not in order to suggest an ultimate realm of metaphysical
meaning beyond the world of appearances, but to reveal
reslity within the empirical realm.

Luk&cs is then left with only one mnajor problem and
that is to explain where these ideologies come from and why
they take the form they do. The fact that he conceives of
them as & limited number of transhistorical structures
ghows that they are not individual imaginative creations
but are somehow determined, yet even within the framework
of his idsalism his explanation in terms of a priori

eternal ideas is not satisfactory because he does not

explain how these can at the same time be both absolute
.éi abstractions and relative fictions.

A theory of universal forms must offer some explanation
for their occurrence, their origins, their function, and
their significance. Are they psychological like Jung's

archatypel images? Are they gociological like Durkheim's
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collactive congciousnass? Are they physiological like those
gtructural principles of the human mind that Lévi-Strauss
palieves to have the propensity to impose form upon matter
in line with certain universal modes that correspond to
the structure of the universe? Or are they, perhaps, not
universal, but, as the Marxist would have it, contingent
upon the historically specific social and economic con-
ditione in which they arise?

This last suggestion highlights the problem confronting
a Marxist faced with Lukdcs's early theory of form and
content., Lukdcs's recognition here that literary forms
are ideologically significant structures, conventional ways
of ordering the world and experience, leads not to a
Marxist theory of literature-as-ideology. but to rela-
tivism, precisely because a priori forms have no intrinsic
ralation to the content they will inform - they do not in
any way derive from it, but merely select from its
multiplicity those elements that will conform to their
ordering.

A Marxist theory of literature-as-ideology depends upon
the priority of content and an intrinsic relation between
content or being and form or meaning, even where that

relation is one of distortion. In History and Class

consciousness, Luk4cs rejects what he calls the formal
philosophies of such men as Spinoza because they ignore
content in constructing their svstems of meanings this

theoretical abstraction, which they have in common with
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gsolence, differentiates them from the dialectician.
Another essential element in the Marxist thaory of content
1s thet it sses life or the content of literature not as

a formless chaos, but as already informed (that is,
meaningful). This brings us to another ambiguity with

possibilities in Soul and Form. Although Luké&cs describes

the forms as ordering chaotic reality (content), he also
cites criticism (philosophy) as a form of art or genre
(in other words, as a system of meaning) that orders the
pre-formed (that is, art, or the life of Socrates, Or
meaning), which is also its content.

Furthermore, leaving aside the complicating issues of
class, false consciousness, and reification, the Marxist
understanding of worldviews or forms of consciousness as
not merely relative a priori, but ai humanly-constructed
and dependent upon dynamic forms of life, offers the
possibility of a theory of both literary and social change

which is lacking in Soul and Form. As regards literary

change, one might say that Lukics lacks an adequate theory
at any stage of his intellectual career - unlike the more
linguistically aware Marxists, such as Habermas, who sees
these worldviews, together with their relevant aesthetic
forms, becoming conventionalised and therefore inadequate

to reflect or express an alterer material reality or
contont,vwhich ultimately necessitates a revolution, social
and artistic. Lukécs will come closest to this type of

understanding in The Theory of the Novel, although
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alrekdy in .oul and Form he is aware of the problem involved

in using static eternal forms to express changing historical
content and indicates the need for a process of adaptation
+hat he never slabovates uponh. on the other hand, The

Meaning of Contemporary Realism will see Lukécs trying to

resurrect a nineteenth-century form as a vehicle for
twentieth-century content. This aesthetic conservatism,
which marred his later work and represents a retrograde
step in the developme..” of his ideas, will be more fully
discussed wher I look at Luk&cs's theory of realism
further on in Part II.

1f Soul and Form lacks certain essential elements of a

Marxist theory of form, what it does have to offer that
Marx and Engels lack is a suggestion of the relation be-
tween ethics and aesthetics, although I admit that it
depends upon a view of content or life as having no meaning
of its own. On the conceptual lcvel Lukécs's forms are
worldviews, on the aesthetic level they are genres, on
pboth levels they imply an ethic, for both involve an order
imposed from outside, an order that suggests an ideal
beyond the self, objective even if relative. Each con-
stitutes a form of evaluation in terms of some ideal
standard and the establishment of a hierarchy of value and
meaning, the lack of which later summarises Lukécs's
objections to naturalism as a litaerary form and as the
reflection of a positivistic attitude. Theoretically at

1sast, Lukdécs has effected a synthesis of the ethical and
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the aesthetic in Soul and Form.

On the other hand, the eathical implications of a con-
ception of eternal forms which are not empty, abstract
2esthetic genrss but worldviews with relative validity
are unacceptabls. As a closed, determined, eternal system
thess forms that are egsentially meanings must act as an
arresting conservative force whose relativity only
increases the undesirability of such a situation. It is
the Marxist explanation of the source of such conventional
meanings that exposes their mythological nature, that is to
say, the folly of conceiving of them as a priori.

T have indicated what appear to be contradictions,
ambiguities, and irconsistencies, and have suggested that
these actually constitute the promise of Lukacs's account
of form in this early work, for they open up fruitful lines
of thought and point in the direction that he will move.
Now I want to suggest that what is most striking about
this work is the manner in which Lukacs has anticipated
the structuralist endeavour,zs for it is in the light of
certain later structuralist theories that we can best
understand and appreciate the sophistication of this early
conception of form. His notion of the two dimensions of
the form as genre and 2as worldview suggests Sauuura'az6
explanation of the sign as comprising two inseparable
elements, the signifier (form, and the signified (concept),
whose relationship generates meaning. One is further

reminded of the langue-parole distinction. A langue
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might be described as an atemporal, closed system of

shared meanings, & finite number of elements that exist as

the intangible, synchronic, general possibility of

genarating an infinite number of concrete, diachronic,

gpecific congtructions of meaning (or acts of parole or

1iterary creations) - in other words, Lukécs's & priori
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forms Cum genres cum worldviews.
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On both the gociological and the literary level langue
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is to parcle as gocial institution is to individual action,

as Lukdcs's forms are to specific literary works, that is,
a system of conventional forms and meanings that both
prascribe and describe. Let us unpack that a little. A
1i.erary langue is a model of the system of literature
established by defining a limited number of universal forms

or genres, and as [ le the individual literary work's

form is prescribed by that system (from the point of view
of the writer) and recognised in terms of its descriptions
(fxrom the point of view of the creader). But what is

important here are the semantic implications of these

conventional formal structures, a dimension that Lukacs is

fully cognisant of . Where his ir..ights differ from those

of the structuralist this is primarily due to the point of
.iew, for Lukécs consicders forms in their relation to the

writer while the structuralists amphasize their signifi-

cance for the vreader. Thus Cullerz7 describes genres as

ssts of literary expectations that control our reading,

our decoding of the text's meaning. He comes closer to
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Lukacs when he explains that a genre is 2 concaptual
framework which constitutes the boundaries of the possi-~
bilities of meaning within that form. What ig this but 2
worldview? The perspective and the vocabulary are
different, of coursse; for example, 'a set of literary
norms ... by virtue of which [texts] become meaningful
and coharent', ©I, raccepted modes of intelligibility'’
that 'make meaning possible by providing terms in which
ro classify the things one encounters', oOr, constitutive
conceptions that enable one to find ‘the pattern in a mass
of details‘.zs The focus {(upor .he reader) and the
vocabulary are, as I have saji. ..fferent, but the idea

23 as admitting

ig the same. Culler quotes Gérard Jenot
that strcucturalist genre gory ultimately postulates
something like archetypes of literature, and Culler himself
actually examines the idea of genre as a worldview but
rejects it because he misconstrues its mea..ingj. He
interprets it as implying gsomething substantive that the
novel has to exXpr:8s, but a form as genre and worldview
has no existence apart from its manifestation (as
1imiting rules, patterns of convention governing s:lection,
organisation, and expression) in a get of novels, each of
which is a concrete exemplification of those abstract
principles of meaning-construction.
wWe could, of course, speak of such

conventions as theories or views of

tha world, as if it were the task of

novels tc express them, but such an

approach would do scant justice to
the novels themselves Or to the

Y e i -
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experlence of reading them, for it t-
the nature of such conventions to
remain unexpressed since they &are
generally indefensible cr at least
implausible as explicit theories.

And we do not read the novals in
order to discover such theories; they
function, rather, as means to othexr
ends, which are the novels themselves.
It may be mora useful to speak of
myths which are necessary if the
novels are to come into being or of
formal devices which generate the
noval than of theories which it is

the novel's function to express.

What is interesting in Lukdcs is the mixture of con-
ventionalism and realism, commonsense and idealism, which
appear to stem respectively from his acute intellectual
insights and his woolly romantic longings. He sees the
functional necessity of form as a means of ordering
experience and unifying the literary work, he sees the
necessity for that common universe of meaning supplied by
the forms, for no writer can achieve significance in
jgolation, he accepts the relativity of the forms, yet
he still insists that these relative conventions are
merely a means to sor.ething beyond, vehicles of expression
for a subjective intuition of an ultimate and absolute
reality. Later this broad view of forms as alternative
paths to truth will mutate to a narrow distinction between
forms as valid or invalid representations of objective
reality that is less romantic but more doctrinaire as well,
fulfilling in a different manner Lukdcs's need to believe
in an absolute truth, and simultaneously shutting the door

on the possibilities inherent in this early formulation.

s
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I have suggested that the modernity of the Lukécs of

1910 and his relationship to guch structuralists as Lévi-

StraussBl 1ies in hig recognition of the significance of
formal structural principles. It is not a question of
devaluing meaning, but of seeking it bayond the super-
ficial level of content. And where does content, nseglected

by Lukécs, snter in? Well, there can be no form without

content. Form is content grasped in its logical or-
ganisation. Form ig the form of the content. Similarly,
~here can be no content without form, content is always
informed. Thus the raw material of 1ife that constitutes

a chaotic mass that must be ordered by art - according to

Lukhcs - is not really ‘pure'’ content. That there is no

such thing as ‘'pure’' content, that the presentation of

1facts’ always takes a form that is intrinsically meaningful,
- even when that form is the appearance of no form, this is

precisely what Luk&cs misses in his distinction of art and

43? science as respectively formal and informative. And this
. same blind spot will hold later for his theory of
literary realism.

Even if literature literally mirrored life the act of
framing alone would constitute an act of giving form to
’content, for it implies inclusion and exclusion, which in
turn imply selection, which is always purposeful. Even
random selection has a purpose - to imitate chance. That

Lukécs is, in fact, far from subscribing to a simple

reflectionist theory of art in Soul and Form emexges
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T have suggested that the modernity of the Luké&cs of
1910 and his relationship to guch structuraliste as Lé&vi-
Strauss3l 1ies in his recognition of the significance of
formal structural principles. It is not a& gquestion of
devaluing meaning, but of seeking it beyond the super-
ficial lev .l of content. And where does content, neglected
by Lukécs, enter in? Well, there can be no form without
content. Form is content grasped in its logical or-
ganisation. Form is the form of the content. Similarly.,
there can be no content without form, content is always
informed. Thus the raw material of life that constitutes
a chaotic mass that must be ordered by art - according to
Lukacs -~ is not really 'pure' content. That there is ro
such thing as 'pure’' content, that the presentation of
1¢acts' always takes a form that is intrinsically meaningful,
even when that form is the appearance of no form, this is
precisely what Lukdcs misses in his distinction of art and
science as respectively formal and informative. And this
game blind spot will hold later for his theory of
literary realism.

Even if literature literally mirrored life the act of
framing alone would constitute an act of giving form to

* content, for it implies inclusion and exclusion, which in
turn imply select.on, which is always pui»cseful. Even
random selection has a purpose - to imitat. chance. That
Lukécs is, in fact, far from subscribing to a simple

raflectionist theory of art in Soul and Form emerges
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clearly in one sssay where he allows that the intellectual
galf is the mirroring device and that the mirror may
permissibly distort. The mirror, then, does not simply
raflect: 1t creates a reflective~appearing image of
reality, or, it informs the content it appears to reflect
through a process of interest-guided selection and
composition.

It is typical of Lukdcs's romantic approach in Soul
and Form that his theory of the relation between life and
literature should focus upon the mediating force, the
creative imagination. Where Marxism would stress the
nature of the reality that is to be mirrored, which is
consistent with realism, Lukacs here stresses the subjective
anature of the mirro.s, which is consistent with romanticism.

By the time of History and Class Consciousness this

romantic emphasis upon subjectivity has become a Marxist

concern with the role of consciocusness.

In Soul and Form Lukacs already displays the same ambi-

valent attitude towards artistic creation that typifies the
earl.er Marxists, albeit within a different philosophical
framework. That he is concerned to give due weight to the
subjective side of creation with its notion of individual
freedom is demonstrated by this conception of the artist

as & mirroring device whose own personality constitutes
what one might call a 'reflective license'. On the other
hand, it is equally certain that he ¢res not subscribe to

the romantic bourgeois illusion of subjective artistic

.
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creation limited only by the artist's conscious intentions
and unconsciovs psychological make-up, for the forms as
shared meanings (worldviews) and accepted conventions
(genres) invoke a literary determinism that contradicts
this.

However, unlike Marx or Engels, Lukacs does attempt
soma sort of synthesis, whether successful or not is for
the moment irrelevant, my point being that he implicitly
acknowledges the need for some such synthesis from the very
beginning. Accordingly, he tries to integrate absolute
forms and relative perspectives, literary conventions and
conventional meanings, art as cognition through subjective
creation and art as the illusion of realistic reflection,
ethics and aesthetics, the material and the ideal. The
young Lukdcs of 1910 was already obsessed by the councept of
totality and the reconciliation of cont:radictions. The
fact that these present themselves as aesthetic problems
goes a long way towards explaining the particular inter-
pretation of Marxism that Lukdcs was to expound in 1923 1in

History and Class Consciousness.

I have been concerned to show the promise as well as

the limitations of Soul and Form since it is my contention

that the intrinsic worth of this book as well as its signi-
gicance for Lukédcs's Marxist literary theory and criticism
huve both been underestimated. Continuing with my exami-
nation of Lukdcs's early works with particular regard for

intimations of the Marxist theory that he was to develop
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and for those promising ideas that he regrettably did not
pursue further, T shall now look at that work for which

he is probably bast known, The Theory of the Novel, a book

that may perhaps Dbe dagscribed as standing with one foot in
Lukéce's intellectual past and one in his epistemological
and ethical future, for it represents an interim stage in
his development from the subjective idealism of Soul and
Form to the objective materialism of his Marxist literary

theory.

Despite a bhasic thread of continuity between Soul and

Form and The Theory of the Novel, there is a major develop-

ment in the later book which Lukdcs - somewhat misleadingly -
refars to as the 'historicisation of aesthetic categories'32
and attributes to his conversion to Hegelianism. Actually,

the most interesting aspect of The Theory of the Novel 18

the way in which it shows Lukacs in the process of moving
beyond this Hegelian perspective during the course of the
book as a result of what emerges from his analysis of the

novel form:; and the importance of The Theory of the Novel

is that this final perspective on aesthetic questions is

& sociolrgical one. We have seen that Lukacs's conception
of sart in Soul and Form stems from a belief that aesthetic
form can order chaotic reality so a8 to reveal certain
eternsl metaphysical truths. Essentially, what The Theory

of the Novel does is to offer a causal explanation in terms

of a certain form of society for this romantic understanding
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of art as an individual attempt to resolve aasthetically
the dichotomy betwsen the real and the ideal. It is neces-
pary, therefore, to allow neither the lyricism of Lukécs's
language hers nor his critical carping later to blind one
to the extensiveness of the sociological dimension inhsrent
in this book. Accordingly, iﬁ the next section of this
chapter, 5.3, I shall begin by showing how Lukdcs and
others, in thelr accounts of his methodology and intellec-

tual allegiances in The Theory of the Novel, minimise this

sociological dimension, ard will follow this up with my
own assasamant.

Having explained the distinctive characteristics of
what he refers to simply as 'the novel' (but ought really
to be called 'the rcmantic novel') in terms of the nature
of the society in which it arises, Lukacs proceeds to

ansalyse various types of romantic novel. I shall argue

that thie eventually brings him round to a point that is

contained potentially within his initial conceptual

opposition between integrated society and the epic and

slienated society and the novel - namely, that an analysis

[T e C R
-

of art forms is an analysis of social forms. He comes to

balieve that the problem is ethical not aesthetic, that

the critic needs to focus upon social evaluation not
psychological diagnosis, that the writer needs to respond
to his environment realistically not romantically, and

thet, for himself, the answers lie in a materialistic view

of society not an idealistic view of art.
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I proposs, thersfore, in 5.3, to follow my discussion
of the soclological emphases in The Theory of the Novel
with = brief saccount of the development of the main ideas
of ths book, emphasizing - perhaps disproportionately -
what I believe to be of central significance, cither beacause
it constitutes a re-examination of problems already touched

upon in Soul and Form, or because these are issues that

will bse reformulated in the next phasa of Lukacs's develop-
ment to provide the basis of a theory altered in accordance
with & Marxist worldview.

mhe following are some of the issues referred to above:
the relation batween the concrete (life, existence, reality)
and the abstract (self, essence, meaning); the manner in
which varying relations between these two sets of concepts
characterise different gocieties and are expressed by
different aesthetic forms; the view of the present as
alienated, dehumanised, and abstract; the necessity for
human self-realisaticn within social structures and the
conseguant necessity for the novel to evaluate sccial
reality; the discrepancy between the real and the ideal,
appearance and reality; the concept of totality; the rela-
tion between totality, objectivity, and reflection as
contrasted against the relation between abstraction, sub-
jectivity, and creation; the criterion of homogeneity as
precluding overt propaganda; the criterion of concreteness,
which rules out the fictional presentation of an utopian

ideal and determines the novel form as essentially critical;
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the rejection of all forms of romanticism (abstract
idealism, romantilc disillusionment, impsrfect exanples of
the bildungsroman) and philistinism (that is, acceptance
of the given social order), leaving only critical realism
as the true novel form; the rejection of individualism for

community values.

3. The Theory of the Novel: Key Concepts

Following the practice instituted in Soul and Form of
prefacing analyses of particular writers with general
theoretical speculations, Lukacs devotes the first section

33 his orico-philo-~

of Part I to a sweeping Hegelian-type
sophical analysis of aesthetic forms i te:ns of their
relation to various world-historical periods in man's
intellectual development and the corresponding forms of
civilisation, integrated or problematic. This is followed
by an intensive general analysis of one particular narrative
form, the novel, which is typical of modern society and
reflects its characteristic cognitive orientation to its
world. In Part II Lukacs attempts to construct a socio-
psychological typology of novels, based upon different
rasponses to a discrepancy between the real and the ideal,
which at the same timo reprasents both an historical and
logical progression of forms. Here he modifies large-

scale generalisations with particular analyses of novels

and novelists.

{# the conception in terms of 'modes of totality' in

LA
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Part T is essantially Hegelian, the theory and methodology
of Part II owes & large debt to pilthey. In fact, to
follow Lukécs's account of his own development, we nust

imaginatively insert part I of The Theory of the Novel

petween Soul and Form and Part .. This will give us 2

progression from Kantiar atemporal aesthetic forms through
piltheyian psychological structuree to Hegelian historico-
phil@scphicalﬁaestnstic analyses. This will also give us

an expansicn of concern from the small subjective world

of romanticism through the larger 'objective’ social world
of the noval to the integrated subject-object of the
totality-of-culture perspective.

The situation is actually not as noat as this scheme

would suggest. Firstly, it is not possible to isolate the

infiuences of Hegel and Dilthey in this manner. The
methodology of the 'intellectual sciences' that Lukacs

claims to have adopted in The Theory of the Novel is not

unlike that of Hegel's aesthetic. Indeed, what motivated

the Hegelian revivalists of the early 20th century was a

desire to emphasize the similarities between his philosophy
and their own Geisteswissenschaft. Secondly, Lukacs's
tconversion' is not absolute, so that he intersperses his

nistorical account of the development of the genres with

statements that show a hankering after the Kantian notion

of an atemporal order. He speaks of the 'great and time-

less paradigmatic forms of world literature‘34 as he spoke

aegthetic forms in soul and Form, and this

of the eternal
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is ol viously a different concept from that which undsrlies
hig understanding of the contemporary co-existence of all =
the genres, of which he saysi ;

For the Greeks ... every art form

wag born only when the sundial of the
mind showed that its hour had coms,

and had to disappesr wbo. the funda-~
mental images were no longer visibls

on the horizon. This philosophical
periodicity was lost in later times.
Artistic genres now cut across ons
another; ... their sum total is only

s historical totality of the empirical,
whersin we may seek (and possibly find)
the empirical (sociological) conditions
for the ways in which each form came
intc bsing, but where the historico-
philosophical meaning of periodicity is
never again concentrated in the forms
themselves (which have become

symbolic) ...

Thirdly, and most importantly, by the end of the book Lukacs

hows signs of breaking out of the Hegelian framework into

a2 Marxisc theory of history.36

What is valid in Lukdcs's self-analysis is his descrip-

tion of the methodology of The Theory of the Novel as the

construction of large—-scale theoretical and histcrical

syntheses. As he said later, discussing his conformity to

the trends of the time:

It became the fashion to form general o]
synthetic concepts on the basis of only e
2 few characteristics - in most cases
only intuitively grasped - of a sc..ool,
a psriod, etc.., then to proceed by
deduction from these generalisations to
the analysis ot individual phenomena,
and in that way to arrive at what we
cleimed to be a comprehensive overall

view.3
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mhe prcblem with these intellectual constructions of the

'_"""!9“}!5!,"“!{ W

'ethos of an era' is that their generality does not do

justice to either the complexity or the uniqueness of 2

work of arxt. In addition, literary works are often dis-

torted to conform to the general pattern, and what cannot

pe so fitted to the Procrustean bed is simply ignored.

This method is essentially reductive - it reduces

1iterary works to the lowest common denominator. It also

implies a radical relativism, in that it denies a universal

gquality to literature, and it stresses discontinuities in’

cultural history. Its assurptions as to the consensual

nature of the beliefs of an era ure highly dubious, and it

is not surprising that very often the analyst seems able tc

£ind no more than one or twc works to exemplify an entire

class. Worse still, from the point of view of any socio-

logist of literature, there is no attempt to offer any sort

of genetic explanation in rerms of the socia circumstances

and material conditions in which these complexes of

thought arise.
thodology in The Theory of the Novel doe:

Now Lukacs's me

not fit this prototype exactly, despite the fact that in

standpoint of di ferent

19:2 - looking back from the

theoretical assumptions and political sommitments - LukAacs

condemned the book as unacceptably remote from rocio-

polizicalrealities, a fault he attributed to Dilthey's

method. Nor is he the only critic to maintain that the

writer of The Thaeory of the Novel is not interested in
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relating literary forms o social canditions,ag

wWhile there
48 a certain truth to this contention - in tha sense that
the book does not attempt to relate spacific works to the
socio~historical events of their particular time and

place - it can also be misleading. The gsociological dimen-

sion in The Theory of the Novel is more extensive than is

usually allgwad,39 and it is probably the lyrical idealism
of Lukécs's form of expression that effectively conceals
this fact. Furthermore, this concern with the social is
present from the start: it is not only a question of a
ghift in emphasis towards the end of the book40 or a steady
increase in interest as the work progresses, but a question
of the sociclogical dimension becoming more apparent when
it is the novel rather than the epic that is under discus-
sion, for reasons inherent in Lukacs's conception of the
different social realities that give rise to these narrative
forms.

in the first place, the very gtructure and substance of

the argument in The Theory of the Novel depends upon a

clagsification of narrative forms in terms of a basic
distinction that is essentially social in nature, the
difference between an integrated and an alienated society.
Admittedly, Lukdcs does not amplify here upon the parti-
cular modes of economic organisation that are presupposed
by those terms, but what is important is the fact that his
snalysis racognises the nature of social structures as the

determinant, not only of aesthetic forms, but of man's
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cognitive and emotive relationship to his. world.

From the beginning Lukécs is concerned with the adequacy
of existent social structures as the medium within which
human nature must realise itseli in action and reveals his
understanding of the paradoxical mannexr of existence of
these man-made systems of meaning which are conventions that
have become naturalised rather than the ideal necessities
they appear to be. Now in the homogeneous world of the
epic there is no gap 'patween soul and created structuvre,
betwaen self and wo:ld'.41 'When the structures made by
man for man are really adequats to man' and 'when the
congtructs ... appear as the agglomerate and concentrate of
interiorities which can at any moment be transformed back
into a soul‘,42 then the critic is licensed to speak of
'the transcendental topography of the Greek mind'43 as if
it existed in some disembodied form. On the other hand,
the 'fundamental dissonance of existence’M in the era of
the novel is man's alienation from his own constructs,
which now appear to him as powerful, but incomprehensible,
self-subsistent objects, as society. Only community exists
for the epic; the concept of society requires the element
of individual personalities and comes to be defined in

contradistinction to the gelf to which it is opposed.
Consequently, where Lukécs could discuss the primitive world
in metaphysical terms, he is forced to consider the modern
world socially and historically. 1t is this that accounts

in part for what appears to be an increase in concern with
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thae social dimension as the work moves from an analysis of

the epic to an analysis of the novel.
That Lukécs's conception of alienated modern society is

perfactly in keeping with a Marxist analysis of capitalism,

despite his manner of expression, is clearly ravealed by
guch passages as the one that follows:

The secand nature, the nature of man-
made structures, has no lyrical sub-
gtantiality: ... This second nature is
not dumb, sensuous and yat senseless
1ike the first: it is a complex of
ganses - meanings - which has become
rigid and strange, and which no longer
awakens interiority; it is a charnel-
house of long-dead interiorities; ...
Estrangement from nature (the first
nature), the modern sentimental atti-
tude to nature, is only a projection
of man's experience of his self-made
environment as a grison instead of as
a parental home.4

« e e e gt

Finally - in this account of the extensiveness of the
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gsociological emphasis in Lukics's book - it is significant

that the motivating impulse that gave rise to The Theory

=S

of the Novel is gsocial and historical, not aesthetic and
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metaphysical: & nostalgic longing for the organic inte-
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gration of communities of the past, utter despair at the
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bourgeois present, and a utopian hope fcs the futvve, all

of which is nonetheless real for being expressed in the

U,

e
i
&
&
&

3 eriticism. As Lukacs insists in Soul and Form, criticism

ianguage of idealism and through the medium of literary

only appears to deal with art.
? Despite this 'highly naive and totally unfounded

Sik

atopianism', € as he was to describe it in 1962, Lukacs
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distinguishes hie attitude in The Theory of the Novel from

the romantic bourgeois anti-capitalism current at the
time,47 insisting that the'general tenor of the work is not
conservative but subversive. This may be intellectually
true in that Hegel's progressive evolution comes to dominate
Dilthey's innate structures and the course of the book
displays & movement from looking back at a golden past to
looking forward to a utopian future, but the inconsis-
tencies within the work are such that as good an argument
could be made out for Lukacs's 1938 description of it as
‘rgactionary, full of idealistic mysticism'.48

The important point is that what Lukacs is criti-
cising here is not the moral principles of a writer al-
legedly committed to radical social revolution, but his
intellectual allegiance to a conventional exegesis of
reality. What Lukacs does not acknowledge 1s that in the
realm of literary criticism this dual loyalty had the
distinct advantage of allowing him to combine a respect fcr
the literary “raditions of the bourgeocisie with a rejection
o” the social forms in which they arose.

1 hava come to what is of central concern in this
study, namely, a consideration of that basic irreconcil-
ability that I suggested in Part I stamps orthodox larxism.
It i3 this that will drive Lukacs into forced resolutiona
and illogical contradictions when he must accommodate h.is
classical aesthetic tastes to the demands of Marxism or

£ind some theoretical way of iustifying has literary

e

ko
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predilections within the framework of Marxist categories.
Here the problem has not yet surfaced pracisely beacause of
LukScs's 'fusion of "left" ethics and "right" epistem-
@l@gy',49 becauss his commitment to the rejection of
capitalism and the bourgeoisie exists separately from his
intellectual commitment to traditional conceptions of the
real and is not at this stage logically grounded irn, and
legitimated by, .e Marxist interpratation of reality.

Thus Lukdcs can criticise modern society, can see the novel
form as the reflection of its meaninglessness, can hope for
a new epic form, which, by implication, means a new age of
integration and immanent values, but is not bound by
acceptance of the doctrines of historical materialism to
reject all bourgeois literature as unreal and/or ideo-
logical, as distortion rather than reflection.sn

I have looked at The Theory of the Novel in the light

of Luk&cs's own criticisms as these are expressed in the
1962 Preface from an entirely different theoretical stand-
point, because what these reveal is his own conception of
the nature of those ief’.ciencies that a Marxist materialism
was to make good. Put simply, these are the lack of a
specifically sociological perspective - to which are

related the faults of insufficient historicisation, gen-
eralisation, and abstraction - and an inadequate, idealistic
conception of the real. What the Preface does not reveal

is the continuity that undorlies the various stages of

Lukécec's personal historico-philosophico-aesthetic
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deve »Opment, and consequently, the intimations in The

Theory of the Novel of where he might turn next in his

search for a satisfactory worldview. For this it is neces-
saxry to go to the text itself.

If it is trua to say of Soul and Form, as I did in 5.1,

that given its problems and tendencies the progression
towards Marxism is inevitable, it is even more true of The

Theory of the Novel. Perhaps Jameson overstates the case

somewhat when he writes in Marxism and Form:

Indeed;, I would be tempted to reverse
the causal relationship as it is
generally conceived, and to claim
that if LukAcs became a Communist, it
was precisely because the problems of
narration raised in The Theory of the
Novel required a Marxist framework to
be thought through to their logical
conclusion.5!

But Lukacs's b and of Marxism as expressed in History and

Class Consciousness needs to be understood as oriented in
& brcadly aesthetic direction and as the ethical and
philosophical answer to problems originally conceived in
aesthetic terms.

I have said that the seeds of an ethical sociou-~
historical perspective on aesthetic phencmena is contained

within the conceptual distinction upon which The Theory of

the Novel is based - the opposition between an integrated
primitive community and an alienated modern society52 and
the characteristic narrative forms that each producer. An
organic community appears to correspond roughly to Hegel's

lowest stage where consciousness is the indwelling spirit
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of a community, where the individual existe only as & part
of his group and his world. Here ' ... thare iz not yet

any interiority, for there is not yet any extarior, any

"otnerness" for the soul"53 Here 'ready-made, ever present

54

meaning' is immanent in life and nothing points to any

reality above or beyond it. As Luk&cs writes:

For the epic, the world at any given
moment i8 an ultimate principle; it
18 empirical at its deepest, most
decisive, all-datermining trans-
cendental base; ... it can never,
while remaining epic, transcend the
breadth and depth, the rounded,
sensual, ordered nature of life as
historically given. Any attempt at
a properiy utopian epic must fail be-
cause it is bound, subjectively or
objectively, to transcend the
empirical and spill over into the
lyrical or dramatic.55

This is essentially a human world: objects are seen in
relation to men and as human products, gods are conceived
of in anthropomorphic images, and even social institutiorns
are seen as human. Since this is a cyclical world of
repetition and ritual, time, as the dimension of personal
development through experience, does not exist; this is a
world of the eternal present. In Hegelian terms this is
the stage of life not knowledge. For Lukécs it represents
an ideal integration of theory and praxis, consciousness
and action - 'Being and destiny, adventure and accomplish-
ment, life and essence are then identical com.epts'.s6

This world is characterised by totality, not as an intel-

lectual concept, but as lived experience.
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Since everything is inherently meaningful, the narra-
tive art of such & community is wholly concrete. Art hare
nerely reflects the given; aesthetic forms bring immanant
meaning to consciousness, they do not create meaning through
selection and organisation. Hegel, in his Assthetics, says
that the raw material of literature requires no mediation

37 would say that all

in such a cass. The semiologist, Eco,
the sign systems are perfectly codified. Lukécs says that
the forms that express this kind of totality are closed.
This is the world of the epic where 'creation [is) only
the copying of visible and eternal essonc.s’.sa

When we come to the modern era we are faced with a
different situation. These societies are not characterised
by an organic integration, but by fragmentation. The indi- i}
vidual has not only come o selfconsciousness, but feels |
isolated and alone, 'homeless’' in an alien universe. This
is owing to both his separation from the community in
spirit and his alienation from his total environment, social,
natural, and produced. Life and meaning are no longer
identical, and the world ii: dehumanised. Objects are not
seen as human products, but as standing over against man.
Nature is now a collection of contingent facts and as such
threatens his security. Institutions are objectively given, L
sxternel to him, and resistant to meaning.

In this fragmented world of mecaninglessness art re-
quires different forms because art is no longer a reflective r

copy of a concrete existential totality, but the independent
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subjective creation of a unity based upon the ideal re~
concilliation of contradictions. As Lukdcs says:

The eplic and the novel, thess two
mnajor forms of great epic litarature,
diffar from one another not by their
authors'! fundamental intentions but
by the given historico-philosophical ',
realities with which the suthors were .
confronted. The novel is the spic of
an ags in which the extensive totality
of life is no longer given, in which
the immanence of meaning in life has
bacoms & problem, yet which g%ill
thinks in terms of totality.

and thus the novel is
... [a] purely artistic attempt to -
create, with the means of composition,
structuring and organisation, a unity
that is no longer organically given:
... For unity can surely be achieved,
but never a real tctality. 1In the
story of the Iliad, which has no
beginning and no end, a rounded uni-

verse blossoms into all-embracing life.
The lucidly composed unity of the

Nibslungenlied conceals life and decay,

castles and ruins, behind its skillfully

structured facade.60

in the abssnce of integrating consensual beliefs the

task of creating meaning falls to the artist. He must
establish connections and legitimace actions, for theory
and praxis are no longer perfectly integrated. Since
individualism is the distinguishing characteristic of
this world, personal time now becomes the most important
dimension of life, and since the empirical and the ideal,
appsarance and reality, are separate entities, symbolism
becomes the necessary medium for meaning. The narrative

form typxcal of this society is the novel.

-
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Jumeson suggests in Marxism and Form that it is his
thinking in antithetical pairs that leads Lukédcs to present
& utopian positive to set over against the negative that
is obviously his primary concern here. It would certainly
appear that the analysis of the world of ancient Greace is -
merely there to provide an analytical framework and an
ideal contrast for the discussion of the contemporary world
and its typical narrative form, the novel. It is, therefore,

relatively unimportant that Lukacs's view of Greek society

61 It is not,

is radically oversimplified and romanticised.
after all, his historico-philosophical schema that interests
us, but his insight into the form of the novel and the
manner in which it reflects its world. This is always
illuminating, often brilliant, and sometimes ~ as irn the
case of his discussion of time - prognostic. Nor is it
invalidated by the inadequacies of the philosophical frame-
work.

This dichotomy in terms of two types of society and
their respective aesthetic forms is based upon that

opposition between the concrete and the abstract that we

sncountered in Soul and Form, but whereas in Soul and Form

Lukacs took a logical opposition and made of it an ontolo-

gicel, an epistemological, and an aesthetic category; here

it is used sociologically. Since it is the nature of the

scciety that determines how men experience life; and since

‘w\“ AT

lived experience is '‘he raw matarial of literature, it is

the nature of the society that determiies whether its




characteristic literary form will be concrete or abstract.

By 'concrete' literary form Lukécs .eans an objective
representation of the extensive totality of things that is
typical of an integrated society. 'Abgtract' here refers
to a subjective aspect of the totality presented under the
guise of an objective whole, a constant danger in a frag-
mented modern society. This linking of the objactive and
totality will provide Lukécs later with the criterion of
realism, while subjectivity and abstraction will provide
the grounds for his rejection of naturalism.

This definition of 'abstract' derives from the more
usual one .3 follows:

In a rovel, totality can be system-
atised only in szbstract terms, which is
why any system that could be established
in the novel - a system being, after the
final disappearance of th~ organic, the
only possible form of a rounied totality -
had to be one of abstract concepts 2and
therefore not directly suitable fn:
aesthetic formgiving. Such abstract
systematisation is, it is true, the
ultimate basis of the entire structure,
but in the created reality of the novel
all that becomes visible is the distance
separating the systematisation from
concrete life; (the ideal from the realj:
a systematisation which emphasizes the
ccnvantionality of the cbjective world
and "1 interiority of the subjeztive
one. Thus the elements of the no.el
are, in the Hegelian sense, entirely
abstract .62

Thus the novelist's subject e view of the real and his
equal'ly subjective ideal comprise two abstractions whose
opposition constitures the basic structure of the novel.

in their facticity, tleir conventionality, t'oar meaning-
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lassness, and unrelatedness lies the abstract quality of
social structures, in its subjectivity lies the abstractness
of the novelist's ideal.
In Soul and Form concrete and abstract literary ex-

pression combined in different proportions constituted a

set of eternal literary forms. This provided the basis for
a typology of literary genres, but no attempt was made to
offer a causal explanation for the actual occurrence of one

rather than another. 1In The Theory of the Novel stylistic

categories becomc purely substantive ones (that is, 'con~-
crete' and 'abstract' become ‘'life’' and ‘'meaning’), and the
various interrelationships between the two differentiate

not just 'timeless paradigmatic forms of world literaturc'ﬁ3
but historical epochs in man's intellectual history. Lukacs
says of the Greeks that they 'travelled in history itself
through all the stages that correspond a priori to the
great forms; their history of art is a metaphysicogenetic
aesthetic, their culturil development a philosophy of

64 Here, by linking aesthetic forms to world-

history"'.
views, to historical periods, and to certain forms of
society to which they correspond, Lukadcs is providing the
basis for a genetic explanation of genre for which he is
not quite ready yet.

Greek literature, according to Lukadcs, passed through
three phases. Stage I, that utopia I have already described,

is reflected in the epic. This is the narrative form of

absolute totality and concreteness where life and essence,
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experience and meaning, have not vet geparataed cut. Stage
IT finds expression in the tragic form. By now lived ex-
perience and essential meaning are no longer identical and
coincide only at the high point of tragic moments when the
hero wrings meaning out of ameaningless world in the face

of the crisis that threatens his being. Stage III is the -

stage of Platonic philosophy in which life and meaningful-
ness are totally divorced and the material world of appear-
ances is contrasted with a purely intellectual world of
unrealisable ideal values that can only find form in myths
and fables.

This is a significant inversion of Hegel.65 Hegel con-
siders the development from the material to the ideal, from
art to philosophy, as a positive one; for Lukacs it is quite
the contrary. This is firstly, because philosophy only

comes into being when the meaning has gone ocut of life;

secondly, because art is an eternally present and eternally
valid form of human expression, not a mere way-station on
the journey of the human mind to selfconsciousness; and
thirdly, because literature at any rate represents a con-
crete ethical testing of abstract ideals. Despite the in-

consistencies in The Theory of the Novel the trend is

definitely away from a metaphysical towards a materialist
conception of art, with philosophy determining the form and
supplying the ideal content for literary creation, perhaps,
but inferior to it as anything abstract is inferior to

anything concrete. This is an idea essential to his
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Marxism that Lukécs will develop further in History and

Class Coneciousness.

Lukécs does not 'intend "o chart, however a -t imately,

66

the road that led to our cwn reality’ and so he prnceeds

diractly to his analysis of the novel. The general form
of the novel, what makes it a novel and not an epic, is
that it always takes the shape of a search for meaning and
integration on the part of a problematic hero. This herc
is not an eiement of an organic community, but a solitary
subject whose problem is precisely his relation to his
meaningless environment.

The epic gives form to a totality of
life that is rounded from within; the
novel seeks, by giving form, to uncover
and construct the concealed totality of
life. The given structure of the object
"(i.e., the search, which is only a way
of expressing the subject's recogniticn
that neither objective life nor its
relationship to the subject is sponta-
neously harmonious in itself) supplies
an indication of the form-giving inten-
tion. All the fissures and rents which
are inherent in the historical situation
mist be drawn into the form-giving process
and cannot nor should be disguised by
compositional means. Thus the fundamental
form-determining intention of the novel is
objectivised as the psychology of the
novel's heroes: they are seekers. The
simple fact of seeking implies that
neither the goals nor the way leading to
them can be directly given, or else that,
if they are given in a psychologically
direct and solid manner, this is not
svidence of really existent relations or
ethical necessities but only of a
psychological fact to which nothing in
the world of objects or norms need
necessarily correspond. To put it
another way, this 'givenness' may be
crime or madness; ... For crime and

",
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madnees are objectivations of trans-

cendental homelessness - the homeless-

nege of an action in the human order of

soclal relations, the homelessness of a

soul in the ideal order of a supra-

psrsonal system of values.67

His search is, of course, doomed from the outset, or

it would not take the form of a novel, and when the novel
eventually finds meaning, it is not in the world in which
the search takes place, but in the fictional world of the
novel itself, in the mind and will of the writer who orders
it. We are reminded here of Lukacs's contention in Soul
and Fform that aesthetic form-giving is an affirmation of

humar. fresdom because it constitutes a conceptual reshaginc

of life, and we anticipate his claim in History and Class

Consciousness that aesthetic creation is the prototype for

truly human existence.

B This is where the concept of irony enters in. Irony
is characterised by the selfconscicusness of the writer:

that is, he takes into account the subjective origins of

what he prrsents as objective reality. This freedom from
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subjectivity through insight into it is the greatest human
fresdom. This is where the ethical significance of the
novel is to be found, for it points beyond the narrative

of an individual's search for meaning to a realistic
testing, in concrete terms and within the framework of lived
experience, of the novelist's proposed solution to the
problem of once more integrating life and meaning, man and
his world. It is in this sense that the novel is superior

to philosophy, which merely presents one with an untried,
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abstract, ideal dream. Here is the basis for Lukécs's
rejection of romanticism, and a pointar to his concern in

History and Class Consciousness with the dialectical inte-

gration of theory and praxis. It also suggests that what
Marxism's transcendent critic will lack later is prerisely
this irony.

This is how Lukacs describes his concepu. of irony and
its relation to the dual ethic of the nove.:

... the ultimate unifying principle
therefore has to be the ethic of the
creative subjectivity, an ethic which

the content reveals. But because this
ethic must surmount itself so that the
author's normative objectivity may be
realised, and Lecause it cannot ...
completely rid itself of its subjectivity
and so appear as the immanent meaning of
the objective world - because of this it
needs a new ethical self-correction,

again determined by the work's content ...
This interaction cf two ethical complexes,
their duality as to form and their unity
in being given form, is the content of
irony, which is the normative mentality
of the novel.68

and

“or the creative individual's reflexion,
the novelist's ethic vis-a-vis the content,
is a double one. His reflexion consists
of giving form to what happens to the
idea in real life, of describing the actual
nature of this process and of evaluating
and considaring its reality. This re-
flexion. uowever, in turn becomes an object
for re'lexion; it is itself only an ideal,
only subjective, and postulative.69

I have concuntrated above upon various aspects of the
basic opposition upon which Part I depends - namely, the
distinction between integrated primitive communit and

alienated modern society - including a general discussion
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of the concrete and the abstract as they relate to thase
gsoclal forms and their characteristic literary genres,
and & more specific look at Greek literature in contrast
to the novel. My concern throughout has been to show how

the ideas encountered in Soul and Form are developing here

in the direction of Marxism.

Part II of The Theory of the Novel rests ultimately

upon the real-ideal opposition that loomed so large in

Soul and Form, for Luk&cs's three-fold typology here -

abstracted idealism, romantic disillusion, and the quasi-
realism of the bildungsroman - presents various relations
between the real world and the hero's ideal concaptions.
It is important to understand that Lukacs's interest is not
philosophical: he is concerned with men’'s theories of the
real only as regards their adequacy as bases for human
action. This is the link between ethics and aesthetics.
wWhen Lukacs writes that 'the aesthetic problem ... is
therefore centred on the fundamental ethical problem -

70

the question of necessary and possible action’, his

words might almost have come from History and Class

Consciousness.

The first type, the novel of abstracted idealism,
presents a total disparity between reality-as-it-is and
reality-as-the-hero-conceives-it. He is blindly obsessed
with his belief in the meaning of the world, and if reality
appesrs to resist his interpretation of it, it is not

bacause he is unrealistic, but because the world is
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bewitched., This abstracted idealism takes the narrative
form of a series of material encounters between the hero
and the world which reveal the discrepancy between his
ideal vision of reality and its actuality. This type of
novel can degenerate into a series of empty adventures,

or the idealistic hero can become a ridiculous eccentric

if a preconceived notion of reality is foisted upon the
reador, as in the novels of Dicker :. Lukacs takes Don
uixote as the prototype of abstracted idealism and relates
this sort of ncvel to an intellectual climate that involves
an incompletely rationalistic worldview and a universe
conceived of solely in spatial terms.

When we come to the second'type of novel, that of
romantic disillusion, the psychological prerequisite is a
fatalistic acceptance of the inevitability of defeat at
the hands of reality, the associated intellectual ethos
is a dissatisfaction with rationalism and a conception of
the world which understands time to be the primary dimen-
sion. Unlike abstracted idealism's man of action, the
hero of the novel of romantic disillusion is a contem-
plative, who, having constructed an alternative reality out
of his own subjective consciousness, withdraws into it
feeling no need to act in the external world. Here life
itself becomes art. The problem this man faces is that of
solipsism, and, instead of a series of empty adventures,
this type of novel may degenerats into a series of frag-

mentary lyrical moods from which narration has disappeared
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altogether.
Life bacomes a work of literature;
but, &8s a result, man becomes the
author of his own life and at the
same time the observer of that life
&8s & created work of art. Such
duality can on%¥ be given form by
lyrical means.

It is time that saves the narrative element, provides
the means of integration, and bestows meaning upon the
whole. It does this through the agency of hope and memory,
which Lukidcs describes as follows:

.++. the experiences of hope and memory;

experiences of time which are victories

over time: a synoptic vision of time

as solidified unity ante rem and its

synoptic comprehension post rem.?2
But the result is that meaning and integration are a func-
tion of the novel as a whole and are never present for the
hero now. What distinguishes this form is its ability to
reconcile the negative and positive faces of time, flow
and duration. Unfortunately, lLukacs can find only one

satisfactory example, Flaubert's Education sentimentale.

In both of the above types of novel theory proves to
be an inalequate baasis for social action. The unrealistic
idealist acts, but in the process runs head on into a
collision with a reality that he has totally ."isconceived:
the realistic romantic understands the nature of reality
correctly, but, since it falls so far short of his ideals,
he rejects it and abjures any form of social action within
it. Por Lukdcs this is equally unsatisfactory, for it is

essential that a solution be found within the parameters
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of the real world - which he increasingly comes to sea as
the social world - through a process of selsction and accom-
modation. Only thus can we arrive at an approximation to
the epic totality, a reconciliation of subject and object,
matter and spirit, the real and the ideal. Neither action
in a world whose true nature remains hidden, nor akstinence
from action in a world whose true nature is understood, will
produce this integration. Thecysy and praxis, form and con-
tent, consciousness and reality must be perfectly compatible.
If the ethical significance of the novel lies in its
realistic testing of an ideal, the ethical intention of the
novel form, Lukdcs tells us, is this concern to establish
some sort of utopia. The abstract idealist tries to impose
his utopia upon the ocutside world, not by altering reality,
but by reading the ideal into i1t. What he does, in a sense,
is to imaginatively recreate the world in his own image
and act within that imagc. The disillusioned romantic,
on the other hand, turns aside from the real and creates a
utopia that runs parallel with the world rather than over-
laying it. Both types of novel are intensely subjective,
both types of hero are basically creative artists: and
Lukécs's discussion of them in terms of their failure to
construct an objective totality prepares us for his
ultimate rejection of all forms of romantic literature and
for his theory of literary realism as primarily dependent

upon a quality of totality which guarantees its objectivity.
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In tracing Lukéce's path towards a sociological thsory
of literature, it is important to notice that ha sass the
transition from idealism to romanticisem ae evidanca of a
temporal, historical, and conceptual progression which is
related to the changing nature of society. 1In his analysis
of narrativa forms there is a loyic of history that has to
be takan into account, for it is the state of the real 2
world at any time that limits and determines the possible
manner of adaptation and its formal expression. Already we
have the seeds of a dialectical theory of literature and
soclety. [
The self-delusory inner certainty of the idealist re-
presents a static psychological state that experience does
not alter, but also of significance in determining this form
of the novel is the fact that he interacts with a world that
is a mixture of the organic and the conventional, the latter
slement representing a petrification of his own ideals. As
Lukacs puts it: |
... the sphere of the soul - of psycho-
logy - and the sphere of action no
longer have anything whatsoever in
comn ® & @
Furthermore, in neither of the two
spheres is there an element of immanent
progress or development, either within
itself or arisigg from relationships
with the other. !
and
Yet the world he is obliged to choose é;
as the arena for his adventures is a B
curious mixture of the richly organic,
which is completely alien to ideas,
and of those selrsame ideas (the ideas
which lead their purely transcendent
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1ife inside his soul) petrifisd into
social convention. This is what makes
it possible for his actions to be
spontansous and ideological at the same
time: the world he finds is not only
full of life, but also full of the
samblance of the very life which existg
inside him as the only essential life.’4

When we come to the romantic, we are not dealing with
an idiosyncratic psychological make-up that dictates a
totally unrealistic response to external reality, wa are
dealing with a valid evaluation of reality. The world that
the romantic rejects is a meaningless world that has become
so dominated by empty conventions with no relation to
human nature that social institutions no longer appear the
necessary background for life. This is not a psychological
diagnosis but a value judgment. Lukacs's account of this
world seems to anticipate his theory of reification and

alienation:

... the outside world which comes into
contact with such an interiority has to
be completely atomised or amorphous,
and in any case must be entirely devoid
of meaning. It is & world entirely
dominated by convention, the full
realisation of the concept of a 'second
nature'; a quintessence of meiningless
laws in which no relation to the soul
can be found. And this means that all
formal objectivations of social life
lose their significance for the soul,
they do not even retain their para-
doxical significance as being the
necessary arena and vehicle of events
whilst having no essence at the core.
Thus, a character's profession loses
ell importance from the point of view
of his inner destiny, just as marriage,
family and class become immaterial to
the relationships between characters.’®
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Lukscs now lLooks at a type of novel that represents
& synthesls of the two forms already described. Tha hero
of the bildungsroman does not impose his idealistic vision
upon reality or withdraw from it into a transcendent
ideal, for 'the content and goal of the ideal which
animates the psrsonality and determinas his actions is to
£ind responses to the innermost demands of his scul in the

structures of socioty.'76

He comes +through experience to
a hardwon reconciliation with concrete social reality that

'igs the fruit of a rich and enriching resignation, the

crowning of a process of education, a maturity attained by
struggle and offort.'77
This type of novel rests u;on an interaction between
social structures and the individual which represents a
testing of both. The question posed is whether failure is
due to a lack in the hero or in the social order. By the
end ¢ the novel the answer is clear, for the object is
that the hero should discriminate between social insti-
tutions, discarding those that are inherently meaningless
and retaining those that are meaningful. For Luka.s the
validity of this form is its acknowledgement of the naces-
sity for man to come to self-realisation within the social
environment, neither excluding social reality, nor unques-
tioningly accepting the given order, but using social

institutions as a means to an end that transcends them.

This is how Lukacs sees it:
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The content of such maturity is an

ideaal of free humanity which compre-

hends and affirms the structures of

social life as necessary forms of

human community, yet, at the same time,

only sees tham as an occasion for the

active expression of the essential life

gubstance - in other words, which takes

possession of these structures, not in

their rigid political and legal being-

for-themselves, but as the necessary

instrggautg of aims which go far beyond

them.
A further important dimension of the resolution in this
type of novel is that the hero ideally represents a com-
munity of men with common aspirations, for self-realisation
depands upon common goals and mutual assistance. It is in
this human adjustment to social structure, rather than a
fairytale alteration of them, that the realistic mode
begins to emerge.

Lukécs claims that Goethe's Wilhelm Meister typifies
this sort of synthesis. In this novel, after a series of
adventures, the contemplative finds a real world in which
he can fulfill himself. This is not a very good example,
for there is a certain sleight of hand involved here:
the omnipotent masonic @lite have set up a number of tests
for the hero so that what he encounters is not the real
world, but a world manipulated by them, just as the novelist
manipulates the whole novel by retrospectively +ransforming
its meaning. Like the ‘'deus ex machina' in Greek drama,
these 'gods’' intrude into the time of the action and

rescue the hero from the hostile reality of the world.79
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Nevertheless, what emerges from the actual text of
this chapter, and ls of greater importance than the
sultablility of an example, is the growing stress on the
social rather than the metaphysical dimension. The signi-
ficance of the bildungsroman is its realism as opposed to
both idealism and romanticism. Literary realism is
inseparable from the realisation that man's search for
totality and meaning must take place within the social
world, and the aim of the novel shifts over time to include
&s the necessary prerequisite for the hero's search a cri-
tical examination of society with regard to whether or not
it fulfills its role of providing the optimum environment
for human community and the development of human poten-
tiality. The opposition between ideal and real has likewise
bean subtly altered so that both are now contained within
the social as the empty conventional and the meaningful real.

If the bildungsroman represents a synthesis that moves
creatively towards some sort of integration, the novels of
Tolstoy typify a different type of synthesis, indeed, hardly
& synthesis at all, but a manner of living and acting within
two different levels of reality. These novels rest upon &
polamical rejection of the conventional world, but what is
eignificant here is their presentation of an objectively
axisting alternative rather than an abstract ideal. The
hero rejects the cultural and finds his ideel in nature.
Community here consists in being closely bound to the

rhythmes of the natural world.
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Luk&cs f£finds this triumph of the natural to be both
reductive, in that it does not take into account human
being in ite full nature, and unsatisfactory. It stems
from & criticlism of society that can envisage no social
alternative; and it is unrealistic in ignoring the fact
that men must still live in the social world. As a result,
they move from one level to the other without any inte- -
gration being achieved: the essential totality is lacking.

What is of significance here for Lukacs's development
is the beginning of a distinction between polemicism and
creative polemicism which will later provide the basis for
a distinction between critical realis and socialist

realism. 'The world of Western European culture is so

“deéeply rooted in the inescapability of its constituent

structures that it can never adopt any attitude towards

80

them other than a polemical one'’ writes Lukacs. ‘'The

“‘m-r—w

greater closeness of nineteenth-century Russian literature
to certain organic natural conditions, which were the given d

ke substratum of its underlying attitude and creative inten-

=  f tion, made it possible for that literature to be creatively

polemical.'Sl

Finally, Lukacs suggests that Dostoievsky may be the
= ,? writer who will herald a new epic era. But, he insists,
the novel cannot be the agency of char-e in the world. Any
attempt to depict the utopian as actually existent can only
end in destroying the form, not in creating reality. This

belief of Luké&cs's in the necessity for homoge..2ity and
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concreteness in the novel precludes the uses of art as
diract propaganda and forms the theoretical justification
for his later criticisms - or eloguent silences -~ upon

the subject of revolutionary romanticism.

I suggested earlier that when Lukacs describes the

major development in The Theory of the Novel as an histori-

cisation of aesthetic categories, he misses the true signi-
ficance of this work, which lies in its deviation from,
rather than its conformity to, Hegel's ideas. And, indeed,
the understanding Lukidcs ultimately achieves here as to the
relations between types of social organisation, ethical
perspectives, and aesthetic forms, is closer to Marx than
to Hegel.

It is the introduction of the concept of time that takes
Lukdcs from eternal a prior. through a sweeping Hegelian-
type historico-aesthetic anti:iesis to socio-historically
specific narrative forms that prefigure his Marxist theory
of literary realism. The central task - to relate aesthetic
forms to other patterns of meaning - remains the same as
in Soul and Form, but the answer changes precisely because
of the profound effect of this new dimension upon Lukacs's
conception of the relation between form and content, the
ideal and the real. Whereas a priori forms necessarily
deny any intrinsic relation between the two, narrative
forms imply some link. The exact nature of this link is

the problem that Lukdcs addresses here, and in this

e,
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section, 5.4, I shall investigate his solutlon and its
effect upon his conception of the nature and function of
art. I shall consider here the manner in which Lukacs's
viewpoint changes as he breaks out of the original Hagelian
framework during the course of the book, and how this
altared understanding of form and content foreshadows his

Marxist thesory cf literary realism.

4, Time in The Theory of the Novel
82

To say, as Swingewood does, that Lukacs considers
forms to be atemporal essences transcending social structures

may ve partially true of Soul and Form and of Part I of

Th. Theory of the Novel, but it is certainly not true of

his analysis of the historical development of various types
of novel form in Part II of the latter work. Here, although
aesthetic forms are still related to worldviews, these

wor. iviews now represent a progression of the human mind
through history, as well as innate tendencies, and so Lukacs
finds it impossible to detach them from certain social

forms ~ however generally these are described. As soon as
historical time, the dimension of change, enters the
picture, metaphysical ideals yield to social realities and
eternal a priori forms are replaced by historically spe-~
cific genres such as the novel. As regards the relation
between form (or the ideal) and content (ox the real), the
former are no longer seen as primary and indepaendent

ordering devices imposed upon the latter, but are to some

g o

"




lg2

extent determined by and intrinsically related to them.

At firet Lukédce's emphasis on form appears to imply
that the socio~historical significance of literature lies
in ite literary quality rather than in its content, but
the issue is not as clear-cut as it seems: Lukacs is far
from c¢onferring autonomy, or even primacy, on aesthetic
form. In fact, at times he appears confused as to which
alemsnts of the novel belong in which category and in his
discussion wanders from one level to another, identifying
tha hero with the novelist and confusing the former's
psychology with the latter's formal scheme of ideas.
Admittedly, this is often a difficult distinction to make
(as when, for instance, 'the fundamental form-determining
intention of the novel is objectivised as the psychology
of the novel's herces: they are seekerl')§3 and what it
indicates is how impossible it is to separate form and
conteant even for analytic purposes.

Lukacs relates narration to the totality as the formal
sign and concrete expression of certain socio-historical
modes of being, which he criginally conceives of in terms
of an intellectual relation between man and his universe
rather than as a social relationship between man and his
fellows. Since for Lukdcs at this stage the primary reality
is still a worldview, he claims that it is ‘philosophy as
e form of 1ife ... which determines the form and content

;84

of literary creation. But he fails to sustain this

attituds, and his ultimate insight, that the raw material

A R S e b B




laill
g

i

<l
T S TR
g o e e

1

'l o Oy

g1

183

of life precedss thought and determines the form narrative
will take in a particular type of society, necessarily
involves him in & more tangible theory of literary con-
tent. As ona moves away from the extreme idealism of &
priori forms to the relative materialism of historically
specific forms - even though the gensrating reality is as
immaterial as a worldview whose basis in social structures
is merely hinted at - concrete content increases in
importance.

A proper understanding of this changing conception of
the relation between literary form and content depands upon
an understanding of his distinction between two kinds of
narrati- e art, each with its own nature, function, and
ethical obligation, each presupposing a different theory
of reality. As we have seen in 5.3, Type A, the epic,
which characterises an integrated community, merely re-
flects the real harmony of a homogeneous universe: Type B,
the novel, which characterises an alienated society, has
the task of creating a fictive unity out of the hetero-
geneous elements of reality. While Type A is a 'passively

visionary accoptanca',as a 'copying' of the 'reality of

86 Type B comprises sub-

the world made to our measure’,
jectively created forms for which the ‘disintegration and
inadequacy of the world is the proconditton'.87 wWhen ‘the
old parallelism of the transcendental structure of the
form-giving subject and the world of created forms has been

&ostroycd',aa art must create what is no longer given. Art
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a8 & celebration of life (or reality) yields place to art
a8 & consolation for life (or appearancs).

For Type A, art-as-reflection, content (being) is
primary. All that is required of art is a realistic re-
flection of what is, the empirically existing objective
world in which real and ideal are one. For Type B, art-as-
creation, form (the idea) is the essential slement in a
subjective ordering of . he empirical in accordance with an
imaginative ideal that attempts to make good the defi-
ciencies in the content, that is, in real life.

Objectivity and totality are relatad to art-as-
reflection, while subjectivity and abstraction are related
to art-as-creation. In the epic, totality is a gquality of
the content, it is metasubjective, transcendent, a revela-
tion of an existential reality. Also, 'in the epic, subject
(that is, writer] and object [that is, work] are clearly

and unequivocally distinct from cne another and present in

the work as luch.'89 “e novel, totality is wrought by
the creative subject .nd is produced by the form, it
is not inherenrt in >ntent. Also, in the novel we

have an identity between the c.eated object and the creative
subject, so that what form defines are not the limits of

the universe but the limits of the subject, the artist.
Since form here is not the objective revelation of an

actual totality, but the subjective construction of an
apperent whole through the integration of real contra-

dictions in accordance with a conceptual scheme, it is
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ultirately self-vevelatory, not world-reflective - axcept
in an indirect way. It is in this sense that art-as-
creation is ldsological while art-as-reflection is
raalistic.

Having discarded the pseudo-objectivity that the a

priori forms of Soul and Form lent to subjective creation,

Lukécs must now find some other method of validating art,
and this leads to a distinction within art itself which
will also eliminate the relativity of the a priori forms.
If we bear in mind that what Lukacs refers to in The Theory

of the Novel as the novel is really the romantic novel, we

have here already the basis for his Marxist theory of
literary realism. It is not difficult to transfer the
distinction bstween reflection—realism-totalityfobjoctivity
and creation-abstraction-partialism-subjectivity to the
philosophical and ethical framework of Marxism and to
develop from it Lukacs's understanding of realism and
modernism respectively.

The one essential component of Lukacsian realism that
appears to be missing trom this scheme, the notion of

typicality, is also present in The Theory of the Novel,

albeit in a different guise: it is contained within the
idea of a typology that structures Part II. A typology

is based upon a conception of typicality. This implies
the existence of universals, not in the sense of permanent
transcendent absolutes, but as fully characteristic

essentials. If we eliminate the psychological overtones
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and strass the.dimension of temporality that is only
hinted at here, so that each type is tied to specific
socio-historical realities, we are & step away from in-
slsting that the realistic novel will refleact what we
conceive to be the general characteristics of its gocliety.
The very development within the book encourages us in this
procsdure, for what start out as ideal types of psycho-
logical tendencies end up as modes of response to histo-
rically specific social structures.

There is also one basic change necessary before the
ideal narrative form can be presented as the realistic
novel rather than the epic and before the epic-novel
distinction can be transformed into the realism-romanticism
opposition, and this change occurs during the course of

The Theory of the Novel with the increasing emphasis on

the social dimension of the reai. Given thisgrowing under-
standing of the social bases of both a worldview and its
related narrative form, it is difficult to maintain the
mythological - and therefore essentially atemporal -
framework that supports the naive utopianism of The Theory
of the Novel. By the end of the book it becomes possible

to situate both sets of descriptive concepts within the
h-.storical context of modern alienated society as ethical
srd aesthetic alternatives. Of courss, the shift in
perspective from idealism to materialism entails a con-
comitant shift in the meaning of thc set of concepts that

describes the epic form, but I rhall come to this when I
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consider Lukacs's theory of realism.
It is this same shift in perspective from idealism to

materisalism that explains the logical inconsistsnciss in

80

The Theory of the Novel.”~ They arise because Lukacs's

thinking goes bsyond the bounds of the Hegelian conceptual
framswork within which the work was originally conceived.
Although Lukéce attempts to contain Hegal's philosophy of
history within the parameters of a theory of literary
forms, the parallels between the two are obvious.

, Lukécs begins with the golden age of the epic, an
organic, synchronic system that corresponds to Hegel's
lowast stage of concrete consciousness. Lukacs's aesthe-
tic history then postulates a fall from grace resulting
in an alienated society which produces the novel. The
various types of novel theoratically constitute a diachronic
progression towards the r.--stablishment of that original
mythological ideal of integration (although Lukacs ulti-
mately admits that literature cannot achieve, but can only
reflect, a new epic age), and each stage in this historical
development represents a different attempt at resolving the
conflict between the real and the ideal. This is clearly
anslogous to Hegel's conception of history as a series of
evolutionary stages culminating in the integration of
nature and spirit, the real and the ideal, a process
brought about by a conflict of opposites and comprising
& successicn of contradictions and resolutions.

Still within the Hegelian framework, and prompted not

kv
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only by his philosophical idealism, but also by his msta-
phorical conception of alienation as 'homalessnass',

Luks&ce initially conceives of the ultimate integration as
a synchronic state far removed from the dimensions of tima,
history, change, conflict, and the quast: he seas it as

a metaphysical re-unification of the searching soul with
the transcendent world spirit from which it came.

Although this was obviously Lukacs's original. concep-
tion, the actual structure of the book points him in a
different direction. The initial opposition between the
integrated community reflected by the epic and the alienated
society that produces the novel, plus the progression of
novel forms towards the creation of a new epic wholeness,
requires, in the interests of both logic and symmetry, that
the ultimate utopian integration should be described in
social terms as a return to an organic community.

The demands of the structure are reinforced on the
level of contant, for in the actual implementation of the
organising ideas something very interesting happens - the
literary work recapitulatas within itaelf the historical
process it postulates. Lukacs's typology of novel forms
represents different stages in the romantic or idealistic
pnase of human intellectual history. In evaluating and
finding wanting that very idealism within whose conceptual
framework his book was originally contained, Lukécs dos..
so from the standpoint of an incipient materialism, the

next historico-philosophical stage within the devolopment
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of the work and in the intellectual history of nineteenth-
century Germany.
Thus, by violating its own conceptual boundaries, The

Theory of the Novel arrives finally at a position where

utopia is not a transcendental reconciliation, but human
gelf-fulfillment within a community whose social structures
are adequate to man's essential nature, where alienation is
no longer a metaphysical, but a material, concept, where
the superior reality of the whole refers not to the notion
of identity, but to communicty. Finally, and most important
of all, perhaps, with Lukadcs's acceptance of the fact that
art cannot transform the real world, the ethical responsi-

bility attached to the aesthetic task of creating fictive

resolutions of contradictions, literary utopias, passes out
of the hands of tue novelist and his hero and tack into the
. world of men.

This realisation is attached to an altered understanding

X e

of the nature of the aesthetic problem and a different
f'f ethico-aesthetic criterion. It is no longer . juestion cf
| individual destiny as if this could somehow L achieved in
isolation and despite the world - a highly roma:. ¢ notion
encouraged by the biogr~phical novel form. It is aow the
social world that becomes, in a sense, the hero of the novel,
for the social world is the necessary ‘home' in which man
must come to true humanism as neither social object nor
:;' §ﬁ purely individual subject, and the novel's function now is

~he revelation of this world in its totality and its truth
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as a precondition for change. We are now within the Marxist

universe of thought and The Theory of the Novel might well

be described ae the journal of Lukédcs's odyssay from
ideslism to materialism, from romanticism toO raalism,

It ig significant that in History and Class Conscious-

ness Lukdcs distinguishes between Marxism and other philo~
sophies in terms of the relation between form and content.
While contemplative and intuitive theories demonstrate an

91 the essence of a

rindifference of form towards content',
philosophy oriented towards praxis, Lukacs claims there, is
that & 'conception of form [must] be found whose basic and
validity no longer rest on that pure rationality and that
freedom from every definition of con:ent.'gz

This is also the difference between a romantic concep-
tion of artistic creation as freely informing chaotic con~-
tent and a realistic notion of literary form as to some
extent having to conform to its content, even if not to the
extreme extent of determination implied by a strict theory
of reflection. Form (the ideal) is the subjective dimension,
conter &t (the real) the objective constituent of both philo-
sophy and literatu.a. It is, therefore, perfectly con-
sistent that romanticism should be compatible with sub-
jective and idealistic philosophies, while realism is the
mode par excellence of an objective, praxis-oriented theory.
It i- also eminently logical that the philosophical and

literary developments described above should proceed hand

in hand.
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T began my discussion of The Theory of the Novel with

the observation that the decisive difference in this work
begins with Lukdcs's attempt to historiciss assthetic cate-
gories., Looking back one ssss that the literary, philoso-
phical, and ethical process referred to above - the changing
notions of the nature and function of the novel, of the
relation between form and content, of the relation between
the text and the world, and of the ethical responsibility
of the novelist - may all be attributed to the introduction
of the dimension of socio-historical time, and to Lukacs's
growing understanding of its implications. In other words,
the shift from idealism to materialism, romanticism to
realism could be described in terms of differing concepts
of time.

Marxism and literary realism are distinguished precisely
by their recognition of socio-historical time as the primary
dimension and as a positive force: romanticism, and what
Lukacs refers to as contemplative and intuitive theories,
tend to regard time as the enemy and try to escape its
present-ness by retreating into the past, by establishing
a static atemporal situation in the future, or by positing
the existence of a further real dimension of timelessness.
Where the one considers time to be an objective social
reality in whose very flux lies hope, the other sees time
in terms of a subjective experience of duration that
suggests perscnal continuity within general instability.

The former viewpoint is inseparable frcm a stress upon




community, the latter is a consequence of alienation and
emphasizes individuality.

Similarly, the altered ethical responsibility of the
realistic novelist can also be explained in terms of time.
Lukéce's original idea that the novelist must attempt to
re-establish &n epic totality, to construct & literary
utopia, is related to a romantic ambition to realise the
future in the pressnt and to stop time. Now the ideal, by
definition, can never be realised in life or real-ised in
literature. It isa visionary perfection to be aimed at,
a possibility that always exists in a state of becoming,
because what is - being - is the actual not the ideal. Since
one aspires to an ideal precisely as something not attained
or attainable in the pr~sent, it must always be in the
future tense. The need to establish it in the present
follows upsn a perspective that can only see the negative
aspects of the here and now aid the destructive side of
time, but a perspective that sees both the negative and the
positive sides of the present, that associates dynamism
with the possibility of a change for the better, and has
faith in the future, does not attempt to usurp the role of
time or to stop its flow: it contents itself with a
realistic revelation of the present as containing the
seeds of the future.

It seemed pertinent at this point, that is, at the

end of The Theory of the Novel, wheve Lukacs has made the

transition from idealism and romanticism to materialism
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and realism, to provide the brief and broadly conceived
comparison outlined above. We have seen that &s his per-
spective altars during the course of the book, Lukacs
transfers the original conceptual opposition between ths
epic and the novel - between art as objective reflaction
and art as subjective creation - from their historical
positions in the development of society to the present,
where they will constitute ethico-aesthetic alternatives-
types of art indicative of different co-existent world-
views which are based on conflicting conceptions of time.
When we come to look at LukAcs's Marxist theory of litera-
ture and his discussion of the bourgeois novel, we shall
see firstly, that the distinction between realism and
modernism that figures so prominently there 1is merely an
adaptation to a Marxist Sramework of what is already
contained in this conception, and we shall also see that
higs failure there is in large measure due to a betrayal
of that Marxist conception of time with all its aesthetic

correlatives that we see in the process of developing here.
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CHAPTER 6

AfLUKéCSIAN HISTORY OF BOURGEQIS LITERATURE

It is possible to extract from The Historical chal,l

supplemented by such other critical works as The Meaning of

Contemporary Realism, a sociological history of literature

that both differs from, and is similar to, the historical

progression of narrative forms described in The Theory of

the Novael. Although this account allegedly focuses upon
different aspects of the literature of a different period
from a different point of view, this does not mean that it
necessiérily contradicts the earlier work. 1Indeed, in many

ways it takes up where The Theory of the Novel left off,

both historically and conceptually, for Lukacs is now

concerned solely with bourgeois literature, with the develop~

ment and decline of the realistic rovel, and with the manner
in which this is related to specific historical events and
a class-structured capitalist society.

I have used the word 'allegedly' above, because, despite
Lukacs's stated intentions, his approach here is nct all

that different from that of The Theory of the Novel. If

The Theory of the Novel is interesting for the manner in

which it goes beyond the Hegelian framework in the direction
of a Marxist sociology of literature, Lukacs's history of
bourgecis literature is interesting for the way in which

his Marxism still shows traces of the Hegelian method.

The significant differences are the substitution of the
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transindividual historical subject for the transcendental
subject, a concern with concrete historical idmologies for
abstract idsalism, literary realism for romanticism; the
significant similarity is the tendency to conceive of
bourgeocis literature in terms of broad historico-philosophic
periods. When Luk&cs writes in his 1960 Preface to the

English edition of The Historical Novel (1937):

My aims were of a theoretical nature.
what I had in mind was a thecretical
examination of the interaction between
the historical spirit ana the great
genres of literature which portray the
totality of history - and then only as
this applied to bourgeois literature;2

he is closer to the truth than when he says later:

The second important methcdological

approach is to examine the interaction

between aconomic and social development

and the outlook and artistic form to

which they give rise. Here an entire

series of new and hitherto barely ana-

lysed problems is to be found: the social

bagis of the divergence and convergjence

of genres, the rise and withering away

of new elements of form within this

complicated process of interaction.3
What Luk&cs is primarily concerned with is not so much the
concrete economic and class determinants of the individual
writer's consciousness and its reflection in his works, as
the general ideology of an era as affected by historical
events and as affecting literature and its forms. 1In fact,
in The Meaning of Contempnrary Realism he distinguishes
between the two types of bourgeois literature, realism and
modarnism, in terms of two alternative co-existing ideolo-

gies, allagiance to which seems to be largely a matter of

3
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choice rather than a consequence of class affiliation.
This is essentially the same position as at the end of The

Theory of the Novel. However, despite the fact that world-

viaws are now socio-historical possibilities and not eternal
s priori alternatives, Lukdcs's conception of the relation
between literary form and worldview is basically the same

as in Soul and Foxm.

In Chapter 6 I shall give an account of Luk&cs's history
of the bourgeois novel together with a discussion of the
concept of realism that emerges from it. In particular, I
shall indicate the inconsistencies arising from Lukics's
failure to integrate his two definitions - realism as world-
view and realism as transparent style. I shall also look
at the cause-effect relationship betweer historical events,
worldviews, and literary forms - notably realism, naturalism,
modernism, and socialist realism - and the further incon-
gistencies that arise here because aesthetic inclinations
war with the implications of literary theory. 'Bourgeois
realism' is the phenomenon that exemplifies these problems,
and I shall argue that Lukdcs's ineffectual attempts to
account for it - indeed, the very necessity for them -

reveals the inadequacy of his concept of realism.

Lukdcs's history of bourgeois literature takes 1848
a8 the decisive year that marks the turning point from the
progressive to the reactionary phase of the dominance of

the bourgeoisie:




For the countries of Western and Central

Europe the Revolution of 1848 means a

daciglve alteration in class groupings

and in clage attitudea to all important

guestions of social life ... during these

days the bourgeoisie for the £f£irst time

fighte for the naked continuance of its

economic and political rule ... This

change affects all spheres of bourgeois

ideclogy. It would be altogether super-

ficial and wrong to supposs that, when

& class cturns its back so radically upon

ite earlier political aims and ideas, the

spheres of ideology, the fates of science

and art can remain untouched.4
Within the progressive phase he distinguishes two sub-phases,
the pre- and the post-French Revolution periods, with Goethe
as a transitional figure straddling the divide intellectually
and artistically, synthesizing the rationalism of the pre-
revolutionary Enlightenment and the dialectical thought of
the post-revolutionary modern world, that is, combining
elements of both eighteenth- and nineteenth-century realism.

Luk&cs uses two different definitions of realism in his

discussion of the progressive phase cf bourgeois literature.
Eighteenth-century realism, exemplified by the novels of
Defce, Fielding, and Richardson, represents the triumph of
an everyday reality in which the ascendant bourgeoisie saw
a refiaction of their interests, their optimism, and their
confidence, and is related to the rationalism of the
Enlightenment period. But this type of realism is not
entirely satisfactory because it does not relate to the
process of history the picture it presents:

...even the great reralistic social novel

of the eighteenth century, which in its

portrayal of contemporary morals and
psychology accomplished a revolutiorary
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braakthrough to reality for world lite-

rature, is not concerned to show its

characters as belonging to any concrete

time. The contemporary world is por-

trayed with unusual plasticity and truth-

to~life, but is accepted naively &s some~

thing given: whence and how it has

developed have not yet become problems

for the writer ... These writers, then,

grasp the salient features of their

world with a bold and penetrating

realism. But they do nrt see the spe-

cific qualities of their own age

historically.S
What is lacking - and this constitutes the difference butween
eight~enth- and nineteenth-century realism - is a dialectical
mode of thinking that would allow the writer to relate his
time to the whole as both determined and determining.

Lukacs's use of the term 'realism' here serves orimarily
as a means of distinguishing a non-romantic type ~{ novel
on the lavel of content and style. He does not appear to
draw the perfectly justifiable philosophical i.plicatson
that this type of realism rests upon the preconcepticn of
an identity between the real and the apparent, unless this
is what he means to suggest by relating this type of rcali.sm
to rationalism.

His failure to distinguish adequately between various
kinds of realism, their ideological bases, and their sccial
class determinants, is one of the less satisfactory aspects
of Lukacs's theory of literary realism, just as the sepa-
ration of worldview from content and style in this parti-
cular definition is a step backwards from the integrated

position of Soul and Form.

i
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In Lukécs's opinion, Goethe combines the rationalism
of the Enlightenment with the dialectics that characterises
the modern era. Rationalism is acceptable to Lukécs be-
cause it is progressive in its opposition to religion, the
essential foundation for feuda .sm. It also maintains an
ideal of the full development of the human personality
which revaals thse unethical naturé of the fragmenting and
congtraining capitalist division of labour. Romanticism,
on the other hand - the trend with which Goethe is more
commonly associated - as a reactionary revolt against
capitalism that ignores its progressive c<pect, is totally
unacceptable to Lukdcs. In fact, what is dialectical in
Goethe and prefigures nineteenth-century realism is pre-
cisaly that recognition of the contradictory nature of
capitalism as both progressive and demonic which distin-
guishes him from the romantics.

This is a prime example of how Lukdcs's critical sen-
sibilities are affected by his determination to protect
cartain writers of repute from the consequences of his
political and literary theories. T, save Goethe here (and
Balzac later) from the slur inherent in the label ‘romantic’',
Lukécs resorts to dubious critical judgments and classifi-
cations.

We alco now have a second type of realism - nineteenth-
century realism - whose definitive characteristic is insight
into the contradictory nature of capitalism. WNow this

definition - unlike that of eighteenth-century realism -
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is not solely 2 literary one. Where eighteenth-century-
type realism describes the reflection of the everyday and
the ordinary in literature, nineteenth-century-type realism
prescribes the nature of an underlying trath that is to be
revealed, and contains the epistemological implication of

a dichotomy between the apparent and the real.

We have here the two essential preconceptions of Luké&cs's
theory of realism, epistemological and literary - the be-
lief in the objectivity of truth, and the conviction that
truth is not identical with appearance. 1In his essay ‘'Art
and Objective Truth' Lukacs expresses the first point thus:

The basic for any correct cognition of

reality, whether of nature or society,

is the recognition of the objectivity

of the external world, that is, its

existence independent of humin con-

sciousness. Any apprehension of the

external world is nothing more than a

reflection in consciousness of the world

that exists independently of consciousness.

This basic fact of the relationship of

consciousness to being also server, of

course, gor the artistic reflection of

reality.
This effectively eliminates one of the two faces of
bourgeois epistumology, philoscphic idealism, and its
literary correlative, zubjectivism (that is, total creative
freedom). On the other hand, since ‘'science would be
supeczfluous if there were an immediate coincidence of the
appearance and reality of things'7 and since ‘'truth 1is

not the initial imgression',8 the mechanical materialism

that constitutes the other facc of bourgeois epistemology

and leads to literary objectivism {(that is, the sim;le,
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direct, lifeless mirroring that one £finds in a photographic
imitation of .ppearance) is equally unrealistic and unaccept-
able to Lucacs.

As we have already discussed and dismissed the two
perspectives Lukacs rejects here, the romantic fallacy of
& neutral content existing as achaotic mass upon which any
form can be imposed, and the equally fallacious belief that
& totally cbjective mirroring of life in art is possible
without the imposition cf a form qua worldview, I shall be
concerned here to assess the alternative Lukacs offers.

It is consistent with Lukacs's emphasis on the dialectic
as a resolution of contradictions within a totality that he
should insist that:

The goal for all great art is to pro-

vide a picture of reality in which the

contradiction between appearance and

reality, the particula. and the gener:cl,

the immediate and the conceptual, etc.,

is so resolved that the two converge

into a spontaneous integrity in the

direct impression of the work of art

and provide a sense of an inseparable

integrity.?
Besides justifying his demand for totality in realism, this
also points the way to a version of the artistic reflection
of reality that will attempt to unite objectivity and sub-
jectivity., reflection and creation, knowledge and action.

We have seen that the fundamental problem for Lukacs,
the task that he sets himself in different ways in dif-

ferent works, is to reconcile creat.ive freedom with deter-

minism. Here it takes the same form as it did for Marx,
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Engels, and Lenin: he must reconcile an assthetic dimen~
gsion (the element of subjective creativity, usually held
to lie in the form) and an epistemological belief in a
certain interpretation of reality (which necessitates
objective reflection and is commonly understood as a ques-
tion of -ontent) in such a way as to fulfill the ethical
requirement that literature must confront and reveal truth.
The answar for Lukdcs appears to lie in the fact that truth
is not identical with appearance and that, consequently,
simple imitation would not reveal it. This allows for
creativity, which will so order the apparent as to unveil
the real, but it does not mean total freedom, because there

10 such

is an 'objective necessity in the subject matter'
that form may be said to be determined by the social and
historical coﬂtent and therefore to constitute a 'truth
independent of the artist's ccnsciousness'.ll

To summarise: Lukacs tries to steer a middle course
between mechanical materialism and philosophic ideaiism
obiectivism and subjectivism, by proposing a dialectical
theory of the artistic reflection of reality as a contra-
dictory process involving both the creation of a self-
contained, ccherant 'world' and the reflection of the
objective reality underlying the world of appearances. In
this way he attempts to combine the artistic reshaping of
the raw material with an inner necessity or logic of

creation that assures the truthful reflection of an ob-

jective reality that exists independently of human con-
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sciousnaess.

Thie is ingenious, but, ultimately, unsatisfactory:
whan Luk#cs translates this theory into the form-content
terminology, we see that what we are dealing with is not
a dialectical reconciliation, but a blatant contradiction,
for form is both the dimension of creative freedom and the
historically determined mode of objective reflectaion.

According to Lukécs, it is in the historical novel -
as exemplified by the work of Sir Walter Scott, that
acknowledged master of historical romance - that the begin-
nings of nineteenth-century realism are to be found. Thas
genre is closely related to the French Revolution and the
rise and fall of Napoleon in that:

It was the French Rev .. .on, the
revolutionary wars and . .ise and fall

of Napoleon, which for thr ‘irst time
made history a mass expe. - ce, and

moreover on 1 European - .. During
the decades between 17% .1 1814 each
nation of Europe underw. Jnore

upheavals than they had previously ex-
perienced in centuries. And the quick
succession of these upheavals gives
them a qualitatively distinct character,
it makes their historical character far
more visible than would be the case in
isolated, individual instances: the
masses no longer have the impression of
a2 'natural occurrence',l2

in other words, the advent of the historical novel is the
consequence of an historical attitude to life that developed
because political events made it possible for men to see a
causal relation between past and present and to comprehend

their own existence as something historically conditioned.
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These historical novels do not constitute a distinctive
genre, but fall under the realistic novel, and, conversely,
the realistic novels of such writers as Balzac may be da-
Jeribed as historical novels. What is common to both Scott
and Balzac and justifies this classification is, of course,
their dialectical consciousness; what differentiates the
realistic histories of Scott from the historical realism
of Balzac is a function of their differing social contexts.
'This extension of the historical novel into an historical
picture of the present, this extension of the portrayal of
prehistory into the portrayal of sel: -experienced history,
has, of course, ultimately, not aesthetic, but social and
historical causes,'13 Lukacs tells us. In this case, an era
of confidence allowed Scott to look back on sccial ciises,
while revolutionary upheavals forced Balzac tc focus on the
contradictions of capitalism.

From this we can see that Lukacs's theory of literature
hinges upon a sort of historical determinism, for the
realism of a literary work and its validity depend to a
large extant upon the nature of the historical peraiod
during which it was wr.tten rather than ugon the ability of
the writer. Transitional and unstable eras arc the most
propitious because they foster an historical conscicusness
by revealing human progress to be a process involviry <on-
flicting social forces. 1t is probably this belief that
accounts for the macro-histor;:al.perspactive of Lukacs's

account of bourgeois literature.
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We have been dealing, in this Lukdcsian history of the
bourgecis novel, with the two types of realism characteri~
stic of the pre- and post-revolutionary periods that
together comprise the prngressive phase of the bourgeoisie.
We come now to the reactionary period, its consequences for
literature, and Lukdcs's account of the associated literary
forms - both bourgeois and socialist - that he rejects. We
shall sea why bourgeois critical realism of the nineteenth-
century type (including that wcitten in the twentieth
century) is preferable to naturalism, modernism, and the
travesty of socialist realism that Lukacs calls ‘revo-
iutionary romar.ticism’.

1848, according to Lukidcs, marks the commencement of
the decline of bourgeois literature, and for this aesthetic
phenomenon, too, there are socio-historical rcasons. Up to
1848 the bourgecisie is primarily engaged in rooting out
all vestiges of feudalism and establishing its own régime.
That is to say, it is essentially progressive. It has a
total perspective on both history and society and its
ideology is the ideology of a people and an era. But, with
the rising of the Paris proletariat in 1848 and the conse-
quent acceleration of the process of social differentiation,
the bourgeoisie are now driven by fear of the proletariat
into a reactionary phase in which they are motivated solely
by the desire to entrench themselves, to ward off the
challenge of an ascendant power, and to halt the progression

of history. Accordingly, they lose that total perspective
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on both history and society that is the sine qua non for
realiem, and their ideology becomes & narrow class ildaoclogy
garving their own limited interest. As Luk&cs put it,
there is a 'transformation of revolutionary and progressive
bourgeois democracy into cowardly, compromising, and ever
more reactionary liberalism.‘14
For the bourgeclis writer there are two aspects to this

growing polarity between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat,
one is ideological, and the other practical. Besides the
growth of an increasingly reactionary ideology. the
bourgeois writer's work is affected by his growing isolation
from popular life. This divorce from the people produces a
narrowness that erodes his grasp of reality, which, we
recall, is dependent upon an understanding of the whole.
This is compounded by the fact that in a society hostile to
art, writers tend to become alienated observers with conly
marginal status in their own class. Now for Lukacs action
and knowledge are inseparable and the consequence of non-
participation of any kind is an inability to understand
social reality. 1In the Preface to Studies in European
Realism Lukdcs says:

in the course of these studies we shall

point out in detail the basic differences

which arise in the creative methods of

writers according to the degree to which

they ars bound up with the life of the com-

munity, take part in the struggles going

on around them or are merely passive

observers of events. Such differences

determine creative processes which may Dbe

diametrical opposites; even the experience
which gives rise to the work will be
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structurally different, and in accordance
with this the process of shaping the work
will be different. The question whether a
writer lives within the community or ils a
mere obsarvar of it, is determined not by
peychological, not even by typological
facturs: it is the evolution of society
that determines (not automatically, not
fatalistically, of course), the line the
avolution of an author will take. Many a
writer o. a basically contemplative type
has been driven toc an intense participation
in the life of the community by the social
conditions of his time; Zola, on the
contrary, was by nature a man of action buE
his spoch turned him intc a mere observer. 5

The effacts of these developments upon the literature
of the tims varies. The writer may become an apologist for
imperialism, or disillusion may push him into either roman-
tic reactionary forms or mechanical materialism. Even the
writer who criticises his era cannot escape its framework.
when Lukdcs claims that

However much they may repudiate or

criticize the ideological consequences

of this historical situation - and so

thev do - the social-his-orical facts

themselves, whose ideological conse-

quences they combat, are inevitably

reflected in ghe content and form of

their works,}
he does not simply mean that those works consciousiy or
unconsciously reflect their age in a documentary sense:
it is more a guestion of a tension between conscious
critical intention and unconscious determinism and con-
formism.

carried to its logical conclusion, this insight might
have provided Lukdcs with a theory of critical realism as

bourgeois ideology; but while he is prepared to dismiss
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certain writers - for example, Flaubert -~ on these grounds,
there are others - such as Balzac ~ that he will not, and

go he is forced to modify his theory in order to explain
sucl, anomalisse. The result is alternative and contradictory
accounts of the relationship between literary text and
ideology, and a totally unsatisfactory explanation for

these differences, which we will examine later.

The literary result of the social and ideological develop-
ments described above is that realism yields place to either
subjectivism or objectivism. By subjectivism Lukidcs means
the rejection of narrative objectivity and a retreat into
a private, exotic, or ideal world, as in romanticism,
expressionism, and surrealism. The extreme example is
James Joyce's stream-of-consciouaness where ‘there is no
outer reality, there is cnly human consciousness, constantly
building, modifying, rebuilding new worlds out of its own
creativity.'l7 Objectivism, on the other hand, refers to
an obsession with the material that :csults in a meaning-
less accumulation of 'minutely observed and exactly de-
scribed detail',la an abstract particularity to be seen in
Flaubert and Becket.

Objectivism and subjectivism are not mutually exclu-
sive categories: Luk{cs subsumes them under the labels
‘naturalism’ for the nineteenth century, and ‘mcdernism’
for the twentieth century. Nor are naturalism and modernism

esseatially different: 'I would maintain ... that in

modern writing there is a continuity from Naturalism to
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the Modernism of our day -~ a continuity restricted,

edmittedly, to underlying ideological prlnciples',lg

TLuksce tells us in The Meaning of Contemporary Realism.
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Naturalism he relates to positivism, modernism to existen-

tialism: the common factor is tl.eir lack of a total (that
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is, historical) perspective. These anti-realistic foxrms

e

are not merely a question of stylistic experiment, but of
an inadequate worldview.

Lukacs cites Zola as the typical naturalist. In his
work we see exemplified all that distinguishes naturalism
from realism: the substitution of a sum of particular
details for a concrate totality presented in an hierar-
chical order; the replacement of the typical with the
merely average, social forces with social facts, the idea
of contradiction and process with that of a diseageZl
organism. In fact, Zola's work violates each of Lukacs's
criteria for realism: totality, typicality, concreteness,
and a dialectical synthesis cf contradictions.

Modernism, too, lacks the historical perspective. Thus
man i3 prescnted as a static, isoclated individual. A
fatalistic metaphysical view replaces dynamicC social reality,
a concern with the pathological replaces a concern with the
typical, and so on. Despite certain contradictions, and
whether or not one thinks Lukdcs's rejection of modernism
valid, the manner in which he relates a complex of literary
characteristics both to one another and to the original

ontological ; mise is masterly.
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For many years Lukacs wrote of the naturalist disinte-
gration of the great school of realism in Western Eufopezo
as if no realistic novel was written after 1848, but he
later moderated his view and acknowledged the existence of
2 literary counter-trend during the post-1848 pesriod of

anti-realism. In the 1955 Introduction to The Meaning of

Contemporary Realism he writes:

The 'great realism' of the first half of
the nineteenth century was tollowed by a

period of relative mediocrity after 1848 ...
And we see, too, that the gathering econo-
mic tempest of the early vears of imperi-
alism gave rise to a new realism: it led
to a2 'humanist revolt' against imperialism.
The national roots of this movement are
extremely various; the stylistic expres-
gions still more so. All the move striking
then, seen from the perspective of our
time, is the common ideoclogical basis of
this 'humanist revolt'. It is only neces-
sary to look at writers like Anatole

France and Romain Rolland, Shaw and
Dreiser, Heinrich and Thomas Mann to see
what I mean by this common basis. Con-
temporary bourgeois realism - many of

whose exponents span the modern period -

represents, essentially, a continuation
of this revolt.2l

The two phenomena Lukdcs had to take cognisance of were
contemporary bourgeois realism (he prefers to call it
critizal realism) and so-called socialist realism (which
je calls revolutionary romanticism). The former, as the ex-
tract above reveals, is distinguished by a common ideoclogy,
not & particular style; the latter, as we shall see, is
rejascted on purely stylistic grounds. This is another

example of the confusion that results from two different

definitions of realism.
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The '30's saw the beginnings of what was called socialist

reslism. As ar advocate of critical realism, Lukédcs is
hardpressad to say why soclalist realism ought, ideally, to
be better, but in line with the requirements of his social

theory, he offers two vague and unconvincing explanations

in terms of ~onsistency and totality. He has no such
difficulty in expressing his criticism of the dogmatic

version of socialist realism. Apart from such details as

LEE R TR R P U e

stersotyped and oversimplified plots and characters, there
are ssveral aspects basic to its conception that Lukacs
totally rejects.

Lukécs insists that overt did: .icism leads not *
realism, but to allegoxy, and that conformity to party
policy is not a g-:arantee of litc¢vary merit. In fact, he
shows the same awareness as Marcx, Engels, and Lenin that
iitecature best serves a pedagogic purpose when its
« ..thetic gqualities are exploited, not ignored. He points
out the assential differ nce between prediction and pre-
scription. All realism has a predictive dimension, for

it anticipates social trenis when it presents the seeds

f. of these as cr 'tained in the present; but the socialist
rerlism of the dogmatists 1is prescriptive, that is, it i

} presents an idealistic utopianism with sacred norms. One %

% wondurs why Lukdcs may prescribe the present but revo- =

§ lutionary romanticism may not prescribe the future.

% Lukéca's attitude towards socialist realism is a F

: perfect illustration of the distinction I made in Part I E
E
>
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between two types of Marxist contradiction, orthodox and
dogmatic., Underlying his inability to endorse socialist
realism proper at the expense of the critical bourgeois
realism he admires is an internal invonsistenny between
the demands of theory and literary appreciation; underiying
his rejection of sccialist realism as conceived ot by the
Staliniste ig an incompatability between dogmatic Marxist
party dictates and Lukécs's understanding of the literari-
ness of literature.

What emerges from this brief and simplified history of
bourgeois literature (abstracted from the literary works

of the '30's, '40's and '50's), as compared to The Theory

of the Novel, is Luk&cs's new emphasis on socio-historical

factors as the chief determinants of the novel, and his
concept of realism as the primary literary criterion. Bv
socio-historical factors I mean historical events, the
structure of society, and ideology:; by realism I mean a
faithful reflection of society as Lukéics conceives of it
that will necessarily include totality, typicality. and
concreteness. These two aspects of his Marxist theory
respectively involve a determ.nism and a prescriptiveness
which both contradict one another and clash with his
sesthetic sense.

Despite cthe fact that Lukécs occasionally pays lip-
sezvice to subjective creativity, in general the realism
of the text depsnds ' on external circumstances beyond the

writer's cont: . ; and sinca realism is synonymous with
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literary @xcellence, the quality of the work is ultimately
& function of the socio-historical context. This allows
Lukace to dismiss the entire literary output of certain
erss as hiatorically necessary (th&t is, determined), but
aesthetically lamentable: talent is uselasgs if the timas
do not allow.ons to hold the Correct perspective.

Now, clearly, if the literature of 3 given period ig
hisﬁczieally determined, it must reflect that period, and
if Lukacs - whose sole criterion ig realism - dismigges it,
this must be because he considers it unrealistic, and it
can only be judged unrealistic in termsg of a Prescriptive
conception of reality, which contradicts the notion of
determinism.

For Lukacs realism, or literary excellence, ig essen-
tially a question ©f the correctness of the writer's
worldview - ‘correct' hare meaning conforming to Lukacs's
own vision, a pPosition that accords with the orthodox
Marxist attitude towards realism in literature that we
have noted in the work of Marx, Engels, and Lenin. And
yet, like them ~ as one can see¢ from hig criticism of
revolutionary rcmanticism - Lukdcs hag a fundamental under-

standing of how literature works and a healthy respect for

thing else. Thig brings him face to face with orthodox
Marxism's central problem - how to Feconcile this aesthetic
consciousness with Loth determinism and Prescriptiveess,

which are in any case mutually exclusive,
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In hisg criticism of revolutionary romanticism we sse
Lukacs's answer to the synthesis of creativity and pre-
scription: given the correct insight, it still requires
creative ability to express it convincingly in concrete
narrative form; and in his g8ocio~genetic theury of realism
wa see his answer to the gynthosis of creativity and
determinism: the times determine whether the writer has
the correct insight for his taient to express. The reali-
stic novel, then, depends upon the writer's ability to
utilize his medium so as to reflect faithfully that correct
insight into reality that socio-historical factors have
allowed. This raises more questions than it answers. For
example, nowhere does Lukdcs say what literary ability is,
how it manifests in the text, and how one distinguishes
whether an unrealistic text is due to a fail' .« at the
level of ability or insight. Nor does he resoive the issgue
of determinism versus prescription. He cannot answer these
questions without altering his understanding of the term
'realism’,

As it stands, Lukacs's definition of realism is pro-
blematic. We have been discussing litecary realism mainly
as the revelation of a particular worldvision or ideology,
but it must also be considered as a specific mode of
reflecting reality (that is, as a literary form that gives
the appearance of formlessnoss), for it is not only in his
account of eighteenth~ and nine-ecenth-century realism that

Lukacs veers from a definition in terms of form as ideology
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In his criticism of revolutionary romanticism we ses
Lukédcs's answer to the synthesis of creativity and pra-
scription: given the correct insight, it still reguiras
creative ability to express .t convincingly in concrete
narrative form; and in his #ocio~genetic theory of realism
We 8e8@ his answer to the synthesis of creativity and
determinism: +the times determine whether the writer has
the correct insight for his talent to express. The reali-
stic novel, then, depends upon the writer's ability to
utilize his medium so as to reflect faithfully that cnrrect
insight into reality that socio-historical factors have
allowed. This raises more questions than it answers. For
example, nowhere does Lukidcs say what literary ability is,
how it manifests in the text, and how one distinguishes
whether an unrealistic text is due to a failure at the
level of ability or insight. Nor does he resolve the issue
of determinism versus Prescription. He cannot answer these
quastions without altering his understanding of the term
'rTealism',

As it stands, Lukacs's definition of realism is pro-
blematic. We have been discussing literary realism mainly
a2 the revelation of a particular worldvisjion or ideology,
but it must also be considered as 2 specific mode of
reflecting reality (that is, as a literary form that gives
the appearance of formlessness), for it is not only in his
account of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century realism that

Lukacs veers from a definition in terms of foim as ideology
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to a definition in terms of form as content and style.
For example, Lukacs's discussion of modernism in The

Meaning of Contemporary Realism reveals quite clearly what

he has maintained from the beginning, that ideology and
literary form are inseparable, but in 'Art and Objective
Truth' he has this to say about realism:

The more 'artless' a work of art, the

more it gives the effect of life and

nature, the more cl .arly it exemplifies

an actual concentr.ted reflection of

its times and the more clearly it demon-

strates that the only function of its

form is the expression of this objecti-

vity, this reflection of life in t9§
greatest concreteness and clarity.

So the function of the realistic form is to give the appear-
ance of objective reflection, and since form is inseparable
from a worldview, the realistic form is inseparable from an
ideology that gives the appearance of being an objective
reflection of reality. This is surely not what Lukacs
intended. Nor does it explain how Lukacs classifies as
realistic a writer such as Etalzac whose style is anything
but artless.

It is precisely in relation to writers like Bal:zac
that one sees the effacts of the clash between historical
determinism and a prescriptive realism, and between both
of those and Luk&cs's aesthetic tastes. In order to recon-
cile a reverence for the classics of bourgeois writing
with & Marxist theory of bourgeois literature as ideology,
Lukdcs must explain the phencmenon of a bourgeois realist.

in other words, he nust find ways to circumvent the
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implications of his own theory. He does this in sevaral
unsatlsfactory ways.

Firstly, he speaks of 'the triumph of realism' when
there is a conflict between tne writer's worldview and the

faithful portrayal of the world he sees. This implies a2

disparity between subjective intention and objective meaning,

which raises two essential questions: how one determines

Ll T

subjective intentions, and whose subjective interpretation

constitutes the objective meaning of a text. This is the

old Marxist problem of the transcendent critic. Secondly,

2w = g

he suggests that this insight which overcomes ideology may
ba & function of certain historical periods when truth
becomes relatively obvious. This conscious conversion from

ideological worldview to realistic insight contradicts the

Pl

implication of unconscious revelation above. Lukacs also

distinguishes between the writer as participant or observer,

a condition which is historically determined and in turn

determines whether the work will be realistic or not. ‘
At times he speaks of a general social weltanschauung

tied to the structure of capitalism rather than of a class-

related consciousness, and appears to be suggesting a

Goldmannian homology between the structure 2f the novel

and the structure of society that constitutes a direct,

"l

unmediated reflection of reality:

The inner truth of the works of the
g-eat realists rests on the fact that
they arise from life itself, that their
artistic characteristics are raflections
of the social structure of the life

']
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lived by the artist himself. The
history of the structure of thes great
realistic novel ... is the literary
reflection of a process in which the
categories of capltalism as forms of
human lLiving gradually penetrate
bourgeois society.

Than, again in contradiction, at other times he attr.putes
a lack of realism to a deliberate manipulation of the
facts: +the raw material of literature has a logic of its
owvn and will resolve itself realistically once get in
motion unless deliberately distorted to serve ideological
ends.

Finally, Lukdcs offers the idea of a contradiction
within the writer's worldview rather than a contradiction
between worldview and perception. This last point rests
upon an incredibly naive distinction between two types of
worldview: one is conscious, theoretical, superficia.,
and intellectual, while the other is a visionary worldview
that emerges only in the work of art, that is related to
the artist's deepest emotions, that stems from his huma-
nistic feeling of empathy with suffering beings, and that
expresses reality as he imaginatively intuits it and as
it really is. Wa are not far here from the dualism, the
romanticism, the subjective intuitionism, the science-art

dichotomy of Soul and Form. It is interesting that to

account for the great bourgeois realists Lukdcs resorts to
21l the tired clichds of the romantic notion of literary
creation.

I suggested at the beginning of this account of Lukacs's
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critical history of bourgeois literature that his method

here is not very different from that of The Theory of the
Novel and is only sociological in a very general sense;

We hava sesen that what it takes as its point of departure

ig not so much the economic realities of capitalism or the
social situation of the writer as these affect the text,

but the dependence of realism (that is, literary excel-
lence) upon a totality of vision that includes a dialectical
conception of history as a contradictory process with pro-
gressive and destructive dimensions, and an inclusive view
of man as both individual and socialbeing. The signif.icance
of historical events lies in whether they help or hinder
the development of this insight, but the fundamental basis
of realism - and presumably of ideology as well - is a
general worldview asgsociatec with a cer.ain form of social
organisation rather than a concrete gocio-economic situation
in its historical specificity.

This explains how Lukacs can want to perpetuate a

nineteenth-century literary form despite the fact that
theoretically he holds that ‘a specific genre reflects spe-
cific facts of life'. It also explains how he can relate
all forms of anti-realism from 1848 to the present day
despite material change - they stem from the same ideolo-
gical misconceptions. This tendency to take the writer's
consciousness as representative of society as a whole
rather than of a particular class (pre-1848), or in termc

of a commitment to one of two alternative co-existing
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philosophical possibilit es (the modern era), noné of which
are sver actually explained, differs radically from the
modern Marxist concepticn of what a sociology of litsra-

ture ought to do.

How far are we here from Hegel and The Theory of the

Novel? One might say that for Lukacs bourgeois ideology

is the worldview of an historical stage in the development
of human consciousness, for which the next stage is the
psrspeccive of socialism: and novel types are conceived

of in broad general terms as determined by worldviews, with
little attempt to explain their specific concrete bases
beyond a broad distinction between two phases of capital-
ism - the rise and decline - which Lukdcs uses in much the
same way as he used the conceptual opposition between

'integrated' and 'alienated' society in The Theory of the

Novel.

Lukdcs's inadequate attempts to explain bourgeois
realism in practice despite bourgeois ideology in theory
point up the deficiencies in his model. It i3 impossible
to account for individual texts in terms of a theory that
organises capitalist history into broad, static, discrete
spochs to which correspond equally broadly conceived phases
in the development of literary types. Such a theory may
be able to explain a whole literary genre (for instance,
the novel in general), and it may be able to account for
individual texts insofar as they exemplify that genre, for

it can handle similarities, but differences escape it,
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and so the crucial dimension of the specific literary work
is left unaxplained and inexplicable. What Lukécs's
theory of bourgeois literature lacks ie a recognition of
the complexity of culture as 2 diachronic process, and an
understanding of the set of mediations between an author
and the cultural and economic institutions of his society.
The particularities of a text remain irrational within the
framework of his theory, as Lukacs's attempts to explain
them in terms of the irrational illustrate so perfectly..
Now what Lukadcs is concerned with is not the general,
but the particular. He is trying to account for the
aesthetic dimension, the element of individual creativity.
We recall that the problem arose initially with the founders
of orthodox Marxism when they tried to reconcile their
appreciation of certain bcurgeois literary works with their
theoretical understanding of the nature and function of
art. Lukdcs is confronted by the same dilemma: he must
explain an anomaly, a contradiction in terms, bourgeois
realism. One must bear in mind here that realism is
synonymous with literary excellence in terms of Lukacs's
Marxist conzeption of art, +hat, strictly speaking, realism
ought to be impossible for the ideologised bourgeois
writer, and that ‘bourgeois realism' is an honorary de-
scription conferred upon those writers whose literary
artistry is beyond question, despite the fact that they
cannot fulfill Luké&cs's theoretical requirements. Lukacs's

literary theory actually fails to explain literariness,
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'the unity of the literary work itself, its asxistence as
a complete thing, as an autonomous whole, which, indeed,
regists assinilation to the totality of the historical hare
and now ... just as stubbornly as it refuses dissolution in
some supraindividual hastory of forms.'24

I Five suggested that oa a practical level, and as
applied to bourgeois literature, Lukdcs's criterion of
realism is not an explanatory concept. but simply an alter-
native way of expressing the problem. I want now to look
at his understanding of realism on a theoretical level,
W#a-e this concept summarises his undarstanding of the
narure and function of art. One of the projects underlying
=y presentatior of Lukdcs's critical history of bourgecis
. .terature was to extract at certain points the theoretical
. jeas that constitute the le7itimating basis for his
Lractical traticism. The result is a number of contra-
dictory notions, firstly, as to whether realism is a
woridvie r~-form or a literary style or both, secondly, ag to
“he relationship of form to both content and meaning, and
~nirdiy, as to the exact nature of the synthetic procest
.¢ reflection~creation.

Now a proper understanding of Lukacs's literary theory
n.cessitates a prior investigation of those ethical und
apistemological ideas from which it is inseparable. Only
in this way, by setting the literary theory within the
shntext of the general thecry. can one understand the

cumpl <1ty of the issues involved, and qualify the rather
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simplistic notion of realism that emergss from the history
presented above. Only thus can one reveal the fundamental
philosophy that accounts for both the coherence and ths

inconsistency of his ideas on literatures.




CHAPTER 7

THE THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

An adequate understanding of Lukacs's literary theory
depends firstly, upon seeing it as a continuous process of
development, and secondly, as one in which aesthetics,
ethics, and epistemology are ultimately inseparable. To fail
to see that the literary criticism of Lukdcs's Marxist period
sti'l shows signs of earlier philosophical and aesthetic po-
sitions and methods, can be as conducive to misinterpretation
as the failure io see that Marxism was an inevitable next step

for the Lukacs of Soul and Form and The Theory of the Novel.

Similarly, to miss the fact that what Lukdacs is dealing with
are not three separate issues but a single, caomplex, three-
dimensional concern, can lead to a superficial understanding
of the nature of both his problems and his achievements.

The consecuences of such shortsightedness are firstly,
a failure to understand the basis of certain contradictions
in both his theory and his practical criticism; secondly,
a failure to appreciate the underlying logic of the literary
theory and Luk&cs's success in formulating an orthodox
Marxist aesthetic, and thirdly, a failure to understand
the nature of his interpretation of Marxism, a version
whose emphases are essentially devermined by the priority
of his aesthetic concerns.

It is necessary, therefore, to base an analysis of
Lukdcs's theory of literary realisa, as this has emerged
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in the previous chapter, upon an underst:nding of the three
intarrelated philosophical concepts - dialectics, class
congciousness, and reification - which, together with

their multiple associations, form the basis of his inter-
pretation of Marxism. It is in his collection of philoso-

phical essays entitled History and Class Consciousness,

written between 1919 and 1921, that we find the most com-
prehensive account of these ideas, and the first section
of this chapter will be concerned to investigate their
relation to literary realism.

Since this book has been the centre of so much contro-
versy, 1 want to defend its orthodoxy, and that of Lukacs
in general. Lichtheim claims that:

what Lukacs put forward in the central
sections of History and Class con-
gsciousness was a qenuinefy dialectical
theory which undercut the stale dispute
between materialists and spiritualists.
His standpoint could be summarised by
saying that materialism and spiritualism
are the thesis and antithesis of a debate
which has its origin in a failure to
overcome the cleavage between subject
and object. The golution lies not in
opting for one or the other, but in
transcending the area of dispute, and
this can be done by following Marx in
treating practice as thg concrete union
of thought and reality.

The dispute between the dogmatic Soviet philosophers
and Lukécsz car, be understood best in terms of an infec-
tion of the Marxism of the former by scientism - an
attempt to add to Marxism that validity guaranteed by the
positivistic notion of a ‘'real' world of objective ‘facts' -

and a fundamental separation between a deterministic
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theory and an activist practice. The role of consciousness
becomes an &litist theory of an omniscient vanguard who
must institute revolutionary action, and the subject of
history changes from the proletariat to the leaders of

the Communist Party. Clearly, it is the Marxism of the
dogmatists, rather than that of Luk&cs, which is unorthodox.
Lukécs was simply presenting an interpretation of Marx's
theory that, by emphasizing different elements, would
counteract or contradict the positivistic tendencies of
contemporary interpreters and so revitalise its humanistic
component.

One must remember that Lukacs is an aesthetician first
and a Marxist philosopher second. This leads to a per-
spective distinctive .n its emphases, but not to an unortho-
dox idealistic variant of Marxism, as has been suggested.

It is true that Lukdcs is more concerned with consciousness
than with economics, but it is not true to imply, as do

such recent works as Keat and Urry's Social Theory s

Scienco,3 that this leads to revisionism. Lukécs's inter-
pretation of Marxism is perfectly compatible with the work
of the early humanist Marx of .844.

Where one can criticise Lukdce as an exponent of
Marxist theory is precisely where the contradictions start
to creep in. Again, Lukdcs's primary interest in aesthe-
tics is the cause, for it is this that leads him to Marxism,
which he appears to accept only insofar as it resolves

certain problems which first present themselves through
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the sesthetic medium. I shall suggest here that it is
where Marxist theory would force him into aesthetic paths
he cannot consent to that contradictions arise.

I have been rather careless in this dissertation in
my use of the terms 'aesthetics', 'literary theory', and
'literary criticism', simply because it is common practice
to treat them as roughly synonymous. 1o be really precise,
one could perhaps distinguish three different activities
at three different levels of abstraction, namely, practical
criticism, literary theory, and aesthetics - to which must
be added general theory, in Lukics's case.

The most concrete of these, practical criticism, deals
with individual texts. Whether to interpret, explain, or
evaluate them depends to a large extent upon the seccnd
level, literary theory, for this provides that understanding
of the nature of art from which derive the ground rules for
practical criticism. At this level one is at a greater
distance from the individual text and is more concerned
with abstracting from particular examples such general
notions as the principles, categories, and criteria governing
literature.

Then there is the level that I refer to as 'aesthetics'.
Strictly speaking, this word means ‘a theory of the
beautiful’, but I use it here to indicate a degree of
theoretical abstraction, a mode of speculating about art
that considers it in relation to the nature of man and,

rather than seeing it as a unique phenomenon, intagrates
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it into a total worldvision, which then constitutes the
final level, general theory.

0f course, all four levels are interdependent in the
sense that the more concrete presuppose the more abstract
and the more abstract determine the nature of the more
concrete. But at the third level, the most abstract of the
‘apeeifically literary levels, that which I call 'aesthetics’',
the preconceptions are often neither articuiated nor fully
worked out. Now it is at this most abstract level that
Lukdcs is most successful, mainly because at this remove
from spacific literary works the problem that accounts for
his failure at a more concrete level does not arise, namely,
the need to account for literxary tastes that do not con-
form to his literary theory.

The first section of this chapter, in dealing with the
rslation between general theory and the theory of literary
realism, will reveal, to a certain extent, the negative side
of Lukdcs's work, that is, his failure to resolve the con-
tradictions that plague orthodox Marxist literary theory
and criticism. In the second section, 7.2, I shall move to
& higher level and, in dealing with the relation between
general theory and the theory of art, will present the
positive aspect of Lukdcs's achievement, namely, the
expansion into & cocherent asesthetic, within the framework
of M@xxism'l general theory,of those rudimentary beliefs
about &rt that are to be found in the writings of the

founders of orthodox Marxism.
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It is unfortunate that there is no work of literary
criticism written during the same period - that is, after
1963 - that adequately represents on the level of practical
criticism or literary theory Lukécs's brilliant insight
into the nature of art on the level of aesthetic and general
theory. In fact, there is no work at all after The Theory

of the Novel (in other words, in Lukdcs's Marxist period)

that sxtends this abstract understanding to concrete
exanples of literature.

Lukécs crowned several decades of literary criticism
with what he calls an aesthetic and what I take to be both
& literary theory and an aesthetic, in accordance with the
distinctions made above, for it undertook to abstract and
systematize the underlying rules upon which the criticism
was based, to place the criticism within a legitimating
conceptual framework, and at the same time to relate this
understanding of the nature and function of literature to
the total Marxist worldview. The only part that Lukdcs
completed is too abstract for a literary theory, and the
general philosophical work that followed the sesthetic is
as relevant to an understanding of wher~ literature fits
into the Marxist scheme of things.

I propose in 7.2 to look at both of these works, The

Specific Nature of the Aesthetic4 and The Ontology of Social
Boing,s with the object of examining Luk&cs's definition

of the nature and function of art and his explication of

its place in the whole. I am concerned to indicate the
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logical homogeneity of Luk&cs's philosophy by showing how
his assthetic derives from his general theory and how his
literary theory of realism, with its criteria of totality,
typlcality, and the concrete, represents an extension of
those categoriss that govern human existence to a parti-

cular field of human activity.

1. Histor;fan@_ClassVCQnsciousness”and

The term 'dialectics' takes on slightly different mean-
ings in the writings of Hegel, Marx, Engels, and Lukéics,
but for our purposes the essential aspects of its connota-
tion of successive supersessions thrungh higher stages to
& final goal are a mode of thinking that stresses concrete
interconnections on many different levels, that conceives
of reality as process, as comprised of fluid, ambiguous,
interpenetrating elements. It is thus opposed to the type
of thought thi . posits abstract absolute categories, that
conceives of reality in terms of the fixed and the given,
&8s comprised of stark opposites.

what distinguishes Lukdcs's view is his insistence that
the essence of orthodox Marxism is the dialectical method,
the achievement of improved understanding by a movement
through the stages, each of which involves going from con-
crete to abstract to concrete again. Its definitive
characteristic is its conception of reality as a concrete
totality that involves form as well as content, that is a

subject not a substance; and its function is to change
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reality. By 'totality' here he means a complete, all-
inclusive system with internal coherence. BY 'concrete'’
he means that individuality is preserved as it is not
when & system is built on abstracted general qualities.
wWwhat he means by 'subject' requires a little more explana-
tion, but, essentially, it refers to a human creation.
Significantly, this might as well be a description of
Lukécs's undorstanding of the ideal nurrative form: in
other words, the ideal narrative form is the literary
expression of dialactical process. Totality is the goal
of literary realism for the same reasons as it is the crux
of dislectics, because ‘concepts which are false in their
abstract one-sidedness ... acquire their true meaning less
by definition than by their function as aspects that arae
then transcended in the totality.’6 So totality is the
first requirement for a true reflecticn of objective
reality. Concreteness in literat-ire means that form
{theory) remains rooted in content (matter), or 'contingent

facticity', as Lukdcs calls it in History and Class Con-

sciousness. This is also a necessity for true reflection
that applies equally to philosophy and the mode in which
narrative operates. Where subjectivity is concerned, as

it refers to the constructed nature of reality, so it
rafers to the constructed nature of the literary reflection
of reslity - the latter is a microcosmic version of the
former.

To sxpand on the notion of subjectivity: dialectics
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ig & form of thinking that can be attached to various in-
terpratations of reality. For Hegel with his theory of
the primacy of mind, reality and the thinking subject are
identical. He situates the identical subject-object in
s timeless realm beyond history, and when he speaks of
the subjective nature of the concrete totality, he is
referring to this World Spirit. It is, however, perfectly
possible to take a Marxist view of reality where matterx
is primary, and to reconcile this with a description of
the concrete totality as subjective, because the Marxist,
too, considers reality as a human product. It is, perhaps,
because both Hegel and Marx conceive of the werld as the
product ot the (knowing or labouring) subject that Lukéics
finds it relatively easy to switch from Hegel's idealism
to Marx's materiaiism. lhe one essent;ai*differenceis that
an historically immanent subject (the cla 3s-conscious
proletariat) replaces the transcendental subject
{Absolute Mind) as the true subject-object of histoiy.
Although he warns that thi: is intended as instant
clarification, not as a substitute for the lengthy treat-
ment in History and Class conscjousness. Boelhower's def.-
nition of Lukécs's use of the word ‘dialectic’' provides a
useful summary because it presents both the epistemological
snd the methodological aspects of the concept, and also
reveals its relevance to literature and literary criticism:
%ﬁ2L§g§ts of theory and praxis, subject

and object, and value judgments and
judgments of fact. According to dia-
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lactical methodelogy, in oxder for &
subjsct to be understood, it must be
1inked to its genesis and the subject
responsible for its creation. This
involves inserting it in a larger
totality wherein its mediations are
prought to light.”

This formulation stresses the fact that for Lukacs
Marxism is & method that involves both knowledge and action.
In 'Art and Objective Truth' Lukacs quotes Lenin as saying:
'From active observation to abstract thought and from there
to practical activity - such is the dialectical path of

8 We recall the

apprehending truth and objective reality.’
integrated stage of the epic with its ideal synthesis of
theory and praxis and Lukacs's analysis of the novel as a
form concerned to re-establish this. We recall, also, that

by the end of The Theory of the Novel Lukacs has accepted

that this is not the task of literature. This is the

point at which the ethical and epistemological prioriky

attribute. to narration in The Theory of the Novel appears

to be transferred to a social class.

History and Class Consciousness makes clecar whose
responsibility it will be to so trangform the world that

‘4 r‘f; a new epic reflection of a totality will be possible.

Similarly, where in The Theory of the Novel it was art that

was concerned to grasp the concrete totality, and the novel
that had to understand the concealed totality, it is now
theoretically only the proletariat that can, ani must,
echieve this knowledge of itself and of the whole. This

is where class consciousness enters in. This is also where
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the tension between Lukécs's Marxist philosophy and his
practical criticism of bourgeois literature manifests
itself.

For Lukdcs, class consciousness is 'neither the sum nor
the avszage‘g of the views of the constituents of a class,
but an objective possibility dependent upon & grasp of the

whola. As Lukédcs says in History and Class Consciousness:

By relating consciousness to the whole

of society it becomes possible to infer

the thoughts and feelings which men

would have in a particular situation if

they were able to assess both it and the

interests arising from it in their impact

on immediate action and on the whole

structure of society. That is to say,

it would be possible to infer the thoughts

and feelings apgropriate to their objec-

tive situation.l0

Strictly speaking, this is potential class consciousness

as opposed to the actual consciousness of a class,and the
relation between this distinction and Lukacs's conception
of literary realism and ideclogy is clear. Now, since
class consciousness depends upon an understanding of the
whole and of one's own part in it, and since this is only
possible for the proletariat, it is only the proletariat
who can achieve a true class consciousness, and even their
consciousness is not necessarily true. We have seen that
this theory presents Lukacs with the problem of justifying
his classification of certain bourgeois writers as realists.
It could also justify his rejection of so-called socialist
realism.

Now the actual (or false) consciousness Lukacs is pri-
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merily concerned with is bourgeois class consciousness. I
gay 'bourgeols class consciousness', and not the 'con-
sciousnass of the bourgeoisie'!, deliberately, bacause
Lukdcs maintains that under capitalism there developed a
'unified structure of consciousness that embraced the
whole soeiety‘gll Of the nature of this structure we will
learn more when we come to look at his account of reifi-
cation; for now we may note that while this resolves his
problem to the extent of allowing him to ignore a writer's
class position as a relevant factor, it leaves him to
explain how any realist overcomes this false consciousness,
and this, as we have seen, he fails to do satisfactorily.
For Luk&cs, bourgeois class consciousness is charac-
terised by a central contradiction between theory and
practi..., that is, between a belief in ‘natural’ laws of
development and capitalistic individualism. Because a
certain 'logic of events' follows upon this dualism, 'a
growth of insight into the nature of society' happens to

12 This version of Marx's theory of the

the whole society.
internal contradiction in capitalism that will destroy it
accords with Luk&cs's emphasis upon consciousness rather
than upon economics.

Now, in order to be consistent with his practical cri-
ticism, Lukacs ought to maintain not that insight happens
to the whole society, but that it becomes possible for the

whole society, and in order to be consistent with his

theory, he ought to have said 'becomes possible for the
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theory, he ocught to have said 'becomea possible for the




whole proletariat'. The particular way in which Lukacs has

formilated this thesis servas an ethical purpose: it allows
& condemnation of the bourgeoisie, because at this point
£fslse consclousness becomes what Lukacs calls '‘mendacious’

consciousness. It is the interests of the bourgeoisie

that necessitate firstly, 'a desperate resistance to every
insight into the true nature of the society it had
cza@tad’l3 and secondly, that it ensure that the prole-
tarian consciousness remain 'amorphous'. This formulation

also allows Luk&cs - at times - to attribute boura-~is

critical realism to integrity.
o f' But the ability of these bourgeois writers to s<e
beyond the narrow confines of their ideological pe spec-
tives is more often explained as a mark of tacir genius.
For instance, Lukdcs writes in 'Tolstoy ané¢ the Develop-
ment of Realism:
Tolstoy had of course no concaption

of the true nature of the Russian re-

volution. But being a writer of genius,

he faithfully recorded certain essential

traits of reality and thus, without his

knowledge, and contrary %o his conscious

intentions, he became the poetic mirror

of certain aspects of the revolutionary

development in Russia.ld
This is neither the general dawning of insight, nor crea-
tive integrity resisting mendacious consciousness, but the
artistic vision unconsciously recording truth. The impli-
cations of this formulation are that any bourgeois realist
is automatically a greater writer than any socialist

realist for whom insigl.t is always an objective possibi-
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lity, a suggestion Lukdcs sure.y never intended. The
ralated question which now becomes & problem is whether any
literary work can be said to be determined by class con-
sciousnase or to provide an unconscious reflection of

the writer's actual consciousness.

This is where Lukdcs's Marxist theory and iis practical
literary criticism part company. We have discussed this
question at various stages, but this is a convenient
point to rspeat what amounts to the central issue in an
understanding of Lukdcs's work. If we take Lukacs's
reiteration of the orthodox Marxist tenet that it is only
the proletariat that is capable of knowing itself ancd at
the same time of understanc:ng society and history as a
whole, and if we take Lukdcs's demand that literature must
present us with an image of the totality in order to comply
with his criterion of realism, we see that if he would be
consistent he must now reject all bourgeocis literature as
unrealistic. But Lukécs exhibits that familiar tension
between the requirements of Marxist theory and an appre-
ciation of the literary greats that we find in the orthodox
Marxism of Marx, Engels, and Lenin. Motivated firstly,
by his appreciation of the literature of such unregenerate
bourgeois writers as Balzac, and secondly, by his reluctance
to reduce the creative process to mere unconscious ideo-
logical reflection; concerned, on the other hand, to
uphold to some extent a materialist theory of the deter-

mination of consciousness and the objectivity of reality,
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Lukfce is led into those inconsistencies and improbabilities
that we have already examined in Chapter 6.

The contradictions centering around class conscious-
ness are not only between theory and criticism: this
tension can already be found within the philosophy itself,
but it is my contention that it arises there for essen-
tially the same reasons - Lukics's need to integrate cer-
tain elements of orthodox Marxist philosophy, particularly
determinism and ideology, with an aesthetically oriented
theory of consciousness that stresses human creativity.

Lukédcs's approach to philosophy could serve as the
prototype for critical theory: he is not concerned with
creating an objective system of reality, nor with examining
the object of creation as selfsubsistent, but with the
process of its production by the subject, the creator.

For Lukdcs, it is the artist who is the ideal 'subject of

15 the maker of reality in its concrete

an “action"',
totality, it is artistic creativity that exemplifies the
ideal synthesis of human theory and praxis, and what
distinguishes this synthesis and constitutes its superiority
over other forms is its existence as practical action not
abstract thought.
The principle of art, Lukdcs tells us in History and

Class Consciousness, is

the creation of a concrete totality

that springs from & conception of

form orientated towards the concrete

content of its material substratum.

In this view form is therefore able
to demolish the 'contingent' relation
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of the parts to the whole and to re-

golve the merely apparent opposition

b@twsgn chance [appg%gancg] and

necessity [essencs].
It is in creating his own forms, but in accordance with
content, that man overcomes the dichotomy between thaory
and praxis, reason and the senses, form and content,
freedom and necessity. Thus 'what was for transcendental
philosophy a highly problematic postulate with which to
explain the world, becomes in art perfect achievement.'l7

We have seen how Lukacs uses a Marxist theory of
epistemology from which to derive his dialectical under-
standing of the nature of the artistic reflection of
reality. Here we see him hold up his understanding of the
creative act as the model for philosophy. It is not by
accident that lhis historical account of the development of
philosophy, and particularly of critique or epistemology,
in the nineteenth century, is not couched in terms of
meaning and matter, but form and content - his version of
superstructure and base.

Now if Lukacs is primarily concerned with the crea-
tivity of the human subject, reification, the third of the
theoretical concepts under discussion, expresses his
insight into & form of objectification tied to a defor-
mation of the nature of man as a universal producer. Rei-
fication involves the extension of the epistemological and
ethical (or unethical) categories that characterise the

capitalist mode of production to the sphers of human

relations. It refers to the process by wh..h the subjac-
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tively produced and social is transformed into the objec-
tive and necessary. It describes what Luk@cs saw as the

petrified conventions of society in The Theory of the

Novel, institutions that present as external realities
within which it is impossible for man to find
self-fulfillment, and which he fails to recognise for the
humanly produced, and therefore alterable, artefacts

that they are.

We have noted the distinction between potential and
actual class consciousness that allows Lukdcs to speak of
& unified consciousness in capitalist society. It is
'reification’' that describes this actual consciousness of
all men under a capitalist system. As Bisztray points out,
it is precisely the lack of a true class consciousness
that allows this reified view of reality, for 'if any class
or individual cannot comprehend his existence, this
sxistence appears to him as some abstract, universal
fgtc’,la a view characteristic of a reified society.

What is the relevance of this for Lukdcs's literary
theory? With reification the category of totality is lost
sight of, qualitative values are transformed into quanti-
tative ones, and people are reduced to the status of mere

19 Lukécs

spectators. In the essay 'Class Consciousness'
meintains that this reified consciousness can lead either
to crude empiricism - where man is merely the passive
observer of uncontrollable laws - or to an abstract

utopianism - where man believes himself able through sub-

",




240

jective volition to master essentially meaninglsss ob-
jects. That these attitudes have their literary corre-
latives, which Lukécs rejects as wholeheartadly as he re-
jects the worldviews from which they stem, we have already
ssen. Here is the theoretical foundation and causal ex-
planation for Luk&cs's account c¢f those anti-dialectical
forms, naturalism and romanticism.

Drawing further parallels between a reified conscious-
ness and naturalism in literature, Lukacs points out that
in naturalism the identity of subject (writer) and object
(work) is implicitly denied. The writer assumes the
scientific role of a detached observer of positive ‘facts’,
which he claims to present as a mass of uninterpreted de-
tails. Atomism replaces wholeness, accumulation replaces
integration, contemplation replaces action. The hidden
intention is to persuade the reader that the existing
order, objectively presented in the literary work, is given
and unalterabla.

The concept of reification, then; includes an episte-
mological category, an ethical criticism of society, and
& latent aesthetic criterion. 1In life, the answer to the
problem of & reified existence is an understanding of its
humanly created 'nature’; in literature, a counter to
reification is the irony of the novelist, that is, a con-
sta v awarensss of the ultimate subjectivity of what
presants 2s objective reality in the text:; in criticism,

what is necessary is to see that the theory of literary
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realism is squally an example of reification. But this
final step Lukécs does not take.

To sunmarlze the situation: I suggest firestly, that
Lukacs ls fundamentally an orthodox Marxist with a parti-
cular concern with human consciousness; secondly, that he
ig faced with the same problem as Marx, Engels, and Lenin -
how to reconclle an inherited bourgeois literary canon
with & Marxist theory of ideology, how to establish a com-
posite criterion that will allow for an irreducible literury
gquality and subjactive creati- " -v as we'l as satisfying the
demand that literature prov. - = aithful reflection of
objective reality as they see it; thirdly, that this
dilemma pushes him, particularly on the practical level,
into inconsistencies, contradictions, even a naive roman-
ticism; but fourtnly, that, in other respects, there is a
remarkable logical coherence underlying his phil:6sophy,
his literary theory, and some of his practical c:r:iticism;
and f£ifthly, that it is the very consistency of his ideo-
logico~aesthetic stance that leads in certain instances to
questionable analyses of particular works and writers,
narrowness, and rigidity, and the unMarxist attempt to
impose upon literature in perpetuity a single eternal form
of the past stripped of all its necessary connections with
socio-historical reality - nineteenth-century critical
realism.

In seeking & better understanding of the literary

theory through the general theory to which it is intrin-
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gically related, I have examined in turn the three con-
cepts fundamental to i1t - dialectics, class consciousness,
and reification. I have shown how Lukécs derives the com-
ponent slements of his theory of literary realism (that
is, totality, typicality, and concreteness) from the con-
cept of dialectics, how his understanding of class con-
sciousness iz full of internal contradictions that lead to
contradictions in his literary theory, and how he fails to
axtend to his own conception of realism his understanding
of reification.

Theoretically, the implicit resolution of Lukacs's
criterion of realism in relation to his three basic con-
cepts is that the potential class consciousness of the
proletariat will provide the dialectical supersession of
that reification under capitalism that constitutes the
actual consciousness of all men. Sinc , strictly speaking,
this invalidates all bcurgeois writing, it is not sur-
prising that Lukdcs is briliiant in his ideologically based
rejection of what he sees as anti-realisti: forms -
naturalism and modernism in particular - but fumbles in
his attempt to rationalise his respect for certain bourgeois
works in terms of that evaluative-descriptive concCept
'realism’', whose relation to the reified consciousness of
capitalism I shall take up in Chapter 8.

Howsver, when Lukdcs moves to a higher level of theory,
as in the last decade of his life, and considers the nature

of art in a vacuum, so to speak, no such difficulties arise,
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for no conflict between theory and practical lssues enters
into the question at this degree of abstraction. Con-
sequently, Lukacs is able to be the brilliant asstheticlan

+that I claimed earlier.

2. Lukdcs's Asesthetic

Lukécs's asesthetic was conceived of in three sactions,
but only the first was written. This is a general section
that deals with the proper aims and methods of aesthetics.
His understanding of the aim of aesthetics is framed
within the parameters of Marxist theory's stress on man
as essentially a producer. That is, the aim of aesthetics
is to answer the question 'What is art?' in terms of its
nature as a human product, and to differentiate aesthetic
behaviour from other forms of human productivity.

Two preliminary points must be made here. Firstly,
art for Lukadcs includes only what he calls art: it is an
evaluative rather than a descriptive word. This suggests
that his definition of art will entail an elaboration of
his critical criteria. It also implies that - ‘g i8 no
bad art, only non-ar%, Secondly, although lukacs acknaw=-
ledges that there are two aspects to aesthetic behaviour,
cresatio. and appreciation,zo he deals solely with the
former and rather vaguely at that. In principle the
method governing creation will be dialectical,z1 he
asserts, but in practice no guidelines exist. All Lukacs

will commit himself to is that in being true to Marx it
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will include Aristotelian and Hegelianzz ela

What is art? It is, as we learned already in Soul and
Form, & typs of cognition. It is a means of raflacting
(or copying or imitgtinq)ZB reality through the agency of
gsensible images. Reality has an objective existence, which
{8 not the same as superficial appearance, and wruth in
art is a function of its correspondencs to this reality,
which is “ the same as & mirror-image of it. It is in
this complex sense that all art must be 'realistic'. This
appears to bes one example of the Hegelian aspact of art
as rsconciling contradictions.

Art is a distinctive manner of responding to the world,
& mode of relating to it. Of major significance is the
fsct that art as a representation of the world is dis-
tinguishea by its evocation of an objective world conceived

24 Art is

in terms of a subjective attitude towards it.
naver neutral although it presents the emotionally and
ethically coloured response of an individual as the uni-
varsally experienced. Where the irony of the writer
halanced the element of subjectivity in The Theory of the
Novel, now it is totality and typicality that are said ¢t
ensure objectivity. Not mentioned by Lukdcs is the need
for the 'correct' subjective and ethical attitude, for
zhis would reveal that it is not that art reconciles
subjectivity and objectivity, but that the subjective

dimension is prescribed to coincide with a certain

'objactive' vision.
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Tf art is a form of cognition, how does its presants-
tion of reality differ from that of science? Science
deals with reality as if it were atemporal and self-
subsistent, while art presents it anthropomorphically in
relation to its historical context, the external and
intarnal worlds of man. Science is concerned with the
context of truth, art is equally concerned with the con-
text of discovery. Science conceives of reality as absolute
and abstract, art sees it as relative and concrete. Unlike
scientific relations to reality, art is free of the
pressures of practical necessity.zs

Science leads to consciousness or knowledge where art
results in a higher degree of selfconsciousnesg or self-
knowledge., That is, art, as both product and producer of
g world, gives insight into the common nature of man as
both producer and product of a world grasped synchronically
and diachronically as a totality. In other words, it gives
insight into the nature of reality as the identical sub-
ject-object and into the nature of human-being as universal.
Man can know himself as producer only through his product,
and it is this kind of knowledge that art gives. The
selfconsciousness that art is to inculcate constitutes
that freedom from illusory beliefs that is the {irst step
in releasing men from the restraints that hamper the full
development of their potentiality as human beings. Art,
therefore, is part of the process of humanisation, and so

its function is essentially ethical. Thus does Lukacs
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satisfy the moralietic demands that characterise a Platonic-
type attltude toward: avr..

The natura of the insight that art gives is in per-
fect conformity with the theory and aims of Marxism and
rendsrs explicit didacticism unnecessary except to serve
the particular policies of a party bhureaucracy. Throughout
his life Lukédcs consistently maintains that art cannot,
and nesd not, be overtly propsgandistic and that it has no
direct social consequences. Art achieves its purpose
indirectly by supplying men with a sum of concentrated
experiences and insights that transforms them into multi-
facated humanbeings with a better understanding of the human
condition and the nature of reality, and so prepares them
for new forms of life that will provide the optimum
envir@nmoht for selfrealisation. |

The nature of the work of art must, of course, be such
as to allow it to fulfill its function as described above.
This explains why Lukdcs limits literature to realism.

Not unexpectedly the most significant concept here is again
that of totality, whether in the work of art, or in the
individual, or in society. Art is seen as a synthesis in
itself, and as an enrichment or enlargement in human life.
Tt unites within itself such contradictory elements as
intellect and emotion, objectivity and subjectivity, expe-~
risnce and imagination, past and present, individual and
collective. It develops the potentiality inherent in every

humanbeing and unites men in their common humanity. Above
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all else it is humanistlc.

Totality ls, howevar, not the quality that Lukaces
singles out for particular attention. He cites as the
central sesthetic category what he calls 'besonderheit' -~
specialty. Although one starts from the real, the indi-
vidual, and the concrete in art as in other modes of
cognition, it is necessary to generalise in order to
achieve universality and to reveal connections beneath
apparent particularity and chaos. The mediations that link
tha individual and the universal arc summarised in the con-
cept of '‘bescnderhait'. This preserves the rational and
sradicates the accidental. It enables art to retain indi-
viduality while revealing the human relevance of particu~
larity by making implicit relations explicit. 'Besonderheit’
is, of course, a genaralisation ~ indeed, a mystification -
of what Lukécs elsewhere refers to as the typical.

what is most interesting here is to see how Lukéics
reverts to the strategy he adopted in Soul and Form and
defines art in contradistinction to science. Moreover,
despite his aversion to positivism, he does not entirely
reject the type of knowledge it yields, but, as in Soul
and Form, limits it to a particular sphere of reference.
Here, again, this is an inferior sort of knowledge as
compared to that gained through art, but whereas before
Lukécs's idealism led him to attach science to the empiri-
cel and art to ultimate reality, his current materialism

demands that both relate to the empirical world. Lukédcs,
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the humanist, solves the problem by limiting science to
abstract facts, while art deals with the infinitely more
signlificant field of humanbeing and consciousness.

1t is to be regretted that Lukdcs did not link his

pesthaetic with his treatise on the Ontologqy of Social

Being, but it is not difficult to extend to art his
general remarks, for, as we have noted, art is an essential
part of that process of transforming the world and the self
through social labour that characterises the humanbeing.

First of all, Lukdcs asserts that social existence
parallels natural existence in that it is objectively there,
independent «f the mind that knows it, and since knowledge
raflects a selfsubsistent reality, what it presents is not
the thought categories imposed on reality by the knower,
but an independent truth. An epistemological reason is
added to the ethical reason given in the Aesthetic for
iimiting art, a form of cognition, to realistic art. That
vwhich is not realistic is not objective, does not corre-
spond to reality, is therefore not knowledge, and 80 is
not art. It cannot induce selfconsciousness, reveal the
universality of humanity, increase human potentiality, aid
self-fulfillment, or foster communal feeling. It is mere
non-productive, unethical, subjective idealism.

Lukécs distinguishes nature and society in terms of
causality and teleology: but nature, causality, and matter
are primary in two sensas. Firstly, the sphere in which

purposivs human activity is possible is limited by the
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material, which determines the nature of the problem and
the possible alternative solutlons. sacondly, the reali-
sation, or objectivation, of a teleological purpose in the
gsphere of material existence is limited by natural laws
governing the means. Clearly, realistic art is subject to
thesa limitations as well. Nevertheless, the chief de-
termining agency is the end to be brought about. This
determination by an imaginative conception, an obligation
to the future, conflicts with vulgar materialism's idea

of determinigm.

Determination by a projected end constitutes freedom,
for freedom is that act of consciousness as a result of
which & new existence projected by it comes into being.
Freedom is creative productivity. Freedom is that mastery
of self and things, described above as dependent upon
knowledge and insight into the real, which allows one to
use them as means towards that projected end, in the pro-
cess actualising the potentiality of both man and matter,
agent and material. Art, therefore, is both a liberating
force and a symbol of freedom. This does not, of course,
mean absolute freedom. Art, like any other human produc-
tivity, is subject to the natural limitations described
in the preceding paragraph. Even the imagination is bound
by the real.

This brief account of Lukdcs's last two philosophical

works together with History and Class Consciousness is

intended to demonstrate that his critical critexia are
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not arbitrarily chosen, but derive logically from tha onto-
logical, epistem@lggieal, and sthical beliefs of Marxism.
It is for this reason that Lukdcs may be said to have
constructed the firet systematic Marxist aesthetic.
Unfortunately, Lukdcs never worked out at the level of
literary theory or practical criticism the implications

of his idea that art as an activity prefigures unalienated
activity - probably, again, because in relating this to
his Marxist theory of class consciousness he would have

to admit the unrealistic nature of bourgeois literature,
and, in line with his own understanding of realism, would
be forced to discard it as non-art. So, despite his
coherence and inclusiveness at the level of aesthetics,
when we come down to the lower levels, we are faced with

a different situation. The truth of the matter is that as
soon as he comes to grips with actual texts, his elegant
theory proves inadequate.

The problems are not just peripheral. Firstly, Lukécs's
prescriptiveness may have solved the problem of relativism
that plagued his early subjective idealism, but at the
tremendous cost of limiting art so severely that even he
cannot maintain this exclusiveness in practice. Secondly,
having constructed a coherent theory of literature in-
trinsically related to the general tenets of Marxism, he
must cope with a literary phenomenon that appears to
disprove it. It is not simply a questio" o\ preserving

the classical literary canon despite the requirements of
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Marxist theory, it is a question of explaining why it is
precisely in bourgecis literature that he £inds his
criteria of realism - concreteness, totality, and typi-
cality ~ realised; and why it is the bourgeols writer who
is able to achisve an increased selfconsciousness on the
part of the reader, an empathetic feeling of common
humanity, and all those other moral effects that Lukacs
expects from literature. It is to these problems that

I return now.
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CHAPTER 8
LITERARY REALISM

With the practical criticism of Lukdcs's maturity, we

have coma from the infinite promise of Soul and Form and

the brilliant analyses of The Theory of the Novel back to

the narrow rigidity of The Meaning of Contemporary

Realism and that Platonic-type theory of art that I de-
scribad in my commentary on the sources of orthodox .farxist
sesthetics in Part I. It is now possible to see how the
valus of those early works lies in the fact thuat free-
ranging theoretical speculation is not bound by the limits
of a particular doctrine and -~ :actical criticism is not
blinded by the need to conform to preconceived notions.

In a sensa, Lukdcs's works can be seen as displaying
& continuing concern with the same issue despite the
alterations in meaning that follow upon a change in philo-
sophical framework, as constituting differant solutions
to the same problem. Essentially, Lukdcs is trying to
find‘a conception of art that will resolve the dichotomy
expressed by the polar concepts determinism and creation,
necessity and fresdom, content and form, the real and the
1deal, object and subject. The goal that remains constant
throughout despite changing meaning systems, the goal that
defines art's aim and function, is the revelation of an
sbsolute or cbjective reality that is to be found above

or bsneath, but never in, appearance. It is this hankering
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after & single truth that is the undoing of Lukécs‘s_
endeavour.

Wa have seen how Lukiacs begins in Soul and Form with

the conception of aesthetic forms as both literary genres
and worldviews, existing a priori, which are imposed upon
the chaotic raw material of life. Theses forms constitute
alternats paths to an absolute ideal truth. The creative
fresdom implied here by the lack of limits imposed by
content is contradicted by the eternal nature of the forms.
Aesthetics-ethics, in the sense of a formal hierarchy
imposed upon chaos, is primary here because content itself
is non-ethical, and ideal nec2ssity balances the lack of
resl determinism.

The Theory of the Novel represents a transitional stage

in the process of which Lukacs demonstrates the error in
the solution he presents. Heic eternal forms as alter-
native paths to an aosolute ideal truth yield to a single
historically specific form, the novel, a form determined
in general by content. But within the limits of that
nacessary form, subjective imagination appears to have
the freedom to create its own ideal truths, for what is
specified is merely its absence. However, objective
reality is no longer the malleabls raw material it was in
Soul and Form, and the ideal construction of the writer
must take cognisance of the existing meaning of his matter.
Thus Lukics comes to believe that where life presents the

writer with an ethical order of its own, a hierarchy of
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institutions in terms of some implied criterion, it is
not the ethical responsibility of the writer to construct
& personal utopia, a subjective 'ought'. Indesd, it is
not possible to do so, for inherently informed content
reslets the imposition of an arbitrary ethico-aesthetic
form upon it.

This brings us to {he¢ last stage, as exemplified by

The Meaning of Contemporary Realism, and, in a sense, to

& strange return to the beginning. Where originally a set
of ahistorical forms (in the sense of both worldviews and
genres) constituted alternate paths to an absolute ideal
truth, now a single ahistorical form is the only means of
reflacting an absolute real truth. Wherr Le oOre, the a
priori nature of the forms gave objeccivity to subjective
creation, now, objectivity is guarar ‘ed by identifying it
with a single eternal form (again in .ne sense of both a
worldview and a genre). The responsibility of the novelist
now is neither the search for an absoulte ideal, nor the
construction of a subjective ideal, but the revelation of
the positive and negative aspects of a socio-historic
reality - always within the framew rk of a certaii. ethical
attitude towards it - which will presumably help to esta-
blish a2 real ideal eventually. However, since what was
once &n historically specific form determined by content -
bourgeois critical realism - is to be perpetuated,; the
implication is either that content will remain static or

that form is no longer intrinsically related to content.
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This implicit attempt to freeze life and literature
at & certain moment in time is the source of Lukécs's
problems. It probably stems, as regards the former, from
his tendency to conceive of history in very broad epochal
terms & la Dilthey, and as regards the latter, from those
individual literary preferences inculcated by a classical
sducation and a consequent distaste for formal innovation.
This essentially ahistorical inclination in literary cri-
ticism that is so at odds with the mainspring of Lukécs's
philosophy is accompanied by a deterioration in his con-
ception of genre and an inconsistency in his understanding
of the relations between form and content. It has serious
consequences for his notion of literary realism, and I shall
be concerned in the first section of this chapter, 8.1,
to develop this argument.

In my commentary at the end of Part I, I discussed the
three component elements of a typical Marxist theory of
literature - realism, reflection, and the transcendent
critic - showing their implications, their interrelations,
and their contradictions. 1 suggested that Marxist litera-
ture theory is a Platonic-type theory with an added com-
plication as regards the orthodox Marxist, in that he
wishes to extend or modify such a theory ‘o allow for a
purely aesthetic dimension to literature, and I pointed
out that the difficulties involved in such a project are
emply demonstrated by the inconsistencies and illogi-

celities that this leads to. Having come now to the end
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of my sxposition of Lukacs's work, I 'want to reiterate
my contention that his Marxist approach to literaturs, as
contalned within his notion of realism, examplifies all
the issuas ralsed in that discussion, and justifies my
gsalection of him as a prototypical orthodox Marxist
literary critic.

The other point that I have been concerned to make,
in tracing the development of Lukdcs's ideas from Soul

and Form, through The Theory of the Novel, to The Meaning

of Contemporary Realism, has two strands: firstly, there is

the continuity, not only of concerns, but of certain ideas
_and tendencies, despite the changing philosophical frame of
reference, particularly the aforementioned proclivity for
broad historical generalisations rather than minute dis-
tinctions; secondly, there is a regrettable narrowing of
perspective over time, which both ruled out the possibility
of a satisfactory explanation of precisely that aesthetic
dimension that Lukacs as an orthocdox Marxist was concerned
to include in an otherwise Platonic theory, and led him
to discard just those very elements in the earlier theory
that might have been developed into a solution to this
problem.

g8ince both the methodological broadness and the
doctrinal and aesthetic narrowness are realised within
a single, central Lukacsian concept, that of literary
realism, and together account for its problematic fea-

tures, I want now to look at this concept, stressing
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Lukdcs'es inability to arrive at a consistant dafinition
of it and his failure to eliminste contradictions in the
underlying concesption of the relations batween content,
form, styls, genre, worldview, and material reality. The
salisnt points to be grasped here are as follows: firstly,
that & baslc contradiction exists between literary taste
and political theory, ari that it is the need to effect
some reconciliation of the two that accounts for the
litarary theory with all its inconsistencies., contradic-
tions, and inadequacies; secondly, that the narrowness of
that literary taste results in a literary exclusiveness
which Lukdcs tries to justify on ideological grounds, and
leads to a2 single, static literary model whose ideological
implications seem to escape him; and thirdly, that it is
the broadness of the theoretical conception that is
responsible for the failure to account satisfactorily on
either & theoretical or a practical level for individual
perticularities.

My criticel summary of Lukacs's conception of lite-
rary realism in 8.1 is intended to reveal that an under-
lying worldview suppor:s the ostensibly literary criteria.
It is, ¢ irse, inherent in the nature of any genre
that this should be 30, but whete realism differs signi-
gicantly from all other genres .s in the claims it makes
for its particular worldview. 1ln offering an alternati «
understanding of realism, I shall be concerned to expose

the uniquely ideological nature of this allegedly non-

et et = o e — —— s ™ L




?’ﬂ"

258

ideological form.

Then, in the second section of this chapter, I shall
procesd with my own suggestions for certain distinctions
that Lukéce might have made within the broad category of
realism that would have invested it with greater descrip-
tive accuracy, explanatory power, and sociological signi-
ficence. These distinctions might well have eliminated
many of the contradictions in Lukdcs's version, and would
simultaneously have solved the twin problems of broadness

and narrowness.

1. Critical Summary of Lukdcs's
Conception of Literary Re:lism
The aim of the realist is 'the portrayal of a total

1

context of social life ... in nerrative form'. Realism,
therefore, requires the comprehen: i.veness that depends upon
& totality of perspective as regards the individual, society,
and history. That this total view of life must constitute
an organic image and rot a sum of quantitative details
provides the grounds for Lukdcs's rejection of naturalism
as exenplifying the latter type of totality.

Moreover, this organic image must be a specific one.
As rsgards the individua', it is neceasary to see him as
s social and historical creature. To present him in only
his biologival or psychological dimensions is to reduce
his human stature. It is also to ignore the essential

human conflicts as these arise from the indissoluble con-

nection betwaen his existence as both private individual
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and member of & community. This is the relationship that
bourgeols individuslism attempts to concesl, that con-
gtitutes the bhasic preconception informing the work of
such great reallists as Baluac, and that is missing in
modernist literature with its emphasis upon the internal
psychology of an ind' idual or *‘he presentation of & spe-
cific and only partia. socio~historical experience as a
total and eternal metaphysical human condition.

As regards society, no class must be excluded from
the work, for an understanding of any class depends upon
an understanding of the interrelationship of classes
within the whole. Finally, as regards history, if it is
to bes correctly interpreted and evaluated, the present
must be seen as & moment in a continuity, determined by
the past and determining the future.

Obviously, Lukdcs's prime criterion is totality - the
vholeness of the human personality, the totality of an
epoch, the relation between these two, as well as the
relation between these and the totality of human exist-
ence - but, equally obviously, this rests upon certain
philosophical preconceptions.

Lukécs justifies his reverence for such great writers
of the past as Shakespeare, Dante, and Goethe in terms of
this criterion. Their work, he claims, is distinguished
by ite depiction of man as a whole in society as & whoie.
We notics that totality now resides in the reflective

literary product rather than in the society being reflect-
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ed - a5 was ths case with the epic age -~ or in the imagl-

natively conetructed literary product - &8 was the cass

with the romantic novel. But if we look for & common
underlying worldview, we are likely to be disappointed.
It is Lukécs's contention that all these works wars pro-
duced in what he sees as great periods of human devalop-
ment that gives us the clue, for we know that Lukécs con-
ceives of totelity &as based upon contradiction, and of
progress as dependent upon conflict, and it is these
:lesments that characterise the works he admires. Another
common quality that may be abstracted from the works of
most of Lukécs}a preferred writers is the impression of
vitality and richness that their literary worlds convey.
One suspects that it is this teeming-with-life style that
Lukdcs admires, and that his regard is formal, not Marxist,
in origin.

Now totality in literature is presented primarily by
means of Luk&cs's other essential requirement, typicality.
if the writer understands how human existence is deter-
mined by the intersection of the individual and the
social, his characters will necessarily be typicai in
order to be whole. That is, they will combine the parti-
cular with the gsneral. Specific concrete human experisnce
will express socio-historical realities in such a way that
the characters reveal those major moral, social,and intel-
lactual conflicts of the age that lie beneath the pheno-
nenal. Of course, bsneath this generalisation hides an

axtremely pearticular Lukécsian conception of what these are.
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The criteridn of typicality, the literary synthesis
of individuality and representativeness, must not ba con-
fused with the old literary cliché, 'universality'. It is
the determination of human existence by socio-historic
gsingularities that Lukacs is concernad with and not some
genaral and eternal human nature. indeed, the distinction
between the two, between typicality and universality, pro-
vides grounds for his rejection of modernism. Modernism,
he insists, confuses the two, presenting specific social
experience as the abstract human condition.

The cuncrete-specific term of that dialectical syn-
thesis that comprises the typical is as important as the
socio-historic-general. The former allows the writer to
avoid the dangers of what Marx called ‘'idealism’, that is,
the manipulation of literature in order that it may serve
as a vehicle for the ideas of tae writer, while the
latter eliminates the danger of stressing the subjective
and accidental at the expense of the objective and essen-
tial dimension of human experience. As regards the cri-
terion of typicality, modernism stands condemned on two
counts: firstly, it presents a selected part as the whole
8O as to propagate a certain ideology, and at the same
time it stresses individuality rather than typicality.
Thus these two aspects that together constitute ‘typical~-
ity' deal, respectively, with the incipient literary and
philosophical problems of abstract general theory and

irrational individual fact, and together fulfill the
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jrrational individual fact, and together fulfill the
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Marxist understanding of epistemology by integrating
theory and praxis.

Typlicality, then, perhaps precedes, or even includes,
totality, for it does away with abstraction in its two
genses, in the sense of an intellectual alienation from
the concreta, and in the sense of partialness. The two
are, of courss, inextricably interrelated, for universality
as & general concept (idealism), or universality in an anthro-
pological sense (naturalism), without the notion of media-
tion (that concrete socio-historic dimension which is an
essential aspect of a totalising perspective), is an
shgtraction (that is, both partial and non-concrete). At
the same time typicality does away with partialness in the

sense of chaotic, non-significant, coincident particuvicr:cy.

£

Again, this requirement implies a particular view &
the world as well as a theory of literature. One .: re-
minded of & passage in Aristotle’'s Poetics:

From what we have said it will be

gseen that the poet's function is to
dascribe, not the thing that has
happened, but a kind of thing that
might happen, i.e., what is possible

&8 bsing probable or necessary. The
distinction between historian and poet
is not in the one writing prose and

the other verss - you might put the
work of Herodotus into verss, and it
would stlill be 2 species of history:

it consists really in this, that the
cns describas the thing that has been,
and the other a kind of thing that
might be. Hence postry is something
more philosophic and of graver import
than history, since its statements

ara of tha nature rather of universals,
whereas those of history arse singulars.?

.
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Related to Lukécse's demand for totality and typlcality,
and reflecting his stress upon dynamism and organiciem,
are those speclflcations which effectively narrow litera-
ture down to dramatic narrative. Lukdcs insists on a plot
that proceeds through action that expresses life's complex
dynamism, and not by means of passive description thi .
suggests & static world anu a detached obsarver. What is
of cent:al importance is process and inreraction, and not
atomistic people and things. What is of equal importance
that Lukéce does not see (3 how he subscribes here to one
of the basic myths of reali.sm, one of the techniques that
most enhances its impression of objective reflection,
that of 'the absent narrator'. Again one is reminded of
Aristotle's definition:

A tragedy, then, is the imitation of
&n action that is serious and also,
as having magnitude, complete in
itself; ... in a dramatic not in a
narrative form.3

Ultimately, as we have seen, to label the work that
fulfills &ll the above criteria ‘'realism’' is to subscribe
to & particular worldview. That this is the crux of the
matter emerges quite clearly from a consideration of
Lukéacs's final requirement, what he calls 'an objective
visw of reality'. This demand in turn explains why Lukacs
refers to realism as a reflection theory of literature
daspite the fact that, from his description, it appears

to be more & question of revelation. Lukdcs explains that

Every major realist fashions the
material given in his own experience,

.
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and in so doing makes use of techni-
ques of abstractlion, among others.
But his goal is to penstrate the lawe
governing objective reality and to
uncover tie deeper, hidden, medisted,
not immedistely perceptible network
of relationships that go to make up
soclaty. Since these relationships
do not lie on the surfaca, eince the
underlying lawes only make themselves
falt in very complex ways and are
realised only unevenly, as trends, the
labour of the realist is extrmordi-
narily arduous, since it has both an
artistic and an intellectual dimen-
slon. Firstly, he has to discover
these relationships intellectually
and give them artistic shape. Secondly,
although in practice the two processes
are indivisible, he must artistically
conce&l the relationships he has just
discovered through the process of
sbstraction - i.e., he has to trans-
cend the process of abstraction.
This twofold labour creates a new
immediacy, one that is artistically
=~ diated; in it, even though the

face of life is sufficiently trans-

int to allow the underlying essence

shine through (something which is

1e of immediate experience in

. . aife), it nevertheless manifests
scself as immediacy, as life as it
actually appears. Moreover, in the
worke of such writers we observe the
whole surface of life in all its essen-
tial determinants, and not just a sub-
jectively psarceived moment isolated
from the totality in an abstract and
over-intense manner. This, then, is
the arxtistic dialectic of appearance
and essence.?

Thae second half of the second last sentence can only
be properly understocd in contex:t: this extract comes
from Lukécs's debste with Bloch over Expressionism, and
it 4is this form that he so scathingly describes here.

Thet same sentence provides a clueastowhy Lukécs insists
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upon assimilating the image of literature-as-raflaction
to the concept of literatur?eagerevel@tigng Ravealation
includes the ides of a mediating agent and implies a
singular subjective insight whereas reflection suggests
&n accurate, unmediated representation of what is objec~
tively there and can be intersubjectively verified. In
other worde, the artist may play a role in the process,
but not in the product. I shall come to the irrationality
of hoth of these understandings of realism, bur for the
moment I want to point out how they relate to that centrai
contradiction within the idea of literary realism which
differentiates it from all other literary categories or
ganres.

Such terms as ‘comedy' or 'tragedy' may be consider..
solely within the aesthetic realm, but the term 'realism'
mekes claims that go beyond the aesthetic. So ‘reflecti.:’
refers to the cognitive dimension of realism, ¢ 1ies its
fictive nature, gives it absolute status, and claims that
it transcends the merely illusory realm of art. 'Revela-
tion', on the other hand, relates to realism's aestheti.
dimension, denies that it is essentially different from
other literary genres, yives it relative status, and con-
cedes Lts separation from the world of knowledge and ac: i
It i¢ in trying to achieve a balance betwee:. these tlin:
Lurécs reserves revelation for artistic creation and re

flection for the artistic creation.
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Perhaps a different parspective may clarify the issua.
Realism as a literary genre with an epistemological and
an assthetic dimension involves two meanings of the wozxd
'real': firstly, real as opposed to apparent, and sacondly,
real as opposed to purely imaginary or conceptual. In the
flrst sense, the objects of perception hide the underlying
reallty, but in the second sense, those objects of per-
ception are identified with the real and contrasted to the
delusions or distortions of the imagination and the ab-
stractions of the i.tellect. 1In the first, epistemological,
sense, the word describes literary works that reveal
underlying truths; in the sacond, literary, sense, the word
describes literary works that appear to deal in a rational,
reflective manner with material existence and objective pheno-
mena. Now in distinguishing eighteenth~ and nineteenth-
century realism, Lukdcs kept these two sensec separate,
the first (epistemological) one he used to refer to
nineteenth-century realism, and the second (stylistic) one
he used to refer to eighteenth-century realism, but gra-
dually theses two uses of the word start to merge in his
understanding, for ultimately Lukacs's r quirement is
the apparent imitation of appearance on the level of form-
as~-literary-style with the revelation of what lies beneath
sppearances on the level of form-as-content-or-worldview.
In other words, he wants objective underlving reality re-
vaaled in a2 literary form that appears to be no form at

8ll, but just & neutral medium of communication of & real
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raferent. Presumasbly, this is the motive force behind
Lukdce's contention that literary realism synthesizes
appearance and reality. But, regrettably, despits Lukacs's
alegant diamlectic of appearance and reality, what realism
boils down to in the end is conformity both as regards
worldview and literary form. It is in terms of conformity,
his single, two-dimensional, absolute criterion, that he
rejects modernistic trends like Exprcssionism as 'unreal-
istic',

As Lukécs excludes, ostensibly for ideological reasons,
those literary forms that do not conform to his aesthetic
position, so he must find ideological reasons for not
excluding that nineteenth-century bourgeois critical realism
that does. These imperatives lead respectively to the
polemicism and legitimation which mar his practical criti-
cism. Ons suspects that both are due initially to an innate
assthetic conservatism that has little to do with ideology.
The former probably arises from Lukacs's inability to recon-
cile revolutionary developments in the field of literature
with traditional literary standards, the latter from Lukacs's
insbility to raject those traditional standards despite
thair being inadeguate to the expression of a new ethical
content. The need to translate his ossified literary pre-
dilections into ideoclogical terms accounts for most of his
problematic judgments; conversely, it also provides opportu-
nities for Lukdcs to demonstirate his brilliant ability to

anslyse form in terms cf meaning and to construct a con-
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sistent worldview with interlocking economlc, epistamo-
logical, athical, and aesthetic dimensions, for even if
Lukéca's sthical rejection of moderniem restes upon & post
hoc rationalisation of an zesthetic prejudice, it is & tour
de force of critical analysis. But the most important
aspect of all that emerges here is that ambivalent attitude
towards the literary form-worldview relationship that allows
Lukacs to turn a blind eye to the ideological implications
of his own preferred form, realism, while providing an
insightful ideological criticism of all other literary
forms. It is this that accounts for Lukdcs's failure to
provide either an explanation for, or a detfinition of,
resalism.

As regards Lukdcs's refusal to reject certain aesthe-
ticélly4admired bourgeois works on ethical grounds, we
have examined the accommodations that this necessitates in
both practical interpretation and in his theory of the
relation between text and social context, the writer's con-
sciousness and his socio-historical situation, in order
that he may explain what he refers to as the triumph of
realism. And we have seen that a satisfactory explanation
of realism is wanting, with Lukacs vacillating between
ethical intention, class determinism, creative intuitior,
and historical circumstance.

g§ince Lukécs has no explanation for realism, it is not
surprising to find that he cannot offer a single consistent
definition of it either. Thus we find an ethical definition:

realism is & reflection of active humanism in art; an

- - A“__.‘__..M_g
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epistemological definition: realism ie both the expression
of & worldview taken to & high dsgree of consciousness and
the reflection of objective rsality; an avaluative defi-
nition: realism is & term of approbation and as such
constitutes & subjective value judgment that encourages
rationalisation, as in the case of Balzac's romancas.
Fourthly, there is & historical definition of realism:
reslism is a psriod in literary history. This is really

a soclo-philosophical category such as we find in The

Theory of the Novel, and Lukécs has twisted literature to

£it his perception of broad historical periods with their
corresponding ideological reeponses. Thus, the romanticism
of Gosthe and Scott becomes an intermediary link between
Enlightenment classicism and nineteenth-century rcalism,

& sort of pre-realism related to the French Rovélution, and
‘ater romanticism becomes a post-revolutionary aberrant
response to the decline of the bourgeoisie.

But perhaps the most significant of Lukdcs's attempts
to define realism is the one mentioned earlier where he
distinguishes between eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
realis.., describing the former in terms of content and
style, and the latter in terms of a particular worldview,
for this reveals the root of the problem. This separation
of the two slements of ganre, ideology and literary style,
is 2 thread which persists and exists in tension with a
pezfect underntanding of the indissoluble bonds between the

two. It is in The Meaning of Contemporary Realism, where
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