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His specification of two phases in this development,
far from clarifying the issue, introducss more incon-
sistencies and contradictions. As regards the first period
of the transformation of the novel form, Goldmann tells us
that

the disappesrance of the importance

of the individual brings with it
attampts to replace biograph- as

the content of the work of fiction
with valuss produced by different
idesologies. For although, in

Western societies, these values have
provad to he too weak to prodice

their own literary forms, they might
well give a new lease of life to an
already existing form that was losing
its former content. First and fore-
most, on this level, are the ideas

of community and colls. i iva reality
(institutions, family, i.cial group,
revolution, etc.) that had been intro-
duced and developed in wgsisrn thinking
by the socialist ideology.

As regards the second period, which begins more or less with
Kafka and continues to the contemporary nouveau roman,
Goldmann says :-hat it

is characterised by an abandonment
of any attempt to replace the pro-
blematic hero and individual bi ~ra-
phy by another reality and by the
effort to write the novel of the
abssnce of the subject, of the non-
existerce of any ongoing search.

It goss without saying that this
attempt to safeguard the novel form
by giving it a content, related no
doubt to the content of ti'e tradi-
tional novel (it had always been the
literary form of tre problematic
search and the abseaice of positive
values), but nevertheless essentially
different (‘t now involves the elimi-
nation of /o essential elements of
the specific content of the novel:
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the psychology of the problematic
hero and the story of his demoniscal
search), was to producs at the same
time parallel orlentations towards
different forms of expressicn.l8

There is also & third period:

Lastly, in the contemporary period,
the rebirth of an shistorical and non-
individualistic rationalism centred
on the ides of permanent and invariable
structures and the appearance of the
most recent forms of the literary
avant-garde creata a complex situation
thet is difficult to formalate without
embarking on & dsgggx analyeis of both
sactors of reality.lS
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But this is so vaguely distinguished that it need not con-

cern vs here, except to remark that as the socialist and

existentialist perspectives respectively characterise the
first two stages, so structuralism seems to be the world-

view of this stage.

The contradictions in his history of the novel are

et

too numerous to indicate one by one, but they all stem
from the same source - Goldmann's inconsistent use of the
terme 'structure’', 'form', and 'content', and his inability

to distinguish which elements of the novel belong in each

L T

category. 8o he describes two staées in what he himself

L

sees as the transformation of the form of the novel, in

terms of the same form with different contents, but what

he labels 'content' here are, in fact, worldviews, (or
what he originally termed 'structures'). In the same way
&g Lukdces wanted to perpetuate critical realism as a
literary form, Goldmann ssems reluctant to admit what he

fully understands - that each perspective produces its

1
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own forms - and so he writes of the form of critical
realism as 1f it were something empty into which one could
pour the different values of socialism or existentialism.
But, of course, the form has altered ~ as he initially
claimed - for Lif the critical realist form is characteris-
tically the ssarch for values by a problematic individual,
one cannot describe as essentially of the same form a
novel which has eliminated both of these elements.

What Goldmann has been concerned to demonstrate in
general is that, contrary to traditional opinion, the novel
with & problematic hero, although 'a literary form bound
up certainly with history and the development of the
bourgecisie, (i3] not the expression of the real or possible

consciousnaess of that clgss'.zo.

In other words, believing
that the novel which expresses the consciousness of
society must promote bourgeois values, he sets out to ex-
plain that critical consciousness that he discerns in
bourgeois realism. Goldmann's problem, as I suggested
earlier, like that of Lukécs, arises out of a naive con-~
ception of the nature of critical realism. He does not

ssem to understand that criticism does not have to take

as 1ts point of departure the ideals of an alternate sys-

tem, that criticism of a system can be contained within

o 20t

allsgiance ¢to that system, for criticism does not neces-
sarily imply insight into the system's ideals, but only
into its faillure to practise what it preaches. Goldmann,

too, has fallen for that myth of critical realism that I
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- discussed at Length in Capter 8.

Having considered Goldmann in all his inconsistency,
&and having shown that his theory of the novel, like his
general theory, is neilther orthodoxly Marxist nor satis-
factorily structuralist, I return to the guestion I raised
at the beginning of Part III, namely, whether tha failure
of Goldmann's attempted synthesis implies that Marxism and
structuralism are ultimately incompatibla; in other wozrds,
whether it is his synthetic purpose that has forced him to
do violence to both theories. I believe not. As regards
his Marxism, the central procblem that accounts for its
contortions - the traditional one of how to explain what
&ppears to be an immunity to ideology - would not have
arisen i1f he had understood realism for what it actually
ie - an insight that the appropriate kind of structuralism
would have provided. As regards structuralism, his failure
here is due to a superficial and simplistic understanding
of that extremely complex manner of looking at cultural
creation. Those structuralist theories that he ignores,
far from conflicting with Marxism, would supply the very
dimension it lacks: in extending Marxism's sociological
approach to include the conventional nature of literary
forms and language, they would reveal tc the orthodox
Harxist the false basis of his attempt to account within
& theory of social determinism for what he sees as an

elament of creative freedom in literature.
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2. More Advanced Marxist-Structuralist Theories

In their book Language and M@ter;alism,ZI Coward and

Ellis make & distinction between early semio-structuralism
and recent radical developments in that field. They claim
that the work of such writers as Barthes and Kristeva,
basged as it is upon the neo-Marxism of Althusser and the
neo~Freud .anism of Lacan, represents a considerable ad-
vance from a pseudo-materialism to a true materialism,
from an idealism complicit with bourgecis ideology to a
truly Marxist position, from the assertion of a construct-
ing subject to a consideration of the constructed subject.
Now Goldmann's structuralism belongs to the early type,
and, as we have seen, is neither perfectly Marxist nor
sufficiently structuralist.

In comparing Goldmann's ideas to those of cther, more
sophisticated structuralists, I want to follow Barthes in
distinguishing what he calls the three 'imaginations of
the sign' and their extension to the field of literature,
showing in each of these interrelated areas the defi-
ciencies in Goldmann's understanding, and suggesting
certain elements that a satisfactory Marxist-structuralist
épproach would incorporate. Since structuralism is a
vast and complex area of study, it is only possible to
give the barest indication of these.

The first imagination of the sign is the relation
between signifier and signified, that is, the relation

bestwaen the literary work and ‘reality'. Now the later
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structuralist view, that art is a practice of language
within ideology which helpe build a particular reality
that soclaty constructs for itself, could darivas naturally
and logically from Goldmann's understanding of the three
characteristice of human behaviour, but for all his
theoretical talk about worldviews in terms of the func-
tional construction of structures of significance, with
literature as the coherent realisation of these, when he
comes to dlscuss the concrete literary work, the novel,
Goldmann obviously conceives of it in terms of the tra-
ditional concept of mimesis, that is, as an imitation of
reality.

In his brilliant book 5/2,22

Barthes explodes this mytho-
logical understanding of the relation betwsen signifier
and eignified in the realistic form. Realism is what
Barthes calls a 'readerly' text: it presupposes an inert
consumer who simply submite to what appear to be clearly
established and conventional relations between signifier
and signified. This type of work pretends to ‘innocence’,
that is, to being merely a medium of .ommunication for

2 real referent, and as such it serves to perpetuate an
astablished view of reality. But, in his analysis of a
story by Balzac, an ostensibly ‘'readerly' text, Barthes
showe that it is not & reflective medium at all, but a
message of infinite multiplicity that shapes reality in

ite own image and invites the reader to collaborate in

the construction of meaning.
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Perhaps Barthes's most significant contribution has

been his stress upon the role of the reader in the acti-

vity that is literaturs, & dimension Goldmann ignores

altogather, although he is aware that the coherent

gstructure in the text may owe something to the critic.

Of the two moments of genetic importance in the creation

of literary meaning - writing and reading - Goldmann

concentrates upon the former, but gocial determinism

occure after, as well as before, the act of composition.
The second imagination of the sign is the paradigmatic

relation batween the sign and a store of other signs:

in literaturs this refers to the relation between this

work and a body of other works. semio-structural investi-

gation here tock two forms: the isc. -tion of sternal,

3 and the

shistorical, narrative structures & la Propp,z
specification of certain historically specific forms of
writing, or sociolects, which represent certain ways of
sseing tha world and of presenting the established
vraisemblable of society. While Goldmann is not guilty

of the Proppian-type reductiveness, on the cther hand,

his conception of the worldview never attains the

gubtlety of Barthes's and Kristeva's understanding of the
soclolect, particularly the myth of literary realism. SO,
while he attempts to show the historical conditions deter-
mining literary texts and how the latter raflect the

former, he never queriss the actual process of reflection,

the means by which this impression of reality-reflection
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is schieved. This lack of concern with the operation of
literary conventions and language both ties Goldmann to
that literary form that appears pre-eminently to be a
reflective medium - the novel ~ and accounts for his

failure to understand its true nature.

Later structuralists, in discussing this question,

have strassed the conventionality of all genres (including

realism), each of which constitutes a sort of langue to

HTE

the parole of individual works, except that the relation-
shir is more dynamic than in language, for as the para-

digm determines the text so individual texts can subtly
altes the paradigm. The significant contribution in this
srea has been that of Kristeva whose concept, 'inter-
textuality', maintains that all writing takes place in

the light of other writing and that each text bears traces
of earlier texts. Again, sophisticated structuralism has
pointed to the two dimensions of this relationship between
individual work and its genre: the rules of genre are as
important to the consumer-reader as to the producer-writer -
in the case of the former, a set of expectations facilitates
& decoding of the text in the same mode as it was encoded;
in the cass of the latter, it is to this set of rules

rather than to reality that his work is significantly

ralated.
The third imagination of the sign deals with the

syntagmatic relation of the sign to those preceding and

following it: 4in literature this concerns the relation
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of the elements within the work one to another, in other
words, the structurs. Now where Goldmsnn's organiciem,
that is to say, his assumption of structural closure and
coherance, leads him to analyse the structure as a
finished product, the newer approach of such critics as
Barthes 18 to concentrate upon the structuration as a
process of productlion. Goldmann Iis concernad to establish
two thinge: the meaning of a text and its source, that
ig, the reality that it reflects: Barthes, with his
ineight into the part played by the reader in the con-
gtruction of meaning and his understanding of the richness
and openness of the text, is concerned with the multi-
plicity of possible meanings and the autonomy of the text,
that is, with the productivity of language.

in his approach Barthes combines a consideration of
both lanqua and parole: he combines a synchronic analysis
of the paradigm or structurai form of riting that con-
gtitutes the frame of reference which gives this parti-
cular example its meaning, with a diachronic analysis of
the potential meanings contained within this specific
rext. Wat we have hare is neither Propp's understanding
of similarity, nor the old critical idea of hermetic
individuality, but, to borrow Derrida'sZQ vocabulary,
difference in both its aspects - difference from the
paradigm &nd deference to it.

The advantages of such a position over that of Gold-

mann is that certain stringent limitations fall away.
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One is no longer confined to the realistic novel, but can
handle those radical texts which are obviously neither
structurally closad nor capable of being reduced to a
system of narrative structures. Goldmann ignorss these
texts because he can only deal with finished reflectivs
objectes whosa language is seen as merely instrumental.

It is Barthes's approach, dealing as it does with the
production of signification, seeing that language has a

roles beyond the communication of content, superficial or

A further limitation of Goldmann's static reified
attitude is that in conceiving of the work in terms of a
single coherent structure of meaning, he cannot deal with
the complex mode of existence of a literary work as both
of the past and of the present. His single interpretation,
which is presumably supposed to hold good for all readers
and for all time, is a naive apprnach compared to that of
Barthes, which copes perfectly with this problem of the
changing meanings of the text over geographical space and
historical time, not to mention political beliefs. Clearly,
Marxist structuralism has progressed way beyond the point
&t which Goldmann stands, and, while it 1is necessary to
guard against an incipient anti-humanis:i', it is, perhaps,
in some of these more recent theories that one might now
look for a more satisfactory combination of the best

aspects of both perspectives.
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CONCLUSION

It has besen my intention here to distinguish orthodox
and dogmatic Marxist literary theory, to reassess the

formar with a view to showing greater and lesser dogmatic

tendencies within it, and to compare o:thodox and dogmatic
Marxist theory with a Platonic model of literature, re-
vealing how the former's central problem arises as a

deviation from the model - namely, as a desire to include
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a dimension of free creativity in an essentially dogmatic

% and padagogic theory. I have +hen looked at the way in
_ % which two vary different, but equally eminent, Marxists
% attempt to resolve this problem.
g' As regards Lukacs, it is largely his respect for
f artistic creation, his reluctance to reduce it to either
; something totally determined or something totally subject
5} to & demand for ideological conformity, that leads him to
V% the contradictions that abound in his account of the @
g relations between text and social context, form and con- % 5
% tent, and form as worldview versus form as genre/style/ % .
% technique. On the other hand, Lukécs's didacticism will '
% not allow the individual imagination a completely free
-§ rein with regard to either the nature of the reality it

prasents or the manner in which it presents it, and this
leads to further contradictions, which manifest most
cleurly in his inconsistent accounts of realism -

realism, for Lukadcs, beinqg synonymous with literature.
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My poeition has been that Lukacs's essential error
is an insufficlently sociological approach and that this
has two aspects. In the first place, he derivas from
orthodox Marxist theory a lack of critical selfconscious-~
ness that ie revealed in the central concepts that
underlie the notion of literary realism, that is, reflec-
tion and the transcendent critic. In the second place,
he never successfully accomplishes those adjustmants in
the basically sociological Marxist perspective on litera-
ture that are necessitated by a concern with 'literari-
ness' alliaed to an inherited set of bourgeois literary
evaluations, A problem that plagued the founding fathers
as well.

In tracing the development of Lukacs's ideas on art,
I have maintained that a certain methodological broadness
that characterises his work at all stages and a doctri-
naire narrowneses that grows with time account for his
unsati ..actory explanation of the relations between
literature and ideology. I nave argued that what his
Marxist theory of literary realism needs is an injaction
of the different sociological dimensions to be found in
the work of such Marxists as Habermas and such struc-
turalists a2 Barthes and Kristeva, with their respective
stresses upon the socio-historically situated critic and
the convanticnal nature of literary forms and language.
In other words, I have suggested that where Lukacs goes

wrong 18 in atcempting to account on & non-sociological
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or aesthetic level for 'literariness', instead of seeing
poth the concept of literariness and particular literary
judgments as themselves social phenomena requiring a
sociological explanation.

As ragards Goldmann, my argument is similar. Driven
by the same motive as Lukacs, to allow for that degree
of freadom which is conventionally understood to be an
assential dimension of artistic creation, he tries to
raconcile a particular kind of structuralism with orthodox
Marxism. It has been my contention, firstly, that he chooses
an unpromising brand of structuralism, and secondly, that
in tha procsss of attempting a reconciliation he contra-
dicts certain basic socioclogical tenets of Marxism, so that
he winds up with an end product - it can hardly be call.d
a 'finished' prcduct - that is rr "arkable for its tenta-
tiveness, its in.onsistencies, its contradictions, and
its omission of some of the more fruitful aspects of both
gtructuralist and Marxist theory. In fact, what Goldmann
achieves hare is not a resolution of the two perspectives,
but &n uneasy yoking together of non-complementary
aspects drawn from both. I have suggested that his
failure must bs seen on a personal level and that there
is nothing inherent in either Marxism or structuralism
ehat forbids an sffective melding of certain strands of
both, a8 the work of Barthes, for example, flawed as it

is by & lack of critical self-consciousness, amply demon-

strates.
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On the level of litsrary theory rather than of literary
theorists, I have baeen concerned in the process of the .
above argument to lsolate the definitive characteristics
of Marxist sociology of literature, orthodox and dogmatic,
to set it within the tradition of literary theory, showing
its affinities with other theories, and to analyse its
peculiar problems. I have concentrated on the concept of
realism which looms sc large in Marxist sociology of
literature and in which those problems crystallize,
suggesting what I vonsider to be helpful discriminations
within the blanket term, and offering a demythologising
account of literary realism that reveals the problematic
nature of this category, its dependence upon an insuffi-
ciently socioldgical understanding of language and
literature,and its relation to a lack of critical self-
consciousness upon the part of writer, reader, and critic.

In essence, then, it is a lack of insight into the
pre-aminently ideological nature of their notion of
‘realism’ that accounts for the deficiencies in the
various attempts by a traditionalist, Lukdcs, and an early
innovator, Goldmann, to solve that central problem of a
Marxist sociology of literature that they take up from
Marx, Engels, and Lenin, namely, how to reconcile a con-
csption of the text as a product of free human creativity
with both & belief in determinism and a demand for con-
formity in such a way as to support their essentially

bourgecis aesthetic standards and literary concepts.
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Conversely, the promise of the more recent structural -
Marxist accounts which conceive of literature in a truly
dialectical fashion is that they try to satisfy the need
I have demonstrated that such accounts include themselves
in their conception. In extending to the critic the basic
Marxian notion of a subject who transforms reality by
praxis, and in applying to all the elements of the text
the semio-gtructural understanding of the production of
meaning, they indicate how one might supply the sociological

dimensions that are lacking in the Marxists studied herae.
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NOTES

Introduction

¢, T. Onions (ed.), The Shorter Oxford English Dic-
tionary (Oxford, 1972).

Part I  Sources of Marxist Literary Theory

lD‘ W. Fokkema and E. Kunne-Ibsch, Theories of Litera-
ture in the Twentieth Century (London, IS77), p. 115.
21b1d.
‘i 3Gi Steiner, 'Marxism and the Literary Critic', in E.
3 and T. Burne (eds.), Soclology of Literature and Drama
i {Harmondsworth, 1973), p. 1l61.
'2 43. Habermas, Knowledge and Human Interests (Boston,
: 1971).
% 5Onions (ed.), The Shorter Oxford English Dictionary.
&
% Chapter 1  Orthodox Marxism
% : , —za=tiels ol
? lgee quotation fromMarx on pp.30-l.
ij\é‘(:
% The exception is worth noting - M. Lifshitz, The
& Philosophy of Art of Karl Marx (London, 1973) - but his

purpose is sntirely different: he is not so much concerned
to abstract an aesthetic theory as to show that an aesthetic

g dimeneion forms &n inteqral part of Marx's entire oeuvre.

g See also I, Meszaros, Marx's Theory of Alienation (London,

¥ 1970).

b F. Engels, letter to Joseph Bloch, 1890, in T. Eagleton,

% Marxism and Literary Criticism (London, 1976), p. 9. 1
& - S j
b 4Alth@ug?h the themes enumerated in this paragraph are I
3 the csntrel concerns of Hegel‘s philosophy, it is mis- i
i leading to spear of Hegelian Marxism, for while 'Marx fy
L includes Hegel'(:y. Jameson, Marxism and Form (Princeton, i
; 1871), p.xv), it is the Marxian transformation of Hegel %
* 406 %
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that 1s significant, and the tendency to dsscribe Lukacs :

ag adhering 'to a Hegelian approach' (G. Lichtheim, &

Lukfcs (London, 1970), p. 9), ignores the diachronic #

development of his ideas and denies his Marxist orthodoxy. x

Here, as elsewhere, the terminological problems arise i

from & confusion between theoretical orthodoxy and poli- ﬁ

tical dogmatism, i

i sin an essay written as a preface for the Hungarian Q

. & edition of an anthology of the aesthetic writings of Marx %

! % and Engels, Lukécs says that although the selection and #

; £ organisation was not done by the authors themselves 'this ﬁ

! 4 does not msan ... that the fragments assembled here do not %

! i provide an organic and systematic view.,' (G. Lukécs, 4
; # Writer and Critic (London, 1870), p. 61). There is more ) 4

& to be sald for Lukacs's argument than for Swingewood's x4

! # contention that what we £ind are 'merely hints, ambiguity, i

! i and some dogma', (D, Laurenson and A. Swingewood, The ;

: % Sociology of Literature (London, 1872)). ) 3

| g SMarx did not only study literature: as a young man %

! 2 he wrote lyric poetry and attempted a verse drama (Qulanem) i 4

L and a comic novel (Skorpion und Felix) as well. In later %

v ‘ life he planned, but never wrote, & study of Balzac, a =

¥ treatise on aesthetics, and a journal of literary criti- i

: 5 clsm. He also wrote, but never published, a paper on art. £

4 7In the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844, %

b for example, Marx quotes from both Shakespeare’s Timon of &

& Athens and Goethe's Faust to illustrate the effects of ;

: money &s & false god. ﬁ

ﬁ ®les Mystéres de Paris ie a sentimental novel in serial 4

i form. It was & bestseller in its time. It is a hybrid 7

S type: a gothic novel set in the social world, infused with i

G vagualy socialist ideas, and foreshadowing naturalism. &

g

. 9&. Marx and F. Engels, The Holy Family, or Critique of i

! Critical Criticism (Moscow, I358). ¥

% Orpia., p. 240. ;

5 E 3.

: : Yrpia,, p. 227. .

¥ i

i 12g, Bywater (trans.), Aristotle: On the Art of Poetry .

R g (Oxford, 1920}, pp. 56-7. ‘

£ 13Marx and Engels, The Holy Family, p. 95.
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147 use the exprassion 'mirror' reality, rather than ff |
'represent' or 'render' or 'reveal', in accordance with I
common Marxist practice. I bellieve this expression ls &
preferred because 1t suggests total objectivity where X
the alternatives introduce the notion of mediation and &
therefore the possibility of subjectivity and distortion. "
In M&rxism and Literature Williams comments on the pro= i
lection: %
The mataphor of 'reflection' has a long &
history in the analysis of art and ideas. ﬁ

Yet the physical process and relationship
that it implies have proved compatible
with several radically different theories.
Thus art can be said to 'reflect the real
world, holding the mirror up to nature’,
but every term of such a definition has
been in protracied and necessary dispute.
Art can be seen as reflecting not 'mere
appsarances', but the ‘relity' behind
these: the inner nature of the world,

or its 'constitutive forms'. Or art is
seen as reflecting not the 'lifeless
world', but the world as seen in the mind
of the artist. The :laboration and sophis-
tication of argument.. of these kinds are
remarkable.

i

w

ez

£

(R. Williams, Ma-xism and Literature
(Oxford, 1977\ p. 95).

156. Steiner, Language and Silence (New York, 1967),
p. 318.

lsThese writei1s, together with Balzac, appear to
constitute the 'great tradition' of classical realism for
Marx, Engels, Lenin, and Lukdcs.

%
&
%
%
%
3
4
%

17This is a tragedy set in sixteenth-century Germany.
It dramatizes an incident in the civil wars, an abortive
rabellion against the princes led by the hero of the play,
von Sickingen, a supporter of Luther.

L]

lax. Marx, letter to Lacsalle, 1859, in D. Craig (ed.),
Marx&ata,on Literature. An Anthology (Harmondsworth,

19
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20y, McLellan, The Grundrisse - Karl Marx (New York,
1971), p. 16. S )

21

Ibid., p. 44,

228@@, for example, Swingewood in Daurenson: and Swinge-
wood, Tha Sociology of Literature, p. 45. In any case, it
appears that Marx did not Intend the Introduction to be
published with the Contribution - in t
in 1859, he particularly mentlone omitting a ganeral
introduction 'which [ hae] had jotted down' - and it was
found arongst his papers after his dsath.

233i Marx, Preface to A Csntributicn”ta”ths,Criﬁi;
@ffP@litical Economn : d 7

~{New York, 1970), pp. 20~1,

T AR e EREIE LI L

24

Ibid., p. 216.

25 An adult cannot become a child again or

he becomas childish, But does the naivaté
of the child not give him pleasure, and
does not he himself endeavour to reproduce
the child's veracity on & higher level?
Does not the child in every epoch represent
the character of the period in its natural
veraclity? Why should not the historical
childhood of humanity, where it attained
its most beautiful form, exert an eternal
charm because it is a stage that will

naver recur? There are rude children and
pracocious children. Many of the ancient
peoples belong to this category. The
Grasks were normal children. The charm
thelr art has for us does not conflict with
the immature stage of the society in which
it originated. On the contrary its charm
is & consequence of this and is inseparably
linked with the fact that the immature
goclial conditions which gave rise, and which
slone could give rise, to this art cannot
recur.

(Ibid., p. 217).

s,

Marx's utoplan streak is in evidence here. He
anvisnges & past &g well &as & future golden age and ex-
plaine our plessure in Gresk art as the result of a
nostalglic dalight in & reflection of the childhood cf
nan (shades of Rousseaul) when he was in harmony with
naturs, before the advent of our modern and transitory
ega of sallieneation and fragmentation. This is, of
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course, aleso Hegsl's view in his aessthetic. There is some-
thing in this idea that 1s disquietingly reminiscent of
certain relligious interpretations of life as a transitory
stage of chaos betwsen two forms of perfect integration

and reconcilliation.

253 Keat and J. Urry, Social Theory as Science
(London, 1975), p. 10Ll.

27T Bottomore and M. Rubel (ads.), Karl Marx:
Selected Writings in Sociology and Social Philosoph
THaxrmondsworth, 15630, P. 1°

L]

288@@ quotation bottom of p.30.

295@5 gquotatlion bottom of p.30.
30,
Pp. 305-7.

Blsse, for example, Laurenson and Swingewood, The
Sociology of Literature.

32?; Engels, letter to Margaret Harkness, 1888, in
Cralg, Marxists on Literature, p. 270.

BBSteinsr, Language and Silence, p. 306.

34Fg Engels, letter to Minna Kautsky, 1885, in Craig,
Marxiste on Literature, p. 268.

BSEnqslg, lestter to Margaret Harkness, p. 269.

361pid., p. 271.

37Engals, letter to Minna Kautsky, p. 269.

38Williamg, Marxism and Literature,p. 75.

¥1p1d., p. 82.
4O1pid., pp. 76-7.

41Thsse arc the Praface ﬁo A Conﬁribution £0 the
g hteenth Brumaire




€ ¥ 2 crog o, € Ao S farcr e S e A B P W, R e Fs SN = LR o LU
T S R R AR I A NN R TR RS R ey A :

411

-the ideological forms in which men become conscious of

an ideological conflict and fight it out: these are
legal, political, religious, assthetic, and philosop)'c.

QZK. Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon,
quoted by Williams in Marxism and Tlterature, p. .

43F@r exampla: ‘on which axrises a ... superstructure',
'to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness',
'material life conditions ... intellectual life' (The

' pPreface), 'Upon the soclal conditions of existence a

w\@~ém§uparstructuré is rsargd‘ ‘the whole class
material foundation'

roduces

44

Others are: +the letter to Joseph Bloch discussed
earlier, and an sssay by Engels on 'Feuearbach and the

End of Classical German Philosophy' in which he recoynizes
that 'the interconnsction between conceptions and thelr
material conditions of existence becomes mors and more
complicated, more and more obscured by intermediate

links,'
45Ec@n©mis and Philosophic Manuscripts, in L. Easton
and K. Guddat (edsa and trans.), Writings of the Young
(New York, 1967}, p. 294.

Marx on Philosophy a&and Societ W York, |
46

Ibid.

47 ue of Political

Marx, AﬁCantributionjto the Critiqg

Economy , 97,
4gEaston and Guddat, Writings of the Young Marx n»n. 294.
491n1a.
50

This is ons of the baslc tenets of Marxis _uat
Goldmann will controvert in his attempt to 'update'
Ygrxist sesthetlics. See note 54.

51?@: Marx these 'laws' appear to resemble an
Aristotsllian idea of measure.

%2500 The Holy Family for his criticism of idealism.

53Li£shitz, The Philosophy of Art of Karl Marx, p. 77.
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54A5 it is for Goldmann - another non-orthodox aspect
of his theory. See note 50.

551 rafar here to writing, but later Marxists, such
as Roland Barthes, would include reading. See Ch.ll.2
of thig dissertation.

Dogmatic Marxism

lJames@n, Marxism and Form, p. 1x.

ZIf 'dilemms' seems too strong a word, it should be
noted that these are not peripheral issuss for Marxism,
confined to the field of aesthetics: what is involved
is the past versus the present, culture versus science,
subject versus object, 'is' versus 'ought', and so on.

BTh@se%ﬂuasupport the content-form distinction might
argue that even where content is conditioned or decreed,
the writer enjoys freedom of form; but I believe the
dichotomy to be an artificial one, and 'freedom of form',
in this case, to refer only to a type of stylistic-
variations-on-a-theme, whose very lack of integration with
the content constitutes ite lack of value as art.

A. A. zhdanov, Essays on Literature, Philosophy and
Music (New York, 19507, p. 12.

SV. 1. Lenin, 'Party Organization and Party Literature',
in B. Lang and F. Williams (eds.), Marxism and Art (New
York, 1972}, p. 56.

sln his book, Marxism and Literary Criticism, pp. 40-1.

7
p. 59.

gIn his book, Language and Silence, p. 306.

Lenin, 'Party Organization and Party Literature',

QIn his book, The Novel and Revolution (London, 1975),
P’P‘a 74956

loLnnin, 'party Organization and Party Literature',
p. %8.

llVe I. Lenin, n Literature and Art (Moscow, 1967).
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lgv. I. Lenin, 'Articles on Tolstoy', in Craig,
Marxists on Literature, p. 347.

1

31pid., p. 348.

Y1n Language and Silence, p. 308.

lchr a different view sse Eagleton, Marxism and
Literary Criticiem, p. 37. -

lEAa A, Zhdanov, 'Report on the Journals Zvezda and
Leningrad', in Craig, Marxists on Literature, PpP. 514-5.

Chapter 3 Elements of a Marxist Sociology of Literature
1

T. W. Adorno, Prisms (London, 1967), p. 33.

Z'Wh@t ig Criticism?' in R. Barthes, Critical Essays
(Evanston, 1972), p. 257, '

35@@ R. Barthes, Mythologies (London, 1972), pp. 1l
and 109-159. B o

‘1p1d., pp. 137-148.

SSQG, for example, his Laws, in E. Hamilton and H.

Calrns (eds.), Plato: The Collected Dialogues (Princeton,
1873). o

6See his letter entitled 'The Art of Poetry', in
C. J. Xraemsr, Jr. (ed.), The Complete Works of Horace
{New York, 1931).

7see his Biographia Literaria, ed. by J. Shawcross
(Oxford, 1967).

gs." for example, the 1800 Preface to his Lyrical
Baelleds, in E. D. Jones (ed.), English Critical Essays
(NInsteenth Century), (London, 1336)

g?lato, The Republic, Part 3 (Book 3), tr. by H. D.
P. Lee (Harmondsworth, 1960), p. 142.

2wty e 256 s
RS s 2

i

%

B
S

o v T R B, R
et AT RS

RIS

R

o 82

R e 12

.

L




414 5
§
Part II Lukadcs and Orthodox Marxist Aesthetics %
%
Chapter 4 An Introduction to Georg Lukécs %
L
lPraface (written 1965, revised 1970) to Writer and £
W Critic, and Preface (1957) to the German edition of &
3 ‘Meaning of Contemporary Realism. (G. Lukdcs, Writer %
¢ nd Critic (Lond [970) and G. Luk&cs, The Meaning of i
% Contemporary Realism (London, 1970)). - %
§ ZR. Taylor (trans. ed.), Aesthetics and Politics (London, @
i 1877y, p. 151. -~ ) ﬁ
5
: 3In Laurenson and Swingewood, Socioclogy of Literature. *
: Swingewood's account of Lukacs indirectly supports my con-
y tention that is possible to separate the true Marxism from
: the forced Stalinism, for he abstracts the latter and
: concentrates upon that alone. This results in a grossly

one-sided, oversimplifed account of Lukdcs and a cursory
dismissal which owes more to a narrow, prejudiced per-
gpective than to a broad, objective assessment.

‘7aylor, MAesthetics and Politics, p. 152.

SEurns, Sociology of Literature and Drama, pp. 164-3. 4
e

3 \ k.

Some of these arguments are collected in Acithetics
and Politics. -

7

e N e o S RN R AR SR R

G. Lichtheim, Lukacs (London, 1970).

A
22

8:. H. R. Parkinson, Georg Lukdcs (London, 1877).

33

9

See note 1 above. Also Preface (1962) to The Theory

of the Novel, and Preface (1967) to History and Class 8
: Consciousnes#s. (G. Lukécs, The Theory ol the Novel ]
4
%

SR

——

London, 1971) and G. Lukécs, History and Class Conscious-
ness (London, 1971) ). -

B gt

M
g Chapter 5 The Promise of the Early Works
b8

v
4

G. Lukécs, Soul and Form (London, 1974).
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21p1d., pp. 56-7.
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3G. Lukacs, The Meaning of Contemporary Realism
(London, 1963). -

4Apa:t from the notion of the transcendental subject.

°qu; and Form, p. 144.

61 rafer to Plato the idealist philosopher and
essayist, not Plato the dogmatic literary critic and
pedagogue dlscussed in Part I. It was Emil Lask, professor
of philosophy at Heldelberg University, whose semi-
phenomenclogical position influenced Lukacs and whose work
provided the logical grounds that legitimated Likacs's
neo-Platonic tendencies.

7Sﬁw;_gnd Form, p. 113.

; p. 139.

9Compare Goldmann's idea of a limited number of
possible worldviews with historical variants. Admittedly
his belief rests upon a psychological preconception rather
than an ldealist one., In The Hidden God he writes:
'Since & "world vision" is the psychic expression of the
relation between certain human groups and their social or
physical environment the number of such visions which can
be found in any fairly long historical period is necessarily
iimited!, and 'Since the number of coherent replies that
can be given to these prnoblems is limited by the very
gtructure of the human personality, each of the replies
given may correspond to different and even contradictory
historical situations'. However, 'the same vision can
essume different aspects.' The unMarxiet belief in a
universal human nature that emerges clearly here will be
discussed in Ch. 10.

101p44., p. 115.

1lrpia., p. 40.

127p5a., p. 7.

131pid., p. 8.

41pia., p. 1.

151pid., p. 9.
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61p14., p. 1L.

l7Gi Lukdcs, The Theory of the Novel {London, 1963).

850ul and Form, p. 3.

L1pid., pp. 4-5.

201pid., p. 6.

2lopya.

221pid., p. 7.

23R§alism is a word of many meanings. Here again 'the
real' is the ideal is the non-material transcendental realm
of Platonic~type ideas. Lukacs uses the word loosely:
'the real' is also used of life and coucrete experiences,
but 'souls and destinies' is an expression used to suggest

an 'ideal reaiity' beyond this.

?46. Lukacs, History and Class Consciousness (London,
1871) . '

ZSCompare, for example, the first essay in Soul and Form
(1910) , whose object is to demonstrate that criticism is
an art form, with Roland Barthes's contention that criti-
cisr is creative writing (literature) in his essay 'The Two
Criticisms' (1963), in R. Barthes, Critical Essays

(Evanston, 1972).

2GSoul and Form was published in 1910, Saussure's Cours
de Linguistique Genérale only in 1916.

273. Culler, Structuralist Poetics (London, 1975).

281pid., p. 145-8, passim.
237p1d., p. 147.

Orpia., p. 146.

31593 E. Leach, Levi-Strauss (London, 1974).

$271q Theory of the Novel, p. 15.
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33What is not Hegelian is the fact that these stages

do not constitute an evolutionary progression of the good-
better-best or lowest-to-highest kind. Lukacs appears
inconsistent here: he says that 'drama, lyric poatry and
the eplc, whatever the hierarchy in which we may place
them, are not the thesim, antithesis and synthesis of a
dialectical process; each of them is a means, qualitatively
quite heterogensous from the others, of giving form to

the world', but he also claims that 'he was locking for a
general dlalectic of literary genres'.

34@@§%?ﬁ§@£¥ of the Novel, p. 35.

351p1d., p. 41.

355@9 Chapter 6 for discussion of how his Marxist
account of the history of the bourgeocis novel, conversely,
shows traces of the Hegelian method.

371pid., p. 13.

38?arkinsen, Lukacs, p. 25.

*9Lichtheim, Lukdcs, Ch.2.

405@n Jameson, Marxism and Form, pp. 18G~-2.

of the Novel, p. 34.

42

Ibid., p. 64.

431p1d., p. 32.

441010 . 62,

B1pia., pp. 63-4.

461p1a., p. 20.

47In some of the works of Thomas Mann, for example.

nguoted by Fokkema and Xunne-Ibsch, Theories of Litera-
Eure in the Twentieth Century, p. 116.

49

The_Theory of the Novel, p. 21.
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So&lthcugh some of the necessary pre-conditions for

such a theory are already present, firstly, in the dig-
tinction between the epic as objective reflection and the
novel as subjective creation; and secondly, in the sug-~
gestion that the former reflects a real totality while

the latter creates an ideal unity.

5lJam@s©n, Marxism and Form, p. 132.

524hile Lukéce may have drawn on Hegel here, this 1g an
antithesls common to many . nineteenth-century philosophers,
soclologists, and others who were concerned with the
effects of historical change, e.g. Simmel.

53

S41p1d., p. 32.

>SIbid., p. 46.

561pid., p. 30.

57u. Eco, A Theory of Semiotics (London, 1977).

®rhe Theory of the Novel, p. 32.

rpid., p. s6.

$0rpid., p. s5.

Slﬁs mentioned earlier Marx, too, has a highly romantic
view of ancient Greece, which he describes as the innocent
childhood of man. Perhaps all utopian thinkers see a
golden future as a return to, or revival of, a golden past.
The implication is that man is naturally good, corrupted

by soclety, and soclety nust be altered sc that he can
fulfill his trus nature. George 3. ner writes in In
Blusbesard's Castle: 'Most history seems to carry on its
back vestiges of paradise. At some time in more or less
remote times, things were better, almost golden. A deep
concordance lay between man &and the natural setting. The
myth of the fall runs stronger than any particular religion.
There is hardly & civilisation, perhaps hardly an indivi-
dual conscliousnsss, that does not carry inwardly, and answer
to, intimations of a sense of distant catastrophe. Somewhere
& wrong turn wes taken in that "dark and sacred wood"”, after
which man has had to lapour, socially, psychologlically,
ageinst the natural grain of beiny. In current western cul-
ture or "post-culture” that squandered utopla is intensely
important.'
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SOAlthough gome of the necessary pre-conditions for
such a theory are already present, firstly, in the dis-
tinction between the eplic as objective reflection and the
novel as subjective creation; and secondly, in the sug-
gestlon that the former reflects a real totality while
the latter creates an ldeal unity.

5lJams§©n, Marxism and Form, p. 182,

*Zihile Lukdcs may have drawn on Hegel here, this 1s an

‘antithgsxs common to many. nineteenth-century philosophars,

soclologiste, and others who were concerned with the
affects of historlical changs, e.g. Simmel.

53j@§m?hggr¥ of the Novel, p. 30.

S41pid., p. 32.

551pid., p. 46.

361pid., p. 30.

>Ty. Eco, A Theorxry of Semiotics (London, 1977).

ng@gfﬁgggry of the Novel, p. 32.

59

Ibid., p. S56.

607p1d., p. s5.

61&@ mentioned earlier Marx, too, has a highly romantic

view of ancient Greece, which he describes as the innocent
childhood of man. Perhaps all utopian thinkers see 2
golden future as & return to, or revival of, a golden past.
The implicetion is that man is naturally good, corrupted
by society, and soclety must be altsred so that he can
fulfill his true nature. George Steiner writes in 1In
Blusbsard's Castle! 'Most history seems to carry on its
back vest

igag of persdise. At some time in more or less
remote times, things were better, almost golden. A deep
concordance lay between man and the natural setting. The
myth of the fall runs stronger than any particular religion.
Thers i1s hardly a civilisation, perhaps hardly an indivi-
dual consciousness, that does not carry inwardly, and answer
to, intimations of a sense of distant catastrophe. Somewhere
& wrong turn was taken in that "dark and sacred wood", after
which man has had to labour, soclally, psychologically,
against the natural grain of being. In current western cul-
ture or "post-culture" that squandered utopla is intensely
important.'
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622@@ Theory of the Novel, p. 70.

831p1d., p. 35.

541114,

SSFer Hegel literary history demonstrates an evolution
of forms in terms of the proportion of matter to spirit
that they display. They move from the totally materialistic
symbolic forms of Oriental art to tha Romantlic expression
of spirit in language in which matter begins to fall away,
and eventually art will transcend itself and bacoma philoso-
phy, thus completing the movement of intellect from the
naive projsctions of religion through the materialisations
of art to the selfconsciousness of philosophy.

66

The Theory of the Novel, p. 37.

67Ibid., pp. 60-2, passim.

81bid., p. sa.

91pid., p. es.

01pid., p. 116.

"lrpid., p. 118.

"21p1d., p. 124.

"31hia., p. 99,

741p1d., pp. 90-100.

"Spid., p. 113.

761p1d., p. 133.

T1p1a,

"81p1d., pp. 133-4.

79It is interesting that Lukécs sees Goethe's &litism
in Wilhelm Meister as a formal aesthetic problem not an

g7 %
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sthical one. Thus he describes Goethe's handling of the
nobllity as follows: 'Certainly, by the nature of the
marriages which conclude the novel, the nobility as &
soclal estate is interiorised with the maximum eple and
gansuous lntansity, so that the objective superiority of
& class ls transformed to mean a better opportunlty gér
& freer, more generous way of life for anyone possessing
the necessary inner potentialities. But in spite of this
ironiec reservation, a soclal class is nevertheless raisad
to & height of substantiality to which it cannot inwardly
be equal .., In other words, the world thus confined
within & single clags - the nobllity ~ and based upon it,
partakes of the problem-free radiance of the eplc! - and
thus falls as 2 novel., Sse p. l4l.

ry of the Novel, p. 14%5. This significant
d have led to a Barthesian-type exposé
of the myth of the ninsetesanth~century realistic novel if
only Lukdcs had pursusd its implications.

8

lrbid.

82, me

Sociclogy of Literature.

gaTho Theory of the Novel, p. 60.

®41p1da., p. 29.

83tnia., p. 32.

8 1pia., p. 37.

87 1mid., p. 38.

881p1a., pp. 40-1.

891p14., p. 49.

90500 discussion in Jemeson, Marxism and Form, pp. 178-82,

and Class Consciocusness, p. 126,
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Chepter § A Lukacsian History of Bourgeois Literature

1

G. Lukdcs, The Historical Novel (Harmondsworth, 1876).

2Ihid., pp. 9-10.

3Ibid., p. 11.
¢

Ibid. p. 202.

b STtV LT TV TIRY

Ibid., pp. 15-16.
6

- s o g

G. Lukdcs, Writer and Critic, p. 25.

7Ibid., P. 26. Lukacs is guoting Marx.

8

R S (i ¢

Ibid.  Lukdcs is quoting Lenin.

Srvid., p. 34.

10

Ibid., p. 43.

L ; Mrpia., p. s3.

1

T S i K AR < R aete

zThgmgéltgrical Novel, p. 20.

131p14., p. s6.

Yopia,, p. 284,

15, Lukdcs, Studies in Eurorean Realism (London,
1972), pp. 1ll-12,7 o ee—————mno D

P 1She Historical movel, p. 26s.

17@b9m@2!ﬂi@ﬁ of Contemr
is quoting the German poet

18

orary Realism, p. 25, Lukacs
Gottfried Benn.

The Historical Novel, p. 221,

porary Realism, p. 29.

20

} A?

Ses, for example, Btudies in European Realism, p. 167.
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ZlThg Msaning of Contemporary Realism, p. 16

“%yriter and critic, p. s2.

L}

Studies in European Realism, p. 148.
24

Jameson, Marxism and Form, p. 313,
Chapter 7 The Theoretical Foundations
]
ﬂ 'Lichtheim, Lukdcs, p. 1. My italics,
ZSes Chapter 4,
353@ Keat and Urry, Social Theory as Science, p. 183,
; 4In the absence of an English translation I have relied
X upon sacondary sources here, notably G. H. R, Parkinson, _
Georg Lukdcs, and Béla Kirdlyfélvi, The Aesthetics of Gyorgy
Lukdics (Princeton, 197S),
sThis was translated from the German by D. Fernbhach
! &nd published in three parts by Merlin Press: Par: I
| Mggx’siE&sieVgggplg;;gggfpg;gg;;}gs (London, 1978): Part II
! Hegel's False and G ine Ontology (London, 1978);
7 B ;'.7"

®Writer and critic, p. 27
9

@i-@QE;W@né,Clﬁsafgvnspiﬁu!nps-« p. S1.

1

Orbid,

Y1pia., p. 100.

We shall see in Part IIT how Goldmann
drew on Lukdcs here.

and Class Consciousness, Pp. 65-8,
e e 98 —ONi8ciousness
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l4sggd;ss:;n European Realism, p. 137,

SH;ggorv and C@gssﬂCQQQGicusnesg, p. 137.
16

Ibid,

Y1bid., p. 138,

18;. Bisztray, Marxist Models of Literary Realiam
(New York, 1973), p. 147, - S

lgIn History and Class Consciousness.

20Ths history of aassthetics showe that theorists,
including Marx, find appreciation more difficult to
explain than creation.

21

Presumably he isg referring to the
re-shaping and reflacting that he
Objective Truth',

combination of
describes in 'Art and

gﬁristetalian: probability~necessity (typical).
Hegelian: BEynthesis (totaliey)

‘3N@ne of these words are really satisfac
'reproducing' ig truer to what Lukics

zéThis is what Lukdcs means by partisanship as opposed
to propaganda.

tory - perhaps
intends.

gsans of the aims of the soclology of literature has
bsen to disprove this notion.

Chapter 8

';[g_Héggcr;cglrﬁcvalr P. 230.

gEywatar (trans.), Aristotle:

S1pid., p. 38,

on the Art of Poetry,p.43

“Teylor, Aesthetics and Politics, pp. 38-9.
5

Ihe Historical Novel, p. 289,
M
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szbidi, p. 403. The inadequacy referred to is the
: lack of insight acsociated with forms other than realism.
X TIpid.
SThe Meaning of Contemporary Realism, p. 49.
8
Ibid., p. 50.
01pid., pp. 50-1.
Mipid,, p. 53,
% ;
; ~ mpsa., p.oam
“ L31pid., p. 19.
{ Y1nid., p. 77.
{ Y31pid., p. 45.
| Y61pia., p. 66.
o Y71pid., p. 74.
lgT&yl@r, hesthetics and Politics, p. 56. f
lgEﬁ?@la,T@grésgrnaguin (Paris, 1968). g
0%, 20la, Le Roman expérimental (Parin, 1913). ¢
215, Austen, Sense and Sensibility (Oxford, 1831). ¥
Z 22g Zola, La Bete humaine (Harmondsworth, 13877). ;
- 23@@£1nea by R. Coward and J. Ellis in Lanquage and ;
. Materislism (London, 1977) as 'the generally recelived 1
; picture of what may be regarded as "realistic"' or as 'that .
: reallty articulated by ths society as ths "Reality"'. :
o
: |
§
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24Ses Ibsen's Ghosts for a realistic representation of
the conventional, soclal world that makes his harces and
heroines what they are, and a poetlc, symbolic expression
of their romantic asplrations - the former brilliant,
the latter unsatisfactory. See also George Eliot's
Daniel Deronda which falls into two neat ssctions -
brilllant realistic social criticism and an extremely
disappointing romantic presentation of an alternative.

D, Deafoe, Moll Flanders (New York, 1942).

s, Richardson, Pamela (New York, 1958).
A. Trollope, Barchester Towers (New York, 1550).

“°w. ihackeray, V=nity Fair (London, 1954).

C. Dickens, Bleak House (New York, 1951).

365, Brecht, The Good Woman of Setzuan in A. Allison,

A. Carr, and A, Eastman {eds.), Masterpieces of the Crama
(New York, 1974).

Part III Lucien Goldmann

IStrictly speaking, I have conflated two issues here,
the relation between a writer and his work and the relation
between the work and the world. The unacknowledged pre-
conception is that a determined writer's work reflects
the determining world, a problematic notion that gave rise
to the theory of dissociation. The issue is €urther
complicated by a specific view of the true nature of
reelity and a normative idea of the relation that must hold
between that reality and the text.

zThese are, of course, not the only options, hut those
relevant to this discussion.

33@;1&.5 the more usuzl subject-object duality.

4Sea, for example, his Cultural Creation (Oxford, 1977)
p. U6
To comprehend a phenomenon is to des-
cribe its structure and to isolate
its meaning. To explicate a pheno-
menon is to explain its genesis on the
besis of a developing functionality
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which begins with a subject. And there
i no radical diffsrence hetween com-
prehension ard explication ...

Research is always situated at the two
levels of structure and functionality.

Sce also his discussion with Adorno of description, under-
standing and explanation, pp. 129-145,

sDiacthnic, historical, determinaed, reflection,
explanation, value versus synchronie, structur:’,
autonomous, creation, interpretation, fact.

51. Goldmann, The Hidden God (London, 1977), p.l9.

L. Goldmain, Towards a Soclology of the Novel
(London, 1975), p. 7. ]

®Ibid., pp. 10-11.

To say that in the first quotation Goldmann is
refarring to content while in the second and third he is
dealing with form is not a&an acceptable answer, since his
mathod's claim to bes structuralist is based upon his con-
ception of the worldvision as that system of formal
relations underlying tha superficial level of content -
as his analysis of Racinian drama illustrates.

QSee, for example, Towards a Sociology of the Novel,
p. vidi.

101pia., pp. 15, 18 and 170.

llSee The Hidden God, p. 7.

lzL. Goldmann, ‘'"Genetic Structuralism” in the Socio-
logy of Literature', reproduced in English in Burns (eds.),
Scciolegy of Literature and Drama.

Chapter 8 General Theory
lsee Goldmann, Lukécs and Heidegger, pp. 67, 76,
88-90. Also Cultural Creation, pPp. gg-ﬁ.

25¢e further on in this chapter discusaion of how
Goldmann, tco, eliminates becoming, praxis, and the
generating subject.
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Bgisztray, Marxist Models of Literary Realism,
pp. 157-8. e = , ,

4

Ibid., p. 7.

SCgltgﬁg; Creation, p. 35.

6pokkema and Kunne~Ibsch, Theories of Literature in
the Twentieth Century, p. 115. o

71 have already discussed the question of the ortho-
doxy of so-called Hegelian Marxism apropos of Lukacs.
S8ea Chapter 7.

85ee Swingewood, The Novel and Revolution, p. 23.

9gee Williams, Marxism and Literature, p. 4.

loSae, for example, Mayrl's introduction to Goldmann's
Cutural Creation, Pp. 3-29.

“~1n the case of the Frankfurt Schnol because their
alm was to liberate human consciousness, in the case of
Golic wann beciuse his primary interest lay in the literary
and philosophical products of that consciousness.

lZF@r a detailed account of these alternative positions
.a@ G. Adey and D. Frisby (eds. and trans.) The Positivist
Dispute in German Sociology (London, 1876).

13La Goldmann, 'The Sociology of Literature: Status
and Problems of Method' in the ISSJ Vol. XIX 4 (1967),
ppa 493ﬁ5166

14L. Goldnann, Power and Humanism (Nottingham, 1974),
p. 13, BSes also H. jercuse, one—-Dimensional Man (Boston,
1964). For a non-Goldmannian and non-Frankfurtian dis-
cussion of tness developments see A, Giddens , The Class
gtructure of the Advanced Societies (London, 1 .

lsSQQ habermas, Knowledge and Human Interests.

lsgag 'Dialectical Thought and Transindividual Subject'
in Culturel Creation, pp. 89-107.

&7Thsre is emple justification for Goldmann's criti-
cism, but it could be argued that functionality is what
gccornts for this transformation rather than any other.
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laThe 'text' refsrred to here is Marx's Preface to
A Contribution to the Critique of Political conomy.

lgchtural Creation, p. 94.

201pid., pp. Y- -

211pid., p. 95.

*2power and Humanism, p. 39.

ESR, and F. De George (eds.), The Structuralists from
Marx to Lévi-Strauss (New York, 19727, p. vil. o

24M. Godelier, 'Systam,
Dag Kapital' in M. Lane (ed.

ttondon, L970), p. 158,

AT W ey wnul;ul!!'ll-mgm-gu"mu"y“‘“““1!?‘!!' Ly e
! L B T

structure and Contradiction in

, Structuralism:

23 sameson Marxism and Form, p.222: 30-33.

AT YW} w4 eI

. Zsit must be noted that purists claim that the term
1gtructuralism', strictly speaking, applies only to these
thaories that ares based on Saussure's linguistic model.
Indeed Jameson expressly excepts Plaget and Goldmann.

- . See F. Jameson, The prison-House ot Language (Princeton,
N 1974), p. ix, - -

?75@@ J. Plaget, Structuralism (London, 1871),
p' 5“151? e

28compare to Lukdcs in Soul and Form.

29yeat and Urry, Social Theory as Science, p. 120.

The italics are mina.

39?@@ & discussion of this see M.Hollls, Models of Man
(Cambridge, 1977), Ch.l. Ses also the Preface to The
Hidden God whers Goldmann himself acknowledges that Tevery
philosophy implies &an anthropology'.

31'"Genstis Structuralism” in the Soclology of Litera-
tura', pp.1l15=17.

327p44,, p. 118.

BgParti@ul&rly in view of the slemsent of inevitable
unfolding in Marx himself.
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3459@ quotatlion on p.325..
35, . L a
See point Al on p.328.

36cultural Creation, P 57.

BTAltheugh i+ is the recogniti
that is usually held to distinguis
idealism, Goldmann has &88 cad it &C atte
Marx nor Lukfce are the source of Goldmann's particular
understanding of human needs and functilonality.

4 Humanism, p. 2 for Goldmann's inter-
pretation of the -Ego~Superego, and R. Macksey and E.
ponato (edse.),The gtructuralist Controvers {Baltimore, 1977}),
" 103 for his account © the similaritles and differences
betwean Freudlan psychoanalyis and genetic structuralism.

335@@ Power &n

Chapter 10 Cultural Creation

lsge 1ast paragraph of quotation on PP. 345-6.

2yne Hidden God, P -
3‘G§netic gtructuralism', PP. 111-112.

4omis is superfically gimilar to the Lukécs of History

gn@kgégqsfgggggigggnggs where aesthetics and creation
provids the model for philosophy and life, but there
are esssntial It is not merely a question of

differences.
payehclcqical jargon imposed upon & Marxist framework that
hae clouded rather than clarified the issues, it is a
guestion of certain basics that Lukédcs would label posi~-
tivistic and bourgeois.

Stpid., p. 113. This p
concept of & worldview will be en

part III.

larged upon later in

Ssee The Hidden God, Part I Chapter 1.

Trpid., p. 113.

8gee The Hidden God, p. 14.

3%
E

reliminary definition of Goldmann's
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ngwgrgg a Sociology of the Novel, p. 6.

lGTher@ is another equally unsatisfactory and more
radical solution to the problem of the homogeneous con=
sciousness of bourgeois soclety and that ie to bypass
consclousness altogether and posit a sort of unconscious
raflection - as Goldmann does in Towards a Socloio of
the Novel. See Chapter ll, section L of this dissertation.

1ligenetic Structuralism', p. 11l4.

127044,

lg‘Group' here, we recall, is an analytical category.
These are individuals not conspirators.

14A typlcally bourgeocis idea.

lg'Genetic Structuralism’', p.1ll15.

16unich in itself is permissible, but is a far cry
from Marxism's understanding of the notion of class and
the relation between class and consciousness.

17See quotation pp. 353-4.

le?. Worsley et al., Introducing Sociology (Harmonds-
worth, 1974).

19?0 Berger and T. Luckmann, The Social Construction
of Reality (Harmondsworth, 1975).

20x, Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia (London, 1936).
21
‘The Hidden God., P. 13.

221154,

2374 7. Eagleton, Criticism and Ideology (London, 1976).

ZQT@ mention & few of the explanations given for
insight.
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Chapter 1l Theory of the Novel

chwards 2 Socioclogy of the Novel, pP. 1-5 passim.

21pid., p. 2.
Bibids, pp. 1-10 passim.

41pid., p. 8.

S5rpid., p. 10.

6rpid., p. Ll.

7L Goldmann, 'Stru ture: Human Reality and mgthode@
logical Concept' in Mackssy and Donato, The Structur&lls8y
Controversy, p. 100.

8

Ibid., p. 106.

QR@ Fowler, Linguistics and the Novel {(London, 1977)
pp. 6-17. )

lgGeldmann, Towards a Sociology of the Novel, Pp.

1lpsa,, p. 11.

149.

121pia.
131pia.
Y41pia., p. 12.
Y31bid., p. 10
161pid., p.13.
Y71pi4., pp. 12-13.
181514., p. 13
Yibia., p. 169.

207p44,, p. 13.
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2looward and Ellie, Language and Materialism.

223 parthes, S/% (London, 1975).

233¢¢ T. Hawkes, Structurélism and Semiotics (London,
1977}, Ch. 3.

24gga coward and Ellls, Language and Materialism,

= p. 44,
.
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