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the dual aspects.of Lukécs's ideal of litsrary realism as
& particular worldview and & transparent form contrast
with his analysis of modernism &s parspactive cum style,
that we see the consaquences of .ness inconsistent notions
most clearly.

In taking up the first strand of my argument, Lukécs's
narrowness, it ie not possible to do more than give &
brief indication of ~~me of the inconsistencies that are
& conssjuence of Lukidcs's problem with realism: these will
concern in turn the relation between worldview and literary
form and the relation between form and content, and will be

drawn in the main from The Meaning of Contemporary Realism,

the work of literary criticism that best displays Lukacs's
criterion of realism in operation. For example, as regards
the relation between genre and material reality, Lukacs

speaks in The Historical Novel of the 'founding' of new

genres for the wrong ideological reasons, but later denies
that intentions can create new genres, maintaining that

Every genre [is] a2 peculiar reflection

of reality, that genres could only

arise as rsaflections of typical and

general facts rf )ife that regularly

occur and which could not adequately

be chloctgd in the forms hitherto

available.

In order to explain how, if this is so, he can reject
thess genres which are necessarily determined by, and
rccurately reflect, reality, Lukdcs differentiates between
critical explanation and critical evaluation, rejects

higtorical relaetivism in the latter, and insists that
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the dual spects.of Lukécs's ildeal of literary realism as
& particular worldview and a transparent form contrast
with his analysis of modernism as parspectiva cum style,
that we see the consequences of these inconsistent notlons
most clearly.

In taking up the firs. strand of my argument, Luk&cs's
narrowness, 1t is not poseible to do more than give a
brief indication of some of the inconsistencies that are
& conssquence of Lukdcs's problem with realism: these will
concsrn in turn the relation between worldview and literary
form and the relation between form and content, and will be
drawn in the main from The Meaning

of Contemporary Realism,

the work of literary criticism that best displays Lukacs's
criterion of realism in operation. For example, as regards
the relation between genre and material reality, Lukacs
speaks in The Historical Novel of the ‘founding' o’ new
genres for the wrong ideological reasons, but later denies
that lntentions can create new genres, maintaining that

Every genre [is] a peculiar reflection

of reality, that genres could only

erise as reflections of tynical and

general facts of life that regularly

occur and which could not adequately

ba roglnctgd in the forms hitherto

available,

In ordsr to explain how, if this is so, he can reject
these genres which sare necessarily determined by, and
pccurately reflect, reality, Lukdcs differentiates between
critical explanation and critical evaluation, rejects

historicel ralativism in the latter, and insists that
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It is the duty of Marxist aesthetics

not only to explailn this impoverish-

mant and inadequacy in a social-

genetic way, but also to mssasure them

sesthetically against the highest

demands of the artistic reflection of

historlcal reality and to f£ind them

lacking,§
for 'criticiem muet be allowed the right to judge and con-
demn the artistic products of entire periods whils acknow-
ledging their social-historical necallity.'7

The sophistry of these arguments, with their cacilla-
tion between epistemological and aesthetic standards,
hardly needs underlining. All genres reflect reality.
Realism's virtue lies in the fact that it reflects reality.
No other litarary reflection of reality is acceptable. To
qualify as realism it is obviously not sufficient merely
to reflect reality. The very word 'reflect' implies that
it is the nature of the reality reflected, and not the mode
of reflection, that is the criterion.
That Lukacs did not chancga his attitude is well illu-

strated by this passage from The Meaning of Contemporary

Realism:

Of still greater importance is the
fact that many - and not the least
extreme - components of modernist
literatnre ... are not as far removed
from contemporary life as it might
seem. On the contrary, they reflect
very well certain aspects of reaiity,
certain contemporary characteristics
and peculiarities (of a certain social
class, at least). Even with the most
ebstruse anti-realistic writers, styl-
istic experiment is not the willful
twisting ot reality according to sub-
jective whim: it is a consequence of
conditions prevailing in the modern
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world. Modernist forms, like other
literary forme, reflect socilal and
historical realities ...8

This basing so, the use of non-mocdernist forms in the
modern era must surely lead to a less adequate rsflection
of changed realities. This far Lukacs will not go, but he
doeg concede that

Many of these experiments are, in
effect, reflections of contemporary
reality. If realistic writers sym-
pathize with these erxperiments, and
ars stimulated thereby tc widen the
scope of realism, it is because they
wish to find new means to dcgl with
contemporary subject-matter.

Allowing for the moment that these new modes of re-
flecting present day reality are optional and not necessary,
what distinguishes the realist using modernist forms from
the modernist using modernist forms? The answer is simple:

While the modernist writer is un-
critical towards many aspects of the
modern world, his contemporary, the
realist wr.ter, can step back from
these things and treat them wiih the
necessary critical aetachment.l0
in other words, the answer lies in a certain mcral attitude.

The problem here is once again a question of being
simultaneously too narrow and tovo broad: too narrow in his
dogmatic view of reality and literary form, too broad in
his conception, or at least articulation, of the relation
hetween text and context. Perhaps Lukdcs might have -~lari-
fied his position in the modernism-realism issue by dis-
tinguishing between genre-determining gocio-historical

reslities and those socio-historic realities that the
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realistic text must reflect, that is, bestween ldeology
and the material reality underlying that ideoclogy. It is
both of these that are intended by the blanket term
‘social-historical realities'. This brings us back to
what I have called Lukacs's dual vision: where modernism
is g@ncsrnsd, determinism operates and Lukacs focuses upon
the mediating factor, ideology, which stands between the
real and ite reflaction in literature, but where realism's
literary reflections are concerned, he ignores that inter-
mediary term, that essential dimension of the real, and
both insight and literary form have the status of options.
Doctrine destroys logical consistency.
As we have seen, Lukacs believes that the same style

may be used to express different worldviews. He gives
the example of Joyce's and Mann's use of the stream-of-
wonsciousness technique. Accordingly, the same worldview
moy be expressed in different literary forms. Here Lukacs
cites Balzac's use of typically romantic devices tc serve
& realistic purpose. He writes:

To gum up our enquiry so far: simi-

larity of technique does not imply

similarity of ideology: nor is the

approval or rejection of certain

techniques a pointer to a writer's

basic aim.ll
Tt would seem that realism as worldview has no particular
l1iterery form exclusively attached to it. Yet elsewhere
in The Meaning of Contemporary Realism, Lukacs decries

'that exaggersated concern with formal criteria, with ques-

tions of style and literary technique'’ which 'conceals the
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opposing principles actually underlying and determining

contrasting stylgs‘ilz

In othar wordes, stvyle and technigqus,
which constitute literary form, are determined by worldview,
and differsnt worldviews engender different forms. This

mesns that thers must, in fact, be a specific form peculisar

to realism ae a distinct worldview. Lukécs's general
denigration of formalistic expariment constitutes an implicit
affirmation of what might be called a transparent form as the
preferred mode for realism despite his apparent open-mindedness
upon the subject. This 'open-mindedness’' is probably partly
because conformity of worldview is Lukécs's first priority,
but mostly because to relate realism as a worldview to an
invariable literary form would be to open the door to those
quastions of determinism and ideology that Luk&cs has so
f:;; selectively applied only to modernism.

g So much for Lukacs's contradictory pronouncements about
‘?ﬁé‘ the relation between worldview and literary form. I1f we
lcok now at what he has to say about the relation between
form and content, we find a similar situation prevails:
contradictions abound and point unerringly to what I have
celled Lulzdcs's double vision. The contradictions are
meinly due to an inconsistency in what Lukécs intends by
the term ‘content’': sometimes it is the writer's con-
scicusness or worldview as revesled in his work, sometimes
it is 'real' 1life, and sometimes it is the apparently
formless literary reflection of that real life. The

inconsistancy is due to a dubious distinction between false
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and true conscicusness and the respectively ildsological and
realistic literaturs they give rise to.

Having denied a necessary relation between spscific
literary forms and particular worldviews, which is tanta-
mount to claiming that any set of meanings may be used to
communicate any other, Lukdcs now maintains that meaning,
or worldview, residees in content, which determines Literary
form. The following quotation illustrates this Lukdcsian
contention, and, incidentally, shows how confusing Lukdcs's
loose use of such terms as 'style' and 'form' can be.

What determines the style of a given
work of art? How does the intention
determine the form? (We are conceri..:d
here £ course, with the intention
real zed in the work; it need not coin-
cide with the writer's conscious in-
tention.) The distinctions that con-
cern us are not those Hetween stylistic
'techniques’' in the formalistic sense.
It is the view of the world, the ideo-
logy or weltanschauung underlying a
writer's work, that counts. And it is
the writer's attempt to reproduce th.d
view of the world which constitutes his
*intention’' and is the formative princi-
ple underlying the style of a given
piece of writing. Looked at in this
way, style ceases to be a formalistic
catagory. Rather, it is rooted in con-
tent; it is the specific form of a spe-
cific content. Co-tent determines form.l3

Hera content appears to be synonymous with worldview
or ideology. What is not clear is the relation between
content and the real. For Luké&cs there :re twn types of
content-as-worldview. Firstly, there is life, the raw
material of literature, as seen .rom the perspective of

certein ideoclogies and as selectively distorted to produce
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an imaginative literary illustration of that ideclogy. 1In
other words, what we have here is appearance-taken-for-
reality and appearance-presented-as-reality. Secondly,
there is life, the raw material of literature, as it reaily
is, that is, as given in the worldview of the realist and

as reflected in his writing. In other words, what we have
here is 'true' reality. It follows, if content-as~worldview
determines form, and only one worldview is acceptable, then
only one literary form will do. This identification of
reality with a single worldview explains how one can limit
literature to a single form in perpetuity - because the con-
tent which determines literary form, and which it must re-
flect, is not life or socio-historical realities, which
change constantly, but an ultimate worldview, which does
not.

Of course, for the unprejudiced understanding, there is
an invar ble relationship between so-called ‘reality' and
all worldviews, and there is little difference between con-
tent conceived of as life - of which ideology is an integral
part - or content conceived of as literary material selected
and organised in accordance with an ideology, except that
the latter is one step further away from ‘real' reality.
Thus life may be described as reality-as-constituted-by-
ideology and literature as the imaaginative recreation of
that ideologically constituted reality. Doth life and
iiterature are ideological appearances, the one social,

the other aesthetic, while reality-as-it -really-is defies
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knowledga.

Note that at no stage in this formulation is one dealing
with 'pure' content, as Lukécs would have us belleve. Life
is pre-informed content which is then re-informed in the
literary work, and since the worldviews which inform at each
level are also forms, it might equally well be said that
form determines content. In fact, to distinguish sim~
plistically between form and content at any level, even for
analytic purposes, is specious, and can only lead to con-
fusion. I do not want to anticipate my argument, but in the
Goldmann section I will discuss the far more sophisticated
structuralist understanding of the problem, in particular,
their distinction between different levels of form in a
work which account for worldview and style.

But to return to Luk&cs's version of the matter, while
at times he writes of content as worldview, at other times
he identifies it with an unproblematic conception of
everyday reality and the simple reflection of this. as if
these were possible to achieve quite divorced from the
modifying perspective of ideology. When Luk&cs says of
Kafka, whom he characterises as an allegorical writer, that

he found a direct, uncomplex way of
communicating this basic experience;

he did so without having recourse to
formalist experimentation. Content

is here the immediate determinant of
sssthetic form - that is why Kafka be-
longs with the great realistic writers,l4

one realises that for Lukd&cs content is now the opposite

of form, for it cefers to that formless form represented by
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Kafka's 'descriptive detail', by ihe ‘'materiality of his
world' and 'the portrayed reality, uncannily accurate as
it ig',ls as 1f this in itself constitutes realistic reflec-
tive form despite the author's non-realistic intention,
an intention that Luk&cs is not unaware of.

This impression is reinforced when Luk&cs writes:

Andersch is right to imply that ab-~

stroct art is not wholly without

content, that it represents a revolt

against what he calls 'ideology' ...

But it is all tooevident that the

end product of this flight from the

reality of the present day must be a

form of nihilism. Once a commitment

to the realities of the age is re-

fused, human content disappears.
with his incredible mixture of insight and obtuseness, with
his prejudice against what he most frequently sees as gra-
tuitous formal experimentation, Lukics fails to see that
Andersch's 'ideology' is his 'reality of the present day',
that stylistic innovation is inseparable from a question-
ing of content, taken-for-granted meanings, life.

The same Lukacs that I quoted earlier as conceding that
literary experimentation is not a question of subjective
whim, but a consequence of modern realities, and as such
constitutes & permissible option for the realist writer,
alco says that 'the selective principle which apparently
underlies modernist writing is no more than & crude se-
lsction of content on the one hand, and of technique, on

17

the other.' Despite the inconsistent pronouncements that

rasult from Lukdcs's double standards, it seems clear that it
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is not only a pagtigulér worldview that he is concerned to
promote, but & particular literary form as weall.

For Luk&cs, obtrusive form is what makes literature
unreslistic. What Lukacs admires in nineteenth-century
critical realism and wants to make a transnistorical stan-
dard for all literature is that see~through form that gives
the appearance of objective correspondence to a real
referent, that seemingly transparent use of concrete,
inmediate, full-of-content writing that gives the impres-
sion of being an accurate reflection of reality. Exten~
siveness is an important dimension of this effect. In his
article 'Realism in the Balance' Lukacs says:

only when the masterpicces of
realism nast and present are appre-
ciated as wholes, will their topical,
cultural and political value fully
emergs. This value resides in their
inexhaustible diversity, in contrast
to the one-dimensionality of modernism.
Cervantes and Shakespeare, Balzac and
Tolstoy, Grimmelshausen and Gottfried
Keller, Gorky, Thomas and Heinrich
Mann - all these can appeal to readers
drawn from a broad cross-section of the
people because their work permits
access from so many different angles.
The large-scale, enduring resonance of
the great works of realism is in fact
due to this accessibility, to the
infinite multitude of doors through
which entry is possible. The wealth
of the characterisation, the profound
and sccurate grasp of constant and
typicel manifestations of human life
is what produces the great prigrassive
revarberation of these works.

0f course, what escapes Lukacs in his condemnation of
modernism for formalism, for using techniques that have

no intrinsic relation to content and emphasising them
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at the expense of content-meaning, is that he himself is
guilty of formalism in attempting to establish a single,
eternal literary form that is not determined by socio-
historical realities, but by ideological fiat.

g0 now wa see that what Lukdcs wants here is reallst
content in a realist form, that is, a Marxist view of the
raality underlying capitalism, a 'non-ideoclogical’' per-
gpective on social appearance, expressed in an apparently
non-formalistic, purely referential literary modea. If he
would draw out the implications of his own earlier identi-
fication of form and ideology, or even of his contention
that content as worldview determines form, he would be
forced to confront the ideological nature of his concep-
tion of realistic form. But it is this blindness to the
myth of realism, existing in tension with his perfect in-
gight into other genres, that I set out to demonstrate
here. It remains now to make good the deficiency in
Luk&cs's work and to turn an objective analytic eye upon
the concept of literary realism.

Realism purports to mirror objective truth, not on.;
because as worldview it corresponds to that truth, but
because as iiterary form it constitutes a linguistic
vehicle that facilitates the process. But since meaning
is inherent in language, what is meant is totally dependent
upon the way in which it is formulated linquistically, the
reality that is communicated is inseparable from the

manner in which it is expressed in words: form and content
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simply cannot ba distinguished as Luké&cs would have us
believe, and so-called realistic form is as pregnant with
ideological implication as any other genre.

As modern structuralists point out, the realist work
must be seen in terms of clocure. Its very ‘readability'’
encouragss the reader to surrender to the text, to consume
it passively. It might, thus, well be characterised as
the literary smbodiment of the ideology of a consumex
society, however critical of that society it may appear to
be on the surface. Realism, critical or otherwise, en-
courages meantal apathy, and, accordingly, reinforces ideo~-
logy, for its conventional modes merely evoke an equally
conventional set of responses. It is, in fact, modernism,
&8s Andersch realised, which, by using formal innovations
to subvert those conventional responses, alerts the reader,
questions established ideology - including the realistic
form - and constitutes an implicit criticism of taken-for-
granted meanings. Moreover, not only do the conventions
of realism confer reality on :the fictional world, but, by
sxtension, they transfer objective existence from the
literary work to the raal 1life world it purports to
mirror. This is the propagandistic effect of realism, for
in concealing its form it effectively insists that its
world is the real world.

It is, perhaps,; because Lukécs believes realism to be
& transparent medium that he can propose it as a paradigm

for art, whose function he believes to be a mirroring of
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reslity. A transparent medium, after all, can ba univer-
gally viable as & vehicle for art's fulfillment of its
function. It is only & form with its own peculilsr impli-
cations of meaning and its intrinsic relation to content
that is not universally applicable. As soon as ons £ees
that realism iLs indeed a form like any other, it becomes

obvious that nineteenth-century critical realism is neitherx

determined by, nor true to, contemporary 1ife and conscious-

ness, and cannot serve, as Lukédcs hopes, as 2 model for
twentisth-century socialist realism. Realism is, in fact,
neither & form nor a content, but a goal whose means of
achievement vary with each attempt.

I bagan my examination of Lukdcs's concept of realism
with an analysis of its component parts that was directed
towards showing that there is an underlying worldview that
supports ostensibly literary criteria, and I argued that
thig werldview, unlike those that underlie other literary
gsnres such as tragedy and comedy, makes claims for itself
thet lie outside the order of the aesthetic. I went on to
suggest that Lukdcs's attempt to construct a literary
theory that would do justice to the strange nature of
realism involves the reconciliation of reflection and
ravelation, appearance and reality, but boils down to
sthical and aesthetic conformity. I also suggested that
failure on & presctical level could be traced to a conflict
bstween literary taste and ethical belief, to the desire

to justify an asesthetic conservatism in ideological terms,
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and to a dualistic attitude towards the relations betwaen
content, form, style, genre, worldview, and material
reality - relatively understanding as regards the modernis-
tic literature he rejects, totally obtuse as regards the
realistic mode he propounds. I claimed that these factors
account for Lukacs's failure to produce eithex a satis-
factory explanation for, or definition of, realism. I
proceeded to illustrate the contradicticns that arise be~
cause Lukdces refuses to extend to his preferrad genre,
realism, the same skeptical attitude that he applies to
modernism. The intention here was to indicate both the
overtly ideological and the covertly ideological, or for-
mal, components of Lukidcs's concept of realism and his
failure to recognise them. Finally, I cffered a brief
discussion of the truth behind the myth of realistic
literary form. My overall aim has been to show that the
problem is basically the narrowness in literary taste that
Lukdcs arrives at, which results in an ideologically
justified exclusiveness and the promotion of a single,
unchanging, supposedly non-ideological literary model.

So much for the first threa’ in my argument, Lukacs's
aesthetic narrowness; I turn now to the second thread,
Lukdcs's methodological broadness, and my undertaking to
remedy this by developing within the broad category of
literary realism a system of fine distinctions that will
increase its descriptive and explanatory power and its

soclological significance. 1In accordance with my
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earlier contention that the concept of literary reallsm
has both an epistemological and an aasthetic dimension,

I shall attempt to relate each literary mode in my system
of classification tc its respective epistemological
position, Such an analysis might be tabulated as shown in

section 2 of this chapter.

2. An &lﬁern&tive View of Literary Realism

Three~way literacy distinction:

1) Mimetic realism -~ that mode that purports to
copy life in literature

i) Passive or inductivist, e.g. Austen
ii) Active or experimental, e.g. Zola

2) Critical realism - that mode that purports to
reveal an underlying objective

rea.ity
i) Bourgeois, e.g. Dickens
ii) Socialist, e.g. Mann

3} Sociological realism - that mode that reveals the
socio~historical forces which
determine not only what is
represented as life, but the
structure of the literary work
itself, e.g. Brecht

Thr2e-way epistemological distinction - involving
different conceptions of the real:

1) Naive realism - claims things are largely what they
appear - related to positiviam

2) Platonic/Hegelian idealism and Marxist materialism -
claim things are not what they
appear and offer theoretical
account of how they really are,
the nature of an underlying
real:ty

‘
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3) Sophisticated realism - claims that we work ir our
theoretically informed activity
towards an ever improving appre-
hension of reality - sea
Habermas

Wwhile theory and methcdology are ultimately ineeparable,
it is interesting to note that 1) is essentially a method
with a h;dden theory, 2) is a theory whose method is pro-
blemstic, and 3) is a goal at which an integrated theory-
praxis aims. I suggest that 1) mistakes the nature of its
method, that 2) misunderstands its achievement, for it is
neither epistemologically nor literarily realistic, and
that only 3) is truly self-conscious, that is, realistic.

Pesthetically, mimetic realism is a reaction against
the excesses of romanticism. Identifying art with arti-
ficiality, its protagonists wish to substitute a natural
style, human truth, and everyday life for the obtrusive
conventionality and far-fetched subject-matter of much
romanticism.

Epistemolcjically, mimetic realism is the aesthetic
product of & positivistically orientated scciety. Its
precepts are that in literature as in science reason must
rule, imagination and emotion must yield to the observa-
tion and analysis of objective phenomena 80 that these may
ke explained in cause and effect terms and the natural laws
governing men and society may be expressed in mimetic
fashion. Literature, in other words, is going to face the
facts of everyday life quite dispassionately and record

them in unbiased representations, a la scierce, and it is
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going to begin from the same premise, namely, that reality ;J

ig a self-subsistent world of facts gtructured in a law-

1ike manner and available to the senses and to reason.

We ara back to the science versus art dichotomy, but

this time science is associated with truth and art with {;
artificiality, science with life and the real, art with 2
an unrsal human product. The true ideology behind mimetic
realism is & far cry from Lukdcs's aesthetic theory of art
as a form of cognition that is morally as well as episte-
mologically superior to sciunce.

I have distinguished two categories within mimetic
realism in terms of positivism's ideals of the scientific
obsarver and the scientific experimenter, basing my dis-
tinction on Zola's explicit formulation of a theory of
realism and his account of its methods of implementation

as these appear in the Preface to Thérese Raquin (1873)19

and The Experimental Novel (1893)20. Both forms aim to

eliminate the idea of s .jectivity usually asgsociated with
art, and to identify the artistic product with an objective
mirror-image of reality. 1In the earlier formulation, Zola
naively suggests that the artist is merely an observer who
reproduces a ‘glice-of-life', and he describes an unselec-
tive, disordered, non-significant process of imitation. 1In
eliminating subjectivity he has also eliminated the artist.
Tn the later formulation, he reintroduces the conscious
artist and now describes a process of selection and or-

ganisation of the raw material of human action in accor-
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dance with the artist's desire to confirm or refute a pra-
conceived idea: +this is the artist in the role of an
experimenter.

The first typs of mimetic realism, that which I have
chosen to call 'passive', is, of course, no such thing,
although this is the impression it likes to give. There
is no art without selection and organisation and no
selection and organisation without a governing ideology.
In other words, 111 apparently passive mimetic realism is
sctive, in Zola's sense of the word, and is thus far from
baing an objective mirror-image of life. Nevertheless,
maintaining the passive-active distinction within the cate-
gory of mimetic realism serves as a convenient means of
identifying two different kinds of self-understanding, or
rather, of self-presentation, which -1ietinguishes writers
such as Jane Austen from writers sucl. as Emile Zola despite
their shared characteristics.

7ola really represents a transitional stage between
mimetic and critical realism, for notwithstanding his ccn-
ception of literary realism as an objective imitation of
1ife and his acceptance of material reality at face value,
his intention is not to reflect the ordinary taken-for-
granted world like Miss Austen, but to reveal those very
facte of Life and strata of society that she ignores. As
might ba axpected, a stylistic difference accompanies this
difference in perspective and purpose; the prosaic world

of Sense and Sensibilit 21 4oes not require for its
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expression the same literary devices as the anything but

ordinary world of the railwaymen in ;@Wgétg hiﬁ;%ngagz I

sghall é@m@ later to discuss the two interrelated factors,
changing socio-historical realities and the worldviews of
particular classes, that account for these differences.

Critical realism differs from mimetic realism in that
it set®s out not to reflect appearances, but to reveal an
underlying reality. This involves a questioning of the
taken-for~granted world and the challenging of shared
values. Since the writer opposes his (unw.ttingly histo-
rically informed) individual consciousness to that of the
general run of society, it is not surprising to find in his
work subjective and symbolic elements that are excluded
from mimetic realism proper.

Now in adopting a critical stance towards his world,
the writer sets himself the task of creating different
meanings, or at least establishing a positive standpoint
from which to criticise the existing régime. This brings
us to the difference between the two categories that I have
distinguished within critical realism, bourgeois and
socialist critical realism. What is intended Ly the latter
tarm are not the crass pro-proletarian offerings that
Lukécs so graphically described as 'revolutionary roman-
ticism', but those more subtle works that derive their
critical standpoint from the perspective of socialism
seen as &n alternative to capitalism. Bourgeois critical

reslism, on the other hand, is incapable of envisaging an
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alternative system and merely wants capitalism purified.

What both forms of critical realism have in common
ig an ultimate lack of self-consciousness. Bourgeols
eriticel realism does not see how its works are actually
governed at the level of deep meaning by that capitalist
schame of values that it superficially appears to reject.
Bourgeois critical realism faces the economic facts of
life, exposes anomalies in the system, but never questions
the reality of what it criticises. This is a literature of
conscience not consciousness: despite its ostensible cri-
ticism, it reflects to a remarkable extent the assumprtions
of its time and class, and only serves to flatter the
latter's smug sense of morality. Socialist critical realism,
oa the other hand, offers a totally different version of
reality, an alternative lnterpretgtion of capitalist
appearances, but where it fails is in its uncritical and
unquestioning acceptance of its own concept of the real.

in addition, socialist critical realism tends to posit
& static ideal and to eliminate conflict, and in so doing
it denies the dynamism and contradiction that are essential

to the realistic novel. As far back as The Theory of the Novel,

Lukdcs demonstrated that it is incompatible with the very
form of the novel for it to attempt to transform or create
reality or to depict the utopian as existent. Because it
is essentially a form bound to the historical moment,
either it is rooted in the values of that moment, or it

vears from realism to romanticism.

W
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The difficulties immanent in advocating socialist
eritical realism in a bourgeois world are perfectly ob-
vious to Lukacs, and his :wareness accounts for his ano-

malous position in The Meaning of Contemporary Realism.

Political doctrine encourages him to promote gsocialist
realism, but literary insight acknowledges the pitfalls,
and so he winds up requiring of bourgeois critical realism
in a bourgeois society only that it should not entirely
reject the possibility of socialism as an alternative - a
mere gesture in the right direction, and of socialist cri-
tical realism in a socialist society that it should form
an alliance with bourgeois critical realism of both past and
present so as to perfect itself both aesthetically and
epistemologically.

Sc. n~logical realism is the name I have chosen to give
to that ideal form in which selfconsciousness, or what

Lukdcs meant by 'irony' in The Theory of the Novel, is the

controlling factor aesthetically and epistemologically.
Rejecting the false mirror-image selfunderstanding of
literary realism, it will use conventions in such a way
as to stress their conventional nature and to draw a
parallel between socially determined aesthetic construc-
tions and sccial constructions of reality. This will in
itself constitute a form of criticism. It will regard
both existing systems and its own alternatives as moments
in a process rather than as ultimate solutions, and this

distancing and detachment will encourage a realistic




assessmant.

Having now distinguished different types of realism,

T am in a position to qualify that extremely brief and
broad discussion of realism and romanticism as literary
responsas to éertain phases in the sequence of social

formations that came at the end of Part I. It is now
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possible to be more specific in relating particular forms
of realism to both classes and historical situations,
always remembering that these general factors are modi-
fied by personal environmental factors. The account that
follows is extremely schematic and does not allow for such
individual differences, nor does it attempt to explain dif-
ferences in various countries that arose as a result of
national variations on international trends.

In order to relate different types of realism to dif-
ferent social formations, a recapitulation of the dis-
=inguishing characteristics of realism and romanticism as
the two poles of literary expression and social response
will be useful, for the varieties of realism are situated
at different positions on the continuum between these
extremes.

Realism in general may be described as the collective
rasponse of a class who, whether they are rising, esta-
blished, or resisting consciousness of decline, see their
jnterests as natural and universal. It is collective in
the sense that it uses in the main a literary style heavily

dependent upon a shared symbolic system, which in turn




depends upon & commonly accepted social system. It is
conservative in the same sense of relying upon accepted
literary conventions and social meanings. It is ideoclo-
gical in the sense that it conceals its own nature &s &
formal process of significant fictions and presents as a
linguistically neutral and aesthetically formless reflec-
tion of veality. It is propagandistic in the sense that

in naturalising the 'vraisemblable‘23

of a particular
society it confirme that this is indeed reality.
Romanticism in general is a more individual resvonge
on the part of & member of a being~supplanted clasa, or
of & class whose time has not yet come, to the experieace
of the disintegration of the old order. Obviously {rere
can he no communication without a certain prepcrtion of
shared meanings, but within the framework of ‘hese the
romantic is concerned to construct new meanings that will
express a reality no longer taken for granted, but now in
question. The subjective and symbolic eiements charac-
teristic of romanticism are the result of social insta-
bility and reflect a lack of consensus. Present insecu-
rity leads the romantic to avoid the here-and-now where
the realist celebrates it. Strangely, it is romanticism
rather than realism that displays a concern with the
reconciliation of apparent contradictions, notably the
socisl and the natural, for where realism identifies the
two, romanticism contrasts them. This primary function

of romanticism is revealed by its attempted synthesis of




contradictory form and meaning, a highly mannered style
and natufal values, soclal artifice and natural being.
It 18 in this senss that romanticism may be saild to be
more realistic than realism.

If realism and romanticism constitute the two poles
of literary expression, and if caifferent types of realism
display differant proportions of these compositional
slements, the degree of romanticism must always remain
below & certain level so that it does not shatter the
context of shared meanings or challenge shared social
structures too radically. The measure of the extent to
which realism finds its values and meanings within the
system is the degree to which it is conventionally realis-
tic. Similarly, one finds that symbolism plays a larger
part in critical realism, where there is a certain ques-
tioning of shared values, than it does in mimetic realism,
where there is total acceptance.

An element of critique is inseparable from all types
of realism: mimetic realism’'s criticism is directed at
the non-conformist individual; critical realism adopts a
critical attitude towards contemporary society; and
sociclogical realism constitutes a critique of all con-
structions of reality, social and aesthetic. However,
there is, as we have seen, no room in the realistic novel
for the direct expression of a positive alternative, which
can only be exprassed romantically and symbolically and

innffactuallysz4
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Meaning exists only within a specific context upon
which it depends. No single person can achieve signifi-
cance in isolation, so that L1f the context is rejectad as
meaningless without any alternative shared context re-
placing it, the search for meaning is doomed. This explains
the inavitable hopsless ending to the romantic quest. Since
the ssme ressrvations apply to the hero or heroine in ths
critical realist novel, it will be found, in practice, that
the happy outcome here invariably involves an accommodation
to capitalism, and that the necessary meaningful context
in supplied by the commonly accepted social structure
daspite the writer's apparent rejection of it.

With those preliminary remarks in mind, I propose to
relate different types of realism to the response of dif-
ferent classes to particular socio-historical circum=-
stances, and to show how these determining factors are
reflected in the form and content of these works.

It is the eighteenth-century writings of Defoe,
Richardson, and Fielding that are commonly held to marx the
beginnings of the realistic novel, for they portray con-
temporary morals and psychology in a form which claims the
authority of fact, hence the popularity of the epistolary
mathod. These works represent the replacement of the
romantic expressions of the heroic and chivalric ideals
of feudalism and the allegorical expressions of the Puritan

ethic (e.g. Bunyan) by secular expressions of the exuberant

galf~-intsrest and self-confidence of the rising metro-
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politan bourgeoisie. Indeed, Filelding described himself
as the historian of bourgeois society.
These novels reflect the growing dominance of middle-

class interests and valuas. Defoe's Moll Flanderszs is &

vivid account of the social and economic individualism of
the bourgeoisie. It takes the form of a quest for middle~
clase securlty, the most compelling reality, although this
sometimes still exists in uneasy conflict with oldex values
such as religion and personal feeling. Richardson's

Pa@glaza

has a plot which centres around the idea of an
innocent of the lower orders triumphing over her would-be
axploiter, a member of the aristocracy, and forcing him
into the middle-class security of marriage.

1f these novels are not narrowly mimetic, this can be
attributed to two possible causes. In the first place,
they include remnants of the old style romances, for a new
literary form almost always shows traces of the traditions
that it rejects. Here the focus and the intention may be
different, but certain modes helonging to the literary
past are adapted to their new purpose. Secondly, these
early works were expressing a growing system of values
rather than an old esta..ished one, and, as we have secn,
it is this that most profoundly affects the type of
realism. That these writers could not utilise a code about
which there was complete consensus is confirmed by their

frankly expressed intention of educating their reading

public, particularly the country people, to whom, of course,
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change came more slowly. Equally slow to davalop are the
sccepted literary conventions that convey the shared
neanings.

When we come to the mimetic realism of Jane Austen's
novels, written at the turn of the nineteenth century, just
such & situation does exist. These novels represent the
narrow vision of a single group, the landad gentry, who
have resolutely turned their backs on change and are
desperately trying to perpetuate a past order. With their
pelief in the naturalness of an hierarchically ordered
society, and their concern with the trivial actions of a
small privileged group whose unreal existence centres around
maintaining their membership of that group, either by stead-
fast adherence to its mores or by marriage, they represent
the epitome of mimetic realism's conservatism.

Mimetic realism is a literary style that is neither
critically nor sociologically realistic. The passive
mimetic reflection of life in literature presupposes an
uncritical idea of what constitutes real life, a belief
in the validity of objective appearances, and an assumption
as to the existence of a universe of shared and absolute
velues. It is, therefore, not surprising to find that the
frame of reference within which these works are written
is & total acceptance of the values of a particular class,
which are projected as unquestionably right and natural.
Criticism in these novels is not directed at these values,

but at thoss who deviate from them, and th. reason it is
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humorous rather than acrimonious criticlsm is because the
deviants in no way raise doubts about the valuas they fail
o hold and so do not threaten the security of the writer,
her readers, and their shared, taken-for-granted world.
Pagsive mimetic realism can achieve litarary order

while imitating a social order only at the cost of drastic
exclusion. As ona might expect, always remembering that the
frame i8 a limiting device, mirror-image literature excludes
all but a very small segment of society - that class of
which the writer is a member. Nor is one surprised to find
that Austen's canvas is small in time and space 2as well.

If one is trying to freeze a state of affairs whose time

ies already past, it follows that one will ignore large
sweaps of historical time, with its inevitable changes, and
concentrate upon small sweeps of personal time, with equally
inevitable, but predictable, and therefore stable, changes.
Similarly, the fact that these works are set in the country,.
where change comas more slowly, protects them from the
intrusion of such world-shaking events as revolutions,

from such threatening developments as industrialisation,
urban slums, and the growth of the self-made bourgeoisie
with their very different code of values, and from the
necessity of acknowledging the existence of the working
class.

Befora considering my next category, critical realism,

I want to point out that I have been discussing the

sxtreme of mimetic realism. If one considers Trollope's
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Barsatshire novels,27 written some fifty years later, one
sees that not even the mimetic realist has been able to
stam the tide of extension of social privilege, and so,
while thase novels are also set protectively in the country
with ite rigidly enforced class structure, Trollope is
forced to take cognisance of the existence of certain of
the lower orders as well as of his own class. And so one
could continue giving examples of certain variations on
the basic type that arise as a result of historical change
or persconal idiosyncratic factors.

When we come to look at the critical realism of such
nineteenth~century writers as Dickens and Thackearay, we
sra faced with the response of a man who finds himself in
a marginal position vis-a-vis bourqgeois society to the de-
cline of that society. The complexity of his social
etanding is paralleled by the complexity of his stance,
for, as I have suggested, the critical realist is exposing
the facts of a system that he basically accepts as natural
and inevitable, and a careful analysis of the structure of
these novels reveals the extent to which they are unwitting-
ly informed by the preconceptions of capitalism and the
bourgeoisie.

Where the mimetic realist chided the deviant indivi-
dual, the critical realist plays the role of deviant indi-
vidsal and attac.s the system. The far-reaching signifi-
cance of this radical difference in intention results in

& completely different scope, tone, and style. Where
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mimetic realism is rational and controlled, critical real-
ism i® intense and emctional; where mimetic realism gives
the appearance of objectivity and transparencs, critical
realism includes 2 number of subjective and symbolic ele-
ments; where mimetic realism retreats into the sacurity of
exclusiveness and status, critical realism takes a pano-
ramic view of life and ranges widely through time and

space and social degree; accordingly, where mimetic realism
orders the literary work through extreme limitation, it is
the active imagination of the - ~{cal ealist that has the

task of aesthetically inteq: the multitudinous world

he prasents; where nature for the mimetic realist is the
domesticated possession of the landed classes, for the cri-
tical realist it is a symbol of the human social condition -
his primaxy concern; and where the mimetic realist sets
his work in the country, the critical realist v...zs his
in the big cities of the world, those cenires o. t.eé newW
order where change is most obtrusive and where it is more
difficult to keep the social strata separate.

To illustrate my points I refer to Thackeray's Vanity

Fairza and Dickens's Bleak House.29 Both cover an enormous

spen of time and space, are set mainly i1 cities, deal
with every imaginable type of humanbeing, are intense and
emotional in tone, combine symbolism and fantasy with a
more realistic mode, are concerned with the social rather
than the natural, use several literary devices to order

their extensive canvases, and, most significant of all,
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combine overt criticism with covert conformity.

Running through both works is an unconscious contra-
diction between an awareness of the evils of capitalism
and'a faith in material progress and its benefits. There
is a tension between the hardheaded acceptance of empiri-
cism, materialism, productivity, and liberal individualism
at a subliminal level, and an explicit regret for the lack
of sentimentality, disinterestedness, gratuitcusnass, and
other simple human values in a world of competitive egos.
Both contain a middle-class stress on the value of respect-
ability and a revulsion for the excesses of both the
sristocracy and the mob, yet that middle-class respecta-
bility is shown to be unlifelike and unlikable. 1In puri-
fying capitalism, the critical realist merely eliminates
its vitality, individuality, and plausibility.

To appreciate this ambig»ity one has only to compare

Vanity Fair's energetic villainess, Becky Sharp, with the

foolish and feeble virtuous heroine, Amelia, and to notice
that, significantly, Amelia's survival is only due to
Becky's kind offices. Similarly, in Bleak House, the
indescribably sickly-sweet heroine, Esther, is provided with
a wealthy guardian angel and he and his money see her safely
through all her trials. Virtue may be desirable and the
institutions of capitalism may be the object of criticisn,
but virtues needs vice and that prime institution of
caplitalism - inherited wealth - to survive. Both Thackeray

and Dickens wind up unconsciously endorsing what they set
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out conscilously to destroy.

Realism in general constitutes a confidence trick, but
there is a slight difference between the manner in which
mimetic and critical realism operate which is worth noting.
Firstly, the reader's consclousness of the literariness of
the work is reduced by the creation of what appears to be
a faceimile of & common, taken~-for-granted, real-life
world. This establishment of a shared context of meaning
controle the response of the reader, allowing no room for
personal interpretation, and elicits an uncritical endorse-
ment of those conventional norms that form its basic frame
of raference.

The trick in critical realism is to combine sufficient
familiarity so that the reader does not feel threatened
with sufficient originality so that one does not simply
reinforce stereotyped responses. The esssnce of critical
realism is to arouse, and then confound, the reader's
e:pectation that this literary world will conform exactly
to his worldview. The initial suggestic~ of corraspondence
1eads the reader to begin by judgin: e literary work in
terms of his knowledge of the real, but the original ele-
mants lead him to end up Jjudging his knowledge of the real
in terms of the literary work. It is the irony of that
ninsteanth~century critical realism that the Marxist Luké&cs
go 24mires that the reality it reveals is the same as that
with which it began, that it never escapes the framework

of the very system it rejects.
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What both mimetic and critical realism do is to mis-
understand the nature of literature as a process of so-
cially~determined and subjective world-constitution. To
ignore the two essential aspects of literature, its ficti-
tious nature and its subjective construction, is to give
it a false facticity which results from an extenzion to it
of the qualities of reification and alienation that already
inturm the world it purports to reflect or reveal. This is
the propagandistic intention of realism. It takes a parti-
san perspective on life, a subjective social construction
dependent upon the relative and partial vision of a parti-
cular class at a particular moment in history, and passes
it off as objective reality, as life, thus confirming
sasthetically a social misconception.

This brings me to sociological realism, which is the
name I have chosen to give to that form of literature
which is fully conscious of the fictitious nature of both
aesthetic and social constructions of reality and whose
raison d'étre is precisely to draw the reader's critical
attention to this. I have chosen a dramatist and & play
as my examples here, fcr they illustrate simply and clearly,
without mystification, the type of work I have in mind.
Brecht's 2gg_gggg_ggggngg_ggggggg3O should probably be
classified as socialist critical realiam, for it represents
the critical response of a Marxist living in a capitalist
goclety, but it has one element that is ujually missing

from that category, it subjects its own perspective to
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the same critical scrutiny and suggests that it is only
one amongst several points of view.

In the first place, rejecting the mirror-image con-
ventions of realism, this play frankly stresses the con-
ventional nature of dramatic and theatrical modes. This
ant;eillusory policy by its unfamiliarity keeps one's cri-
tical faculties awake and exposes the unrealistic qualities
of tha lives lived by the characters. In other words, in
a complete reversal of the effect of traditional realisnm,
the patently unreal nature of the drama is extended to the
form of life it represents.

This play is structured in terms of a parody on several
well-worn classical, religious, romantic, and even Marxist
tales, each representing an obviously unrealistic belief
typical of that particular worldview. It uses these obvious
fictions to reveal the equally mythic nature of certain )
plausible, and as yet unexposed, Christian and bourgecis
jdeas. But the writer's didactic purpose is never obtru-
sive, and one never feels that his work is merely an ideo-
logical vehicle. This 1is probably due to the fact that
while the device of the courtroom forces the reader to
judge, it forces him to judge for himself. The issue is
in no way predetermined, for Brecht's <ritical detachment
allows him to present several points of view at once
through the use of antithetical juxtapositions which point
up the pros and cons of each option as against the others,

and the entire play is presented in the form of contra-




304

dictions which remain unresolved at the end. This has the
effect, 30 important for true sociological raealism, of
suggesting an ongoing process of selection from ralative
truthe rather than the dogmatic imposition of an arbitrary
absolute truth.

If Brecht abjures the illusory conventions gf mimetic
realism, he also exhibits a realistic insight into the
evils of capitalism and the fate of good in such a society
that goes far beyond the ostensible rejection and actual

scceptance of the critical realist. The Good Woman of

Satzuan shows clearly that good simply cannot exist in this
kind of society and that what is required is not refor-
mation of the system, but a different system altogether.
Here the adaptation and compromise necessary for survival
in such a world constitutes the central problem, not the
final resolution.

This play also goes beyond what is envisaged by
socialist realism of the critical type. (We may safely
ignore the other kind of gsocialist realism as pure
romance.) It takes into account the interaction of men with
both their natural and social environments; it looks at
different classes of men, at different forms of authority,
at different principles of social organisation - all with
their differing codes of value. It examines the contra-
dictions within capitalism, but also poses the question of
cartain ambiguities that may be inherent in the human con-

dition itself so that socialism will be subject to the




game problems, and it does all this with apparent open-
mindedness.

With this proposal for an alternative understanding of
the nature of literary realism and for certain helpful
distinctions which might be made within that broad type on
the basis of socio~-historical pericds, gocial class affili-
ations, and ideological foundations, we have come to the
end of Part II and our discussion of Lukécs. These pre-
liminary suggestions for a modification of the Marxist
conception of literary realism will be extended in Part III
when T come to deal with structuralism and its insights
into the linguistic aspects of the realistic form. It is
this dimension, as I initially claimed, that needs to be
reconciled with Marxism's approach to literature in order

to augment the latter's gsociological application.
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PART IIT

LUCIEN GOLDMANN

I began by demonstrating the difference between ortho~-
dox Marxism's praescriptiveness and that dogmatism that is
often taken for (or masquerades as) orthodoxy. I then pro-
cesded to investigate the work of Lukécs as a prime example
of the contradictions and inconsistencies that arise from
Marxist orthodoxy's inability to reconcile a respect for
+the work of art as an autonomous and salfsubsistent entity
with purely aesthetic dimensions and the demands of a social
theory which requires that art fulfill the ethical and
epistemological functions of increasing human selfawareness
and encouraging the realisation of human potentiality
through the revelation of social reality - a conception of
art which automatically introduces moral criteria that
either suppress aesthetic standards, or must somehow be
integrated with them. Nor does an identification of the
moral and the asesthetic, the good and the beautiful, prove
a satisfectory solution to men whose literary tastes have
besn formed by a classical education: they find it
impossible to condemn bourgeois literature that pleases
pasthetically but not morally, or to endorse socialist
1iterature that pleases morally but not aesthetically.

There is a fundamental consciousness here of the dual
nature of art, as & sccial product with a social function
and valus and as an aesthetic object with its own specific
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functions and values. Related to this consciousness of
tha dusl mode of exlstence of the literary work, and a
consequent confusion of external and internal norms, is &
parallsl problsm regarding the process of literary crea-
tion. The Marxist is committed to some version of the
determination of superstructural phenomena (such as the
literary work) by the material base. On the other hand,
the orthodo» theorists we have studied so far are also
committed to a belief in individual creativity, which pre-
supposss a degree of freedom and autonomy. This duality
necessitates some hypothesis as to the synthesis of re-
flaction and creation, correspondence and coherence, in
the text.l Upon this issue hangs the methodological ques-

tigns a 'determined’ text suggests a critical method

that is essentially genetic, explaining in terms of the

social and historical context, while a ‘'created’' text lends
itself to the sort of immanent criticism that treats its
object as an integrated and independent system of meanings
to be nglicated.2 It also follows that a work which is
held to reflect the worla may be evaluated in terms external
to itself, while a work which creates its own world largely
generates its own standards.

We have seen that in his attempt to construct a co-
herent theory of literature within the conceptual framework
of Marxism, & Marxist theory of the products of human con-
sciousness that would nevertheless allow him to preserve

the 'morally reprehensible' work3 that comprise the




clasasical literary canon, Lukacs was forced to confront
this duality of the object-literary work (as both social
product and aesthetic object) and of the subject-writer

(as both determined and free)g3 In other words, he was
confronted with the complex of problems subsumed under the
headings 'form and content', 'reflection and creation',
irealism and ideclogy' in my earlier discussions. In terms
of literary theory this led him to reductionism and pre-
scription: he limited arxt to one form, realism, aad
within that form prescribed his own view of reality. In
terms of practical criticism it led him to narrowness,
contradictions and inconsistencies. For all his brilliance
Luk#cs cannot be said to have found a satigfactory syn-
thesis, for while it may be conceptually inclusive, it
depends upon a substantive exclusivenaess.

Lucien Goldmann, Lukacs's selfstyled arch-disciple,
is both a highly respected literary critic and a professed
Marxist whose explicit aim is to devise a gsocioclogical
approach to cultural creation that will reconcile explana-
tion and explication, social cause and aesthetic meaning.‘
By its very name Goldmann's genetic structuralism reveals
its synthetic intention, and I shall examine here to
what extent Goldmann succeeds in integrating the two
p@lunS wae have distinguished in literary theory, and in
svoiding the ambivalence that we have seen to be & primary
cheracteristic of orthodox Marxist literary criticism.

Goldmann is a difficult man to generalise about
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because his assertions often differ from text to text,

and eaven within the context of & single work he may move
from an orthodox understanding of the complexities of
mediation to a dogmatic assertion of mechanical materialism.

For example, in the first chapter of The Hidden God,

Goldmann expresses one of the basic premiszes upon which his
methodology vests:

... any great literary or artistic
work is the expression of a world
vision. This vision is the product
of a collective group consciousncss
which reaches its highest expression
in the mind of a poet or a thinker.®

Yet, in the first chapter of Towards a Sociology of the Novel,

he writes:

The novel form seems to me, in effect,
+o be the transposition on the literary
plane of every day life in the indivi-
dualistic society created by market
production,’

[
and

... this direct transpo .ition of the econ-
nomic life into the literary life ...
occurs outside the collective conscious-
ness.

Tt will be one of the concerns of Part IIl to consider
whether these inconsistencies are actual or apparent,
whether they are a question of a change of heart over a
period of time which could be doscribed as a developmental
process and dealt with in chronological form, whether they
gre an inescapable by-product of the synthetic natuse of
hig besliefs, or whether they stem from the tentative quality

of Goldmann's theorising and the absence of any attempt to
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articulate a coherent system of ideas, a lack not alto~-
gether justified by his constant relteration of his crado
that an adegquate theory depends upon the partial investi-
gations of many reaaa:shers,g and his equally frequent
insistence on the fragmentary and provisional nature of

10 Tndeed, one might guastion

his own contributions.
whather Goldmann exploits the principle of the dialectical
method by using it as a justification for his vagueness in
certsin areas where he simply has not formulated a compre-
hensive and consistent theory.

The problem is compounded by the fact that Goldmann
doss not do his own ideas justice and the reader must
often mentally redefine carelessly used terms and reorganise
confusingly stru cured material in order that it may con-
stitute a more cogent argument. The problem is whether to
be true to the letter or the spirit of Goldmann's writing.
A line by line demonstration of Goldmann's inconsistency
is unproductive, but too helpful an attitude on the part
of the analyst is equally unwarranted and misleading. On
the other hand, individual texts become cleare: if cne
follows his injunction to see meaning as 2 function of the

relation beatween the parts and the whola.11

There is a further problem in that Goldmann's writings
ssem to consist of the repetition of a limited numher of
basic ideas which are not so much significantly developed
s simply rephrased. This tendency is displayed even

within the contaxt of a brief single text - see, for example,
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the four different formulations of the three unlvarsal laws

of human behaviour that occur within a mere sight pages of

the article he contributed to Littérature et gociétd.

Here, again, one has to read constructivaly.

T ghall be concerned in Part III with Goldmann's work
as an attempt to resolve oxthodox Marxism's aesthatic
problem by synthesizing structuralism and Marxism. It is
my contention that the inadequacy of Goldmann's theory is
not due to its nature as a synthesis but tc the nature of
the synthesis, which combines an emasculated version of
Marxism with an inappropriate type of structuralism.
Accordingly, I shall indicate firstly, those areas where
Goldmann's theory is less satisfactory than orthodox
Marxism, and secondl;, those developments in structuralism
which, if incorporated into orthodox Marxism, would provide
a better mode of cc¢, .ng with the dual nature of the literary
work &s aasthetic object and social product than the parti-
cular variety of structuralism that Goldmann adopts.

This part falls into three chapters, proceedina froum
the most general to the most particular. Since there are
two main theoretical strands in Goldmann's genetic struc-
turalism, nemely, Marxism and structuralism, I shall be
concerned in Chapter 9 with Goldmann's right to be classified
as a Marxist and/or structuralist, and with those brands
of Marxism and structuralism that he professes.

Goldmann's theory of cultural creation comprises the

major part of genatic structuralism, and the most important
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components of this theory of cultural creation are the
concepts of class consciousness and worldview, together with
the related notlion of ideology. In Chapter 10 I shall
provide a critical analysis of this theory that concentrates
upon these ideas. I shall point out its inconsistencias and
its deficiencies and question whether it represents an
sdvance over tus work of Lukdcs. My argument will be that
it both fails to come to grips with the issue of
t1iterariness', and fails to provide an adequate explanation
for the social dimension in individual creation, the two
problems that it was specifically designed to handle.

In Chapter 11 I shall cons"...r Goldmann's theory of
the novel, looking at how it m.- °_alates Lukdcs's early
theory. to suit its own dccmatic and polemical ends. Gold-
menn's problem is essenti .. Y the same as that of Lukics -
to account for bourgeois critical realism - and his inade-~-
quacies in this area are also similar to those we find in
Lukacs - & blind spot as regards literary conventions and
the literary tradition, which, ultimately, despite moments
of promising insight, inhibits a true understanding. In
conclusion, here, I shall suggast where one may find a

more successful Marxist-structuralist approach.
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CHAPTER 9

GENERAL THEORY

Goldmann's works in the fields of literature, philo-
sophy, and sociology represent complementary investigations
of different aspec:s of a complex social totality. Thus,
in the same way as one cannot separate Lukdcs's aesthetics
from his philosophy, Goldmann's theory of literature must
bbe sean in the context of his general sociological per-
spective. I propose, therefore, to began with a brief
examination of the latter with a view to understanding both
those central beliefs upon which Goldmann's particular
orientation rests and their methodological implications.

It will be the main task of this chapter, then, to
trace the intellectual allegiances of Goldmann's genetic
structuislism, notably his debt to Piaget's structuralism
and the way in which this has modified his Marxism. Dealing
with the Marxist strand first, I shall argue that Goldmann
may justifiably be so lrbelled despite a positivistic
tendency which must be indicated and explained if possible.
I shall suggest that his Marxism, with its emphasis on human
consciousness and meaning, is similar to that of the
Frankfurt School: they share a concern with humanism, dia-
lectics and critique, and an analysis of post-capitalistic
society together with certain associated cultural develop-
ments.

As regards Goldmann's structuralism, I shall asuggest

313
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that this derives more from Piaget than from Marx. of
course, rigid distinctions in terms of influences are diffi-
cult to maintain. There are indeed structural elements in
Marx which often appear to overlap with similar ideas in
Piaget, but the fact that these are held within different
conceptual frameworks makes a crucial difference, and there
is certainly not the homogeneity between the two that
Goldmann believes. Ironically, although Goldmann expressly
denies any alignment with such Marxist structuralists as

1

Althusser and Lavi-Strauss, I shall suggest that he falls

into the very anti-Marxist structuralist errors that he

condemns in themmz

Underlying this section is a very general theoretical
gueastion, that is, whether a structuralist approach, genetic
or otherwise, necessarily implies a positivistic slant, and
whether, therefore, structuralism is ultimately irrecon-

cilable with Marxism.

1. Marxism

The first question to be considered is whether or not
Goldmann is a Marxist. Bisztray expraessly denies this:

There are two significant and con-
troversial critics who more or less
claim to be Marxists, and whose whole
activity shows strong influence of
scientificism, notably positivism,
both in its Cartesian-rationalistic
and in its empirical form. These
are the French-Rumanian Lucien Goldmann
and the Italian Gulvano Della Volpe.
Both are recently deceased.
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The myth of Goldmann ag & proto-
Marxist literary sociologist wase, and
etill is, widely acceptad in Europe and
North America, showing an unfortunately
indiscriminating and uninformed atti-
tude among the intellectuals toward
the main problems, terms, and nuances
of the Marxist theory of literature.
Goldmann himself had two bases for
repsatedly stating that he was influenced
by Marxiem. One is his constant refer-
ence to Lukics's early work, Die Theorie
Des :omans. This influence, however, can
be discarded as a Marxist one. Lukécs
wrote this work well before his theore-
tical acquaintance with Marxism. Gold-
mann with his strong interest in struc-
turalism, could have found a sound in-
fluenca in Luk&cs's speculative neo-
Hegelian mental structures, but this is
gomething far removed from Marxism.

Goldmann's other claim to Marxism is
hig use of the basis-superstructure re-
lationship in the analysis of literary
works, which he utilized particularly
in his Pour Une Sociologie Du Roman. In
his theory that the psychological struc-
tures of literary herxoes are analogous
to social economic structures he super-
sedes in no respect the practice of the
Soviet sociological critics, except
that he never refers to this tradition.

The result of this sociclogism is that
historically speaking, Goldmann is merely
repackaging an old tradition in a
fashionable mixture of structuralistic,
axigtensialistic and psychoanalytical
jazrgon.

Firstly, Bisztray's criterion of.delimitation is
'~ommitted party critics, not self-assigned Marxists',‘
a2 more rigid distinction than I have been prepared to make
here, and a distinct.ion, incidentally, which rules out
Lukécs's most brilliant work. Secondly, the Hassage is
contradictory, indicting Goldmann both for his Jositi~

vistic non-Marxism and for his unoriginal dogmatic Marxism.

315

'
{
1



T A AL I N

s e

B b Lot TV

P

e
-

316

During the course of this analysis I shall present evidence
that supports Bisztray's criticisms, but these elaments in
Goldmann's work do not disqualify him from being classified
a8 a Marxist. I suggest that it is largaly the scientific
jargon referred to by Bisztray that cloaks Goldmann's
essential Marxism: it is difficult for the traditionalist
to recognize Marxist axioms like 'Being precedes con-
sciousness' when they are expressed in such Goldm nnese as:
In fact, every group tends to have

an adeguate knowledge of reality; but

its knowledge can extend only up to

& maximum horizon compatible with its

existence. Beyond this horizon, infor-

mation can be received only if the

group's structure is transformed ...

Fokkema a.d Kunne—lbsch6 have a conception more in line
with the distinctions and tarminology observed in this dis-
sertation. They refe: to Goldmann as a neo-Marxist,
explaining that by this they mean that he is undogmatic and
does not accept tlie authority of the Communist Party. They
point out that he selects his Marxist sources carefully and

stress the influence of Luk&cs's Hegelian brand of Marxism,7

but they do not deny that Goldmann's perspective is basi-

cally Marxist. Swinqewooda and Williams,9 other Goldmann

analysts, also approach him as unquestionably & Marxist,

although the former finds a positivistic element in Gold-
mann's work, and the latter doubts that it is truly dia-

lectical. The question of the meaning and validity of

thase latter judgments will be pursued during the following

discussion.
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What ought really to be in guastion here is not whether
Goldmann is & Marxiet but to what 'school' of Marxism he
belongs. In tracing Goldmann's affilistions constant
references are made to Hegel, Kant, Lukécs, and Marx,lg
but no mention is made of the members of the Frankfurt School
with wh - m he has =o much in common &nd whosa status ae
Marxists is seldom gusstioned.

Goldmann and the Frankfurt School arrived at similar
positions by different paths. Under the respective influences

of Lukécs's History and Class Consciousness and Marx'se

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, they both developed

an approach to the human sciences that stresses critique
and the dialectic. I remarked in Chapter 6 that Histoxry and

Class Consciousness (1923) presents an Hegelian version of

Mamrxism that is perfectly consonant with the views of the
young Marx, but what makes this so curious is the fact that
Marx's early work had not as yet been published. However,
when the Frankfurt School attempted to revitalise Marxism
in the '30's by rsturning to the humanism of the young
Marx, they did so from the vantage point of an acquaintance
with his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts published in
1930,

Apart from this humanist orientation with its stress
on dislectics and critique, the work of both Goldmann and
the Frankfurt School is distinguished by their concern with
an analysis of post-capitalistic society in general and

certaln sssociated cultural developments in particular.
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Thelr rejection of the methodological assumptions of tra-
ditional soclal science and their revision of classical
Marxiem's theory of capitalism stem from an overriding

1l and involve a different

concern with human consciousness
conception of the relation between social reslities and
the products of consciousness, especially the literary taext.

Goldmenn's criticlem of traditional social science,
like that of the Frankfurt School, is basaed upon a rejection
of the objaectivist preconception of positivism that leads
its adherents to conceive of social reality in terms of
autonomous and stable entities to which they apply certain
conventional categories of thought. For these synchronic
constants he wishes to substitute a2s the object of analysis
the historical process of world-constitution by human
thought and action, and as the method of analysis an open-
ended, unfinished. on-going probing which derives its cate-
gories from what is being analysed. This is, of course,
nothing other than that dialectical method which, in Lukécs's
opinion, chi racterises Marxism. Unfortunately, &s we shall
see, there is a vast difference between Goldmann's methodo-
logical pronouncements and his practical methods.

A further aspect of positivism's objectivism is the
traditional soclial scientist's untenable claim to objec-
tivity. The implied dichotomy of factes and values that
legitimates his methodology and supports his belief in the
sbsolute nature of his £indings is something that Goldmann

and the Frankfurt School both reject. Instead, they stress
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the role played by the inherited, socially determinad, and
partial mental categories of the theorist and the conee-

12 Ae Gold-

gquent importance of critical self-reflection.
mANn sAyS:

The first genseral observation on

which genstic structuralist thought

is based is that all reflection on the

human sclences is made not f£rom

without but £from within soclety ...

the subject of thought is thus sean

to form part, at least to mome

extant and with a certain number of

mediations, of the object to which

it is directed. On the other hand,

this thought does not constitute an

absolute baginning and it is, in

& very large measure, shapsd by the

categories of the society which it

studies, oi of a society deriving

thersfrom. 13

Thus, where positivistic social science is charac-

terised by duslities and atomism or abstraction, divorcing
subject and obje¢t, fact and value, theory and practice,
philosophy and scisnce, dialectics isan approach that seeks
to integrate &ll these and is characterised by its com-
prehsnsiveness. And since it attempts to deal with the
wholes man in the context of the historical totality in
& sslfconscious manner, it necessarily includes critique.
#We shall ses, however, in Goldmann's sociology of the novel,

how he reverts in practice to the transcendent critic.

Now, ostensibly, 'genatic structuralism’ is simply the
nama Goldmenn gives to that methodology that he considers
sppropriate tc such & dislectical conception in that it
desals with both the subjective and cbjective dimensions of

any given phenomenon, but since no use of language is
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entirely 'innocent', the fact that the Marxist Goldmann
found 'dismlectics' inadequate and resorted to 'genetlc
structuralism' has implications that will be revealed when
wa turn from this examination of his Marxism to an analysis
of his structuralism, but first we must consider his

theory of modern capitalism.

In Power and Humanism Goldmann writes:

Fifty or sixty years later, we find
ourselves before a new set of trans-
formations of capitalist society, which
oblige us to create a third concept,
baside the concepts of capitalism and
imperalism: organisation capitalism
or technocratic society (the termino-
logy has not as yet been fixed). We
do this without forgetting that they
are still capitalist societies where
the fundamental concepts of exploita-
tion, alienation, and surplus-value,
are still valid. The introduction of
a naw concept is nonetheless necessary
for understanding the concrete nature
and present functions of exploitation,
alienztion, surplus-value, and a whole
series of contemporary phenomena.lé

Like the Frankfurt School, Goldmann felt that certain
developments within Western civilisation unforeseen by
Marx, plus the fact that other predicted developments did
not materialize, invalidated his prognostications for
capitalism, particularly that of the proletarian revolution.
Iinstead, Goldmann subscribes to a view of western post-
capitalistic society that sees as the determining factors
gtebility through state intervention, the changed character
of the workingclass and their integration into society,
the rise of a decision-making technocratic elite, th

emergence of the passive consumer, and the cumulative effects
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of reification upon the collective consclousness of the
people - devalopments which necessitate =2 libaration of
congclousnass above all else, and which make reform & more
likely possibility than revolution.

The importance of his non-traditional perspective on
prezent day capltalism for his literary theory cannot be
overstressed. It forms the basis for his conception of the
nature of the relationship between text and world in post-
capitalistic society and justifies the manner in which this
nacesgarily differs from Marx's understanding of that
relationship, tied as it was to a different stage in the
development of capitalism. We shall return to this issue
in greater detail when we deal with Goldmann': theory of
the novel because, like Lukdcs, Goldmanr ta:sas the novel
to bs the charactsristic modern capital:stic genre.

I have said that both threads discussed above - the
anﬁiﬁp@s$tiv$gtic understanding of the fallacy of objec-
tivism and objectivity, and the unorthodox version of
modern caplitalism - lead to an interest in human conscious-
nass and & primary stress upon meaning. As Habermas dis-
closes the human interests that underpin various con-
structions of rnnlity,ls 8o Goldmann dwells on what he calls

16 Functionality, he claims, is that

'functionality’'.
Marxian concept that links superstructural phenomena to
substructural facts and allows facts to be expleined in
terms of the collective subject. Goldmann's quarrel with

structuralism, and particularly with such Marxist struc-
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turalists as Levi-Strauss and Althusser, is that they

eliminsate the subject and with him the notion of func-

ti@n&lityzl7

But modern structuralism's so-called
Marxist interpretation is charact .rised
by the replacement of ‘unctionality
(Althusser aven gsays coanbinatoirs when

ha translates this te«t)l? with relations
of homology, inversion, or transformation.
That is, it eleminates the subject and

its specific function, which is to ascount
for functionality and intelligibility.!l

For Goldmann 'the concept of functionality is the most exact,
praecise form corresponding to what was formerly and much
more approximately called meaning.‘zo

Since facti are subjectively constructed, and con-
structed thus and not otherwise in order to serve a parti-
cular purpose, which purpose constitutes their essential
mesning, explanation relies upon discovering this purpose
through the relation of the phenomenon being studied to
its genesis in the whole - hence genetic structuralism.
Where Goldmann differs from Havermas and diverges from
Merxist realism is in his interpretation of the collective
subject, for his anthropological-type subject is little
better than the Marxist structuralists' no-subject-st-all.
Goldmann ties functionality to human psychological function
rether than to sectional social interests and in so doing
sxchanges the Marxist dimension of moral responsibility for
the objectivist position of functionalist behaviourism.

In the following extract from 'Dialectical Thought

and Transindividual Subject' Goldmann may merely be trying
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to introduce the Marxist idea of falss consciousness, but
the implications of his example, analogy, and vocabulary

are that bshaviour - physical or mental - is & raesponsa to
conditions or etimulli set by the outer environment and inner
biological or psychological processes, that all behaviour

is adaptive action ruled by & drive towards cguilibrium,

and that understanding involves a process of observation

and consequent deduction of causal purposes that may largely
ignore subjective states.

To take & banal example, when a

cat catches & mouse its behaviocur is
functional: it can be translated in
terms of problem and solution; there
is a disequilibrium which must be
resolved: that does not presuppose
consciousness.

When men act, consciousness 18
always present; but there is no reason
to concede - it is not even probable -
that this consciousness is always
parfectly adequate: it is one element
of bshaviour. Very often it may be
adequate, just as it may be inadequate
or more or less adequate. What matters
is that men's behaviour is functional
and as such meaningful, exactly like
the bahaviour of ths cat catching the
mouse.21l

This is an example of Goldmann's tendency towards
positivism &s wall as an instance of the way in which he
eliminstes the subject (that is, the Marxist historical
subject) by reducing him to the human subject {(an in-
stance of & gensral law), and this despite his stated
intentions &nd his criticisms of other structuralists.
Wwhen we coma to examine hia exposition of the assential

nature of man, we shall see further evidence of this
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tandency.

T have been concerned to show the basic orientatlon
of Goldmann's particular brand of Marxist theory and how
this resembles that of the Frankfurt School. The two main
threads I distinguished are the rejection of traditional
social science and his definition and analysis of the con-
temporary situation as post-capitalism. The former is
largely based on a bslief in the subjective construction
of 'facts' and leads to a concern with human conscious -
ness; as regards the latter, it is this altered understanding
of the contemporary relation between human consciouness and
economic and social realities that underpins Goldmann's
history of the novel form.

1 have suggested very tentatively that even at this
broad level contradictions begin to emerge within the
theory as well as between theory and practice. For in-
stance, there is an essential contradiction betwer Gold-
Z.nn's anti-positivism and his explication of functionality,
the concept upon which the process of reality construction
rests, for here, in underplaying the role of consciousness
and substituting a general for a particular subject, he
himself leans towards positivism rather than Marxism. More
light will be thrown on th.s matter by a considerition of
the otner broed strand in Goldmann's perspective, his

sty ~turalism.
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2. Structuralism

Is Goldmann a structuralist? The answer must be a

qualified 'ves', because, despite the implications of the

o
S

name Goldmann has given his method, he is primarily a

Marxist. There is & passage in Power and Humanism which

perhaps clarifies Goldmann's attempt to marry Marxism with

gtructuralism in his work:

] I am rather afraid that, when we
i s speak of contemporary economic events,
b o of social events, and particularly of
e political events, we tend to use an-
cient cate,ories which emerged in a
world now in process of disappearing,
b catagorias and words of which even
g " the relative validity exis:ed only
{ within such a world. This is true,
not only for reactionary thought, but
r also, and particularly so, for social-
X = ist and even for Marxist thought.
' S Therafore it seems to be particularly
R important that one should no longer
let oneself be dominated by the letter
of this or that doctrine or tradition,
that one should not engage in discus-
gions which, in becoming more and more
quarrels over words, in fact betray
thess traditions; so that, cn the
= contrary, one should remain faithful
. to their spirit by adapting the terms
e and the categories to reality, and
not the reality to the categories.2?

-y A

e E® | mue

If I am correct in interpreting Goldmann's motivation

O

in terms of this passage, then there is a further infer-

ence to be drawn from it which relates to the next question:

o

gince structuralism is not a single homogeneous philosophy,
what brand of structuralism does Goldmann profess? While
Goldmann would admit that Piaget's structuralism has
formed the basis of his own, he would also insist not only

that structuralism is perfectly compatible with Marxism,
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but that Plaget's structuralism is Marxism in modern dress.
Tt is common these days to claim Marx as, at lesgt,

'a precurscr of present day structuralism',zz or at most,

ss the theorist whose 'wock, correctly interpreted, and

uncluttered by that of his imitators, might help to hasten

24

the process of acceptance'’ of the structural method upon

which rests the only possibility of the development of the
gciencas of man. Jamescnzs suggests that the common factor
that justifies the assimilation of the one to the other is
merely their reductive nature. This is a little unkind.
That there are saveral points of iimilarity will be evident
when we examine the central tenets of Piaget's theory, but,
and here lies Goldmann's error - a strange errorx indeed for
& structuralist - ap?arently gsimilar concepts and concerns
teke on &n entirely different complexion within the context
of & different conceptual framework.

To compare Marxism and structuralism in general is
impossible considering the number of different 'structural-
isms' that lay claim to that name, but it is possible to
give 2 brief outline of the salient points of that non-
Marxist form of structuralism that is most relevant to a
study of Goldmann, that of Piaget.zs

PiagatZ? gingles out three essential elements of the
gtructuralist's understanding of the notion of structure:
&) the idea of wholenass,Dd) the idea of transformation,

gnd c) the idea of self-regulation. wholeness is what

distinguishes a structure from an aggregate in that the
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meaning and significance of the constituant eslements de-
pends upon their interrelationship in the whole. Trans-
formation is what distinguishes structure from form in that

is constitutes not & limited and passive single phenomenon,

but & type of gensrative potentiality.zg Sglf-ragulation is

what makes a structure a closed, salf-validating system and
distinguishes it from other systems of meaning whose

existence and functions are dependent upon some external

'raality’'.

As I suggested earlier, to draw parallels betwesn
this and Marxism is easy, but it is actually their dif-
farences which characterise each system. Keat and Uzrry
point out the obvious and primary points of departure for
ostensibly similar forms of structural analysis:

From this outline of common fea-
tures, it is not difficult to sec
where serious differences of method
and approach will arise: the nature
of the relational properties, the
sorts of elements relationally ana-
lysed, the explanation of the struc-
turs's orderly character, the nature
of the totality, the forces which
produce or maintain wholeness, the
relationship between ones structure
and snother, and, most importantly,
relation between the 'structure’
nd physical or social reality

Without going into a detailed analysis of the specific
differences betwaen Plaget's structuralism and the struc-
tural elements in Marx, and without falling back upon the
oft-cited general distinctions of dubious validity, such
as closed versus open, synchronic versus diachronic, I

suggest that the two key areas cf difference to watch as
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we sxamine Goldmann's structuralist-Marxist theory ara the
subject and meaning, for it is here that we will see the
first signs of contradiction - the non-Marxist alimination
of the historical subject, and the substitution of the
structuralist explanation of meaning in terms of homologies
for the Marxist explanation in terms of function.

gince what Goldmann owes to Piaget is not solely his
understanding of the concept of structure, but those funda-
mental beliefs about the nature of man and society which
constitute the foundations of Goldmann's literary theory,
I intend to show here how these derive from Piaget's
epistemological theory, how they relate to, and differ
from, the fundamentals of conventional orthodox Marxism,
and in what respects Goldmann considers them an advance on
other forms of structuralism or Marxism.

Goldmann is no exception to the rule that beneath every
social theory lies a preconception as to the essence of

30

humnanbeing.’ It is necessary, therefore, to start with

his understanding of man as a psychologically adaptive,
significance-constructing organism. In an article

entit 2d '"Genetic Structuralism” in the Sociology of Litera-
ture', Goldmann presents what he considers to be the

three distinguishing characteristice of human behaviour:

A. According to genetic structuralism,
there are thrse fundamental charac-
teristics of human bshaviour ...

1. The first is the fact that all
human behaviocur has a tendency, as I
have said, towards significance and
rationality. To avoid any misunder-
standing, I must emphasize that by
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rationality I do not mean Cartesian
ensoning (which ls only one or
manifold forms of rational be-
haviour), nor any logical rationality
independent of all sociological and
psychological circumstance: by
rationality I mean qui.te simply the
fact that human bsha' iour is always
a response to the pr.blems with
whick the environment faces man, and
that this response points towards
significance, i.e., it parmits elther
the individual organism or the group
to survive and develop in the way
which ismnst effective and which
bast £it 1its inherent tendenciss ...
2. The second basic characteristic
of thought and behaviour rests in the
fact that, independently of the in-
herent tendency towards significance
which is found in every structured
section of social life, individuals,
and therafore social groups, have a
tandency towards creating some over-
all consistent pattern out of thea
totality of sectional parts. In this
tandency towards overall consistency,
naturally, the different sectional
parts exert spvcific and different
forces. These forces depend upon a
multiplicity oz factors but also,
among other things, on the guantita-
tive importance of that sector of
thought or action ir the concrete
axistence of men and also on the
threat which may exist at any given
moment to important aspects of action ...
3. The third and last fundamental
characteristic of human behaviour is
the constant movement of efforts
towards tra..cendence; this is the
principle of negativity discussed by
Hegal, but it is also Pascal's concept
of transcendence: the active, trans-
forming, practical quality of all
socisl and historical action.3l

With its fallure to define such key terms as ‘signi~
ficance', this is not perhaps the most adequate formulation
of Goldmann's ideas on the subject. Further on in the

same article we have the following brief summary which is
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cleare: but omits such important concepte as 'funotion'
and 'social groups':
B. [The] three fundamental charac-
terietics of all human action ...
1. The tendency towards adapting
to the realities of the environmant
and, hence, ite characteristic form
of relating to that environment,
through ration.lity and by rendering
it significant.
2. The tendancy towards overall
conelistency and towards creating
structural forms.
3. Its dynamic nature, l.e., the
tandency towards modifying and develop-
ing t?% structure of which it forms
part.

Now, in order to understand what Goldmann is getting at
here, we must examine a major sourxce of these beliefs -
Piaget's theory of the development of intellectual be-
haviour, or those fundamental ideas in it that are relevant
to an understanding of what Goldmann owes to0 him in the
passags quoted above.

Firstly, Piaget distinguishes between the invariant
funntion of intellectual activity, adaptation to the
environment, and those changing intellectual structures
which subserve this funccion. The notion ¢f intellectual
gtructures has already been discussed, but it is important
to stress here that these structures alter and form part
of & devalopmental process distinguished by increasing
complexity.

Now adjusting to, and dealing with, the environment,
which for Piaget is almost a definition of intelligence,

depsnds upon two complementary subprocusses, assimilation
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and accommodation. Assimilation refers to that process
by which new axperience is rasponded to on the baals of
existing cognitive structures and is absorbed into them;
sccor ‘odation refers to the modification of these axisting
cognitive structures to cope with new 8. -uations.

This is the theory that Goldmann adapts from & psycho-
logical account of the development of human intelligence
to & sociological account of the essence of human behaviour.
one of the problems involved in this adaptation is to
accomplish it in such a manner as to account for differsnces
in social constructions of reality. Piaget holds that
gince all men begin with more or less the same modes of
adaptation to the environment, and since the physical
snvironment remains fairly constant, all men pass through
the sams stages of development. BY introducing the idea

of differences in the (social) environment, Goldmann

simultaneously adds the necesaary sociological dimension
and accounts for differences in worldviews. The guestion
is how satisfactcrily he achieves this.

A further inadequacy in Piaget's theory - for Goldmann's
purposes - is his handling of the issue of motivation.
Piaget, unlike most other learning theorists, sees adaptive
bshaviour as pleasursble in itself. Hers Goldmann deviates
from Piaget and follows the majority in postulating that
sduptive bshaviour is conditional upon some optimum relation
betwasn the neads of the organism and the system of con-

tingencies characterising the environment. His use of terms
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gsuch as 'equilibrium', 'survival', 'selfrealisation',
'inherent tendencles', and so on, indicate the direction of
his solution. Again, the question is whether Goldmann has
succeeded in injecting a sufficiently socioloqicﬁl orien-

tation.

We can now approach the problems posed earlier:
firstly, in what way Piaget's theory is more accoptable to
the Marxist Goldmann than other forms of structuralism;
gsacondly, in what way Goldmann's adaptation of Piaget is
more acceptable to him than traditional Marxism; thirdly,
in what respects this essentially psychological and struc-
turalist treory satisfies Goldmann's sociological and
Marxist demands; and, finally, in what respects it is
different from, and less satisfactory than, Marxism.

The advantages of Piaget's epistemological theory
over what we might call ‘common’ structuralism are as
follows. Firstly, we are concerned here with a dynamic
process: the object of analysis is a diachronic develop-
ment not a synchronic situation. Points A3 and B3 of
Goldmann's account of human Hehaviour show his determination
to avoid the static connotations that usually accompany the
term 'structure’. He conceives of a situation in which
processes of structuration and destructuration strike a
temporary and uneasy balance. Variations in the environ-
ment, brought about by such exogenous phenomena as war
or immigration and such endogenous factors as tnhe actions

of members of the society, give rise to a new situation
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within which the law of adaptation demands a naw rationality,
new structurss of thought and feeling, & new coherencs, and
a new egquilibrium. Adding Hegel to Plaget, Goldmann sug-
gests that when the resultant transformation of structure X
has gone so far that it is better to describe it in terms of
structurs Y, we have an example of the transition from
guantity to gquality.

The second advantage lies in the fact that although
successive developmental phases are based on earlier ones,
the relationship between them is one of growing complexity,
not homological transformation. Thirdly, this process is
governed at all stages by interaction with the environment
rather than by the application to reality of a ¢-id of
innate categories. And finally, Piaget's conception of an
epistemological circle (with the subject introducing
meaning into the world of which he is a part, while being
constituted by that world which is part of him) effectively
replaces with a dialectical understanding of the subject-
object unity the more common structuralist dualism between
historical subject and ahistorical objective system of
meanings.

Wwhy Piaget rather than Marx himself? 1Is there some
advantage, beyond that of novelty or popular appeal, in
dressing a traditional theory in the up-to-date jargon of
a modern scientific trend? The first possibility is
Piaget's exclusive concern with human consciousness,

remembe~ing hat this was the primary interest of both
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Goldmann and th. Frankfurt School. Marx's theory of man as
essentially a producer who creatas himself as well as his
world has been interpreted as stressing tle instzumantalb
aspect and relegating the construction of meaning to second
place. Indeed, Habarmas - incorrectly, I believe - sccusad
cthe later Marx of just such a wrong-headed emphasis and
maintzined that this leads directly to the positivistic
interest of control.

A furtheyr possibility is that Goldmann is trying to
make Marxism more palatable to its critics. He appears to
find the structuralist conception of holism less contro-
versial than the Marxist idea of determinism ond as valid

a +heoretica  justification for his Marxist n.cthodology

since dialectical materialism is also an holistic per-~
spective. Similarly, he seems to find Piaget's notion
of structure as characteristically independent of any

external reality more attractive than that prascriptive

F T TSI T

Marxist realism which so severely l1imited Lukacs's literary

+heory. In cthar words, Goldmann might be trying to avoid

P e X

the suggestion that there is an underlying reality to which

the Marxist has privileged access, together with its

sesthetic corollary that correspondence to this 'truth' is

A S
-

the primary oriterion for art. However, when we come to

look at Goldmenn's theory of the novel, we shall find that

the structurslist terminology hides this same Marxist

prescription.

We must now consider in what respects Piaget's theory
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of intelligence so conforms to the Marxist undsrstanding

of man that it can appear to Goldmann to be an acceptable

contemporary substitute. This is not an easy question to
answer, but it becomes easier if one remembers that what
ig involved are two views on human consciousness and if
one looks for the absence of conflict rather than for
conformity.

Since Piaget's is not a maturational theory of inevi-
table unfolding in the sense of an endogenously self-
sufficient process, it might appear compatible with the
Marxist idea that man constructs rather than discovers
m@aning.33 indeed, Piaget's notion of the development of
increasingly complex intellectual structures for the
handling of the environment may be seen as emphasizing the
active role of the humanbeing in the evolution of these
constructs. The significance of using a learning theory
a8 & ba .8 for his ideas must be sought in this area as
wall. Since learning is defined as changes in bshaviour
due to interaction with the environment, Goldmann can
highlight that relation between social praxis and con-
sciousness which is so important to the Marxist conception,
and it also provides him with a perfect vehicle for the
prasentation of his interpretaticn of the man-as-essen-
tially-rational perspective in a guise that will not quarrel

too much with the Marxist theory of man-as-universal-

producer.
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Now the question arises whether +his new version of
Marxiem, which is supposedly more suited to present day
reality, is indeed true to the traditions of Marxism. The
main problam with Goldmann's adaptation of Piaget arises
precisely because Goldmann does not seem to understand that
the spirit of a theory and the categories in which that
spirit is expressed are inseparable.34 The use of such
rerms ag 'survival', 'inherent tendencies', and 'equili-
brium‘,35 which carry connotations of uncontrollable, and
therefore non-moral, human drives, effectively removes the
essential alemant of moral responsibility contained in the
Marxist concept of functionality. Thus, in one sense it
merges facts and values and in another sense ssparauves
them, for there is no room here foxr that evaluation of
humen behaviour and meanings that one finds in Marxism,
but only for their explanation. Norx is this a realist
theory in the sense that Marxism is: the only realities
here are the practical ones of the environment and the
human need to adapt to it both physically and psycholo-
gically in the interests of survival. Realism here is
intellectual pragmatism.

Furtharmore, there is a vast difference between
Lukfcs's stress upon consciousness and Goldmann's ostensibly
similar intention, for where Lukécs remains faithful to the
spirit of Marxism while concentrating upon one aspect of it,

Goldmann does not. By taking as his starting point a certain

innete human drive, adaptation to the real, Goldmann re-
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places the selfcreated and selfcreating subject of Marxism
with the constant object of positiviem (See Al), and his
postulation of a tendency towards transcendence (See A3)
doss little to remedy the matter.

There 1s a passage in 'The Revolt of Arts and Letters
in Advanced Civilizations' which clearly reveals Goldmann's
respact for positiviem and his understanding of it as the
expression of an essential dimension of humanity, an atti-
tude quite unlike modern Marxism's appraisal of it as the
epistemological expression of an unhuman will to dominate.
This passage also suggests that it is Goldmann's inten-
tion in his three characteristics of human behaviour to
tempar pragmatism (Al) with idealism (A3), to synthesize
adaptation to the real (Al) and creation of an ideal (A3),
to blend positivism (Al) with dialectics (A3). Unfortu-
nately, juxtaposition does not make a synthesis, just a
contradiction - as the following extract illustrates:

Traditionally, during the entire
history preceding our contemporary
gocieties {and probably also in the
present and the future, although
these things are not as clear), man
has definad himself in terms of two
fundamental dimensions in which his
psychic l1ife and his behaviour develop:
the tendency to adapt to the real, and
the tendency to overcome the real to-
ward the possible - towards a beyond
which men must create by their be-
haviour.

Adaptation to the real is an essen-
tial function for the individual as
much as for social groups. Such adapta-

tion, however, tends to create equili-
bria which threaten to becoma static.
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Until now society always changed due
not only to the action of the indivi-
dusls and groups composing it but
aleo to external influences. Thus,
wall before it was attained (usually
a8 it was only being approached), agui-
1ibration was no longer adapted to the
resl problems of social life; and men
csme to be oriented toward a differsnt
and often higher equilibrium.
Although I cannot pursue the point -
T will say that the possible is the
fundamental cateygory for comprehanding
humsn history. The great difference
betwaen positivist and dialectical
soclology consists precisaly in the
fact that whersas the former is con-
tent to develop the moet exact and
meticulous possible photography of the
existing society, the latter tries toO
isolate the potential consciousness
in the soclety it studies: the poten-
£ial (virtuelles), developing ten-
dencies oriented toward overcoming
that society. In short, the first
triss to give an account of the func-
tioning of the existing structura-=
tion, and the second centers on the
possibilities of varying and trans-
forming §%cial consciousness and

reality.
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We notice that the two dimensions of humanbeing men-
tioned in paragraph one reduce to one in paragraph two
where tha tendency to transcend reality is shown to be a
qusstion of altering one's adaptation to reality in
accordance with an alteration in that reality. Yet the
whole tenor of the passage and the use of such words as
lovercoming', 'a beyond', and 'higher egquilibrium’ make
it clear that Goldmann does not intend his conception of

transcandence to be merely Piaget's notion of accommodation

and & counter to stasis.
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Dagpite Goldmann's attempts to avoid a statlic situs-
tion, one is reminded of a type of gtructuralism not
previously mentioned here - structural functionalism - for
hig theory seams in some ways to be a psychological variant
of this., There is the same concern with maintaining
equilibrium, the sams understanding of function in terms
of this, the same avcidance »f =wthical judgments and
implicit justification of the status quo, the same impli-
cation of consensus and lack of conflict theory, the same
mode of explanation in terms of an eternally valid external
reference point that differs completely from the Marxist
method of immsnent analysis of phenomena in their historical
individuality.

Parhaps Goldmann's primary error is his indiscriminate
eclecticism. He begins with Marx's conception of man as a
producer who creates both himself and his world. Ignoring
the instrumental aspect and concentrating upon rational .
transformation, or what would now ne called the social
construction of reality, he offers us a version of tnie
procass that derives from the learning theory of a
gstructural psychologist. He then borrows from an organic
modsl the idea of homeostasis {optimum equilibrium) as a
survival mechanism and from an evolutionary model the
notion of sdaptation tc the environment as a further means
oy survival, and he transfexs these, too, to the sphere
of human consciousnesla37 At this level two of the three

lawe governing the Hegelian dialectic become operative,
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that of negativity and that of the change from quantity

to gquality. Here, Goldmann reverts to Marx's account of
factors affecting changes in forms of soclal organisation
and stresses their role in effecting changes in the
organisation of social consciousness. To lend this amalgam
its final oddity, there is the use throughout of ths voca-
bulary of the psychologist and the overtonas of Frcuéi@nism.zg
Eclecticism and modernisation have not provided an updated
Marxism but a travesty of the original. The attempt to
synthegize two different models of man - that is, man
defined metaphysically in terms of an essential nature,
which is to be selfdetermining, and man defined positi-
vistically as driven by uncontrollable psychological

forcas - simply does not come off.
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CHAPTER 10

CULTURAL CREATION

In discussing Goldmann's understanding of what it means
to be human and the debt that his theory owes to Plaget,

I suggested several reasons why Goldmann may prefer his

i i;; adaptation of Piaget to the more traditional versions of
Marxism, and T pointed out several respects in which his
theory is both different from, and less satisfactory than,
i T“; orthodox Marxism. I have up to now reglected the crucial
question of how successful Goldmann has been in adding a

soc.ological dimension to what is essantially a psycholo-

é‘ ”ﬂﬁ gical theory, mainly because Goldmann himself only comes to
f{i grips with this guestion of group or class consciousness -
;fi if, indeed, he can be said to come to grips with it at
ﬁjﬁ 21l - when he narrows his field of interest to cultural
B creation.

'}%? Goldmann's theory of cultural creation is essentially
o an attempt to reconcile the dimensions of individual crea-
'  tion and social determinism; but I shall argue that as
e regards the former, he confuses criteria of sociological
significance with literary criteria, and that as regards
the latter, the lack of a clearly formulated theory is
betrayed by & general amorphousness.

In conslidering Goldmann's theory of cultural creation

in this chapter, I shall begin by examining in turn these

two related aspects - his construction of a literary

34l
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theory that integrates creative freedom with social dater-
minism, cohersnce with correspondence, and his soziological
adaptation of Piaget., My discussion of these issuses will
draw largely on Golémann's article 'ncenetic Structuralism"
in the Sociology of Literature', since this represents one
of his rare attempts to present a comprehensive account

of his position.

Now, Goldmann's success or failure in these two areas
is largely dependent upon the acceptability of his altered
understanding of stratified society, which is in turn
dependent upon his modified interpretation of contemporxary
capitalism. I intend to show here that in his analysis of
cultural devalopments as post-capitalistic, Marxist mate-
risalism is replaced by romantic idealism, and class con-~
flict gives way to the implication of community and con-
gensus, leaving no satisfactory explanation for ideology.

1 shall show how this failure relates to Goldmann's attempt
to distinguish two different types of ideology - one with
unacceptable sociological and political overtones, the
other a peychological phenomenon - and to an inadequate
accouvat of both of these.

This chapter points ahead in that it paves the way for
my critique of the inconsistencies in Goldmann's theory of
the novel by showing the lack of a solid theoratical
foundation in the more general area of cultural creation
a8 & whole, and it points backwards in reinforcing what I

suggested in Chapter 9 - that Goldmann's structuralism,
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far from enhancing his Marxism, actually undermines it,

replacing an holistic parspective that sess things in their

historical context with a reductive methodology that sesks

s single universal factor in human activity.

Goldmann's commitment to the concept of totality

results in a rejection of any geparation batween the laws

governing cultural activity and those operating in every
other sphers of human behaviour. The whole point of
Goldmann's statement of the three characteristics of human
behaviour discussed in Chapter 9 is to provide a univer-
sally applicable general hypothesis which will account for
the special qualities (fxrom the point of view of the
critic) and status (from the point of view of the society
involvad) of cultural creat.ion, especially literary
czaationgl

One must at this point predict a problem and indicate
a certain finesse. As regards the problem it is usual when
working from the general to the specific to distinguish
by difference. What Goldmann is proposing to do, howeverx,
is to account for the specific in terms of its univer-
sality. This effectively ignores whatever it is that
constitutes the unigueness of this particular form of
the gsneral. This intention rests upon a reductive pre-
cenception which is quite different from that Marxist-
structuralist interpretation of the totality that Gold-

mann usaes elsewhere to support the rigorously holistic
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method of genetic structuralism, namely, the belief that
meaning resides in the relation between eleaments and that

explanation reguires a knowledge of the context. His

account in The Hidden God is perfectly orthodox:

I set out from the fundamental prin-
ciple of dialectical materialism, thatc
the knawledge of empirical facts re~
mains abstract and superficial so long
a8 it is not made concrete hy its in-
tegration into a whole; and that only
this act of integration can enable us
to go besyond the incomplete and ab-
stract phenomenon in order to arrive
at its concrete essence, and thus,
implicitly, at its meaning. I thus
maintain that the ideas and work of an
author cannot be understood as long as
we remain on the level of what he wrote,
or even of what he read and what in-
fluenced him. Ideas are only a partial
aspect of a less abstract reality:
that of the whole living man. And in
his turn, this man is only an element
in a whole mads up of the social group
to which he belongs. An idea which he
expresses or a book which he writes
can acquire their real meaning for us,
and can be fully understood, »nly when
they are seen as integral parts of his
life and mode of behaviour. Moreover,
it often happens that the mode of
behaviour which enables us to under-
stand a particular work is not that of
the author himself, but that >f a whole
social group; and, when the work with
which we are concerned is of particular
importance, this behaviour is that of a
whole social class.?

AN | e AT ST L T 1 L 3ok e o -

v en

24 o

in '"Genetic Structuralism® in the Sociology of Lite-
rature', however, he offers in support of his holism a
version of the linguistic analogy upon which so many forms
of structurslism are based, and falls into that most
unsatisfactory of structuralist positions - the reduction

of all phenomena to a common denominator.
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I have said that genstlc structural-
ism i1 above all & rigorously holistlc
position. This is why, just as it
reajects any separation betwsen history
and soclology, 1t also cannot accept &
radical separation bstween the funda-
mental laws of creative bshaviour within
the cultural sphere, and those which
govern the everyday bshaviour of all men
in social and economic life. Thess laws,
to the extent that they exlst (and it ls
one of the tasks of socdlology to bring
them to light), apply as much to the
sctivity of the workman, craftsman or
tradesman in the sxercise of his occu-
pation or in his family life as they do
to Racine or Claudel at the times when
they are composing their writings. Of
cour-e there are, within the framework
of very gensral laws, specific charac-
teristics and laws appropriate to the
behaviour of particular social groups,
and this increasing specificity can be
carried very far. However, it appears
to me specially important to begin by
formulating universal laws of behaviour,
in order to see to what extent, starting
from them, ona can account for the
special status possessed by cultural
sctivity, and particularly by litsrary
cresation, in social life 18 a whole.

Hera I have to insert a parenthesis.

T think, in fact, that to try to under-
stand cultural activity outside the
totality of life in ths society in
which it is developed is just as futiie
an anterprise as trying to detach, not
provisionally and for the needs of
study, but fundamentally and for good,
e word from a sentence and & sentence
from an utterance. I1If you agree that
this is wrong, I think it also

follows that statements cannot be
validly studisd by separating them
from the individuel who formulates
them or by separating this indivi-
dusl from the socio-historicel rela-
tions in which he is involved. Thus
eny radicsl (or gquasi-radical) dualism
or pluralism in one's approsch to

the differsnt areas of human be-
haviour strikes me as guestionable,
gnd condemned in advance as leading

to & partial and discordant image of
the reality cf human bshaviour.
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Now let me resume. Underneath all
genetic structuralist studies in the
ares of cultural activity, there is
the hypothesis that thare is & uni-
verssl characteristic which is valid
for all human bshaviour and this
charsacteristic must be able to account
for the very special attributes with
which certain forms of cultural be-
haviour are credited, not only by
aritics but by ths same agsigties in
which they are developed.

In this extract, while Goldmann offers some argument
in support of his contention that & ‘dualism or pluralism

in one's approach to the different areas of human be-

haviour' ie questionable, he offers no argument to bolster
his hypothesis that a universal characteristic of human

behaviour must bs able to account for the uniqueness of

specific forms of cultural activity, particularly
literary creation. He merely intermingles his discussion
of these two issues, the holistic and the reductive, a
mathodological precept and a theoretical preconception,
and this is where the finesse occurs, for ons is lad to
believe that the analogy which legitimates the foxmer also
leagitimates the latter.

The unarticulated preconception here that accounts
for this hypothesis is the belief that creative activity
iz the human activity par Qxcellonca,4 the form of be-
heviour which epitomises the esssntial nature of humanity,
which, we recsll, is to adapt to reality by constructing
meaning and striving for coherence. If so, than Goldmann
hes certainly achleved an interesting reversal of the

ususl issus: we no longer have to seek the special quality
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that distinguishes art from advertising, but rather to
pinpoint what inadsquacy in advertising makes it & less
than ideal human activity.

We also have an answer here to the quastion of how one
is to sccomplish the act of definition (and thereby of
distinction) that must precede the gearch for common factors
in different Fforms of human activity. Obviously, in order
+o discover what art and advertising have, or do not have,
in common, one must £irst be able to recognize both of
them. As onse might expect from Goldmann's reductive
attituds, his answer to this problem of distinguishing
cultural from everyday activities is a matter of degree
rather than difference.

We recall that human behaviour is characterised by the
tendency to createcoherent structures of significance.
Incredibly, & crucial qualification of this point is
appended in & footnote in which Goldmann tells us that all
men tend to creste significant structures, that all members
of & single social group tend to create the same signi-
ficant structures, and that all members of 'certain select
groups' tend to create the same, totally inclusive signi-
#icent structurss that he calls ‘'world views'. What
distinguishes cultural activity is its more or less cohe-
rent realisation of that global significant structure
towards which all the members of a 'certain social group’
are tgnd$mq.5

what we have here is an ingenious attempt at echieving

(LW
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s synthesis of the aesthetlc ideal of coherence and the
social ideal of correspondence, with a sophisticated twist
in that what ig demanded ie not correspondencs to soma
sbsolute reality but to a socially specific construction
of reallity. Where Lukécs resorted to prescriptiveness,
Goldmsnn espouses relativism - in theory, that is.

Two problems must be indicated here. Firstly, cul-
tursal sctivity is distinguished by a broad descriptive
criterion that is also an evaluative one. Now, if we con-
ceds the dubious point that art differs from advertising
by virtus of its degree of coherence, how does literature
differ from philosophy? The answer is that for Goldmann
it does not.s Furthermore, if one uses an evaluative
criterion teldigtinquish between activities, one cannot
. "fectively use the same criterion within a particular
activity. So in terms of this there is presumably no good
art and bad art, but only art and non-art: Goldmann's
concept of coherence is useless for the purpose of fine
discriminations of kind or quality.

if we refer back to the passage from The Hidden God

quoted on page 344, we find evidence of a further problem
attached to Goldmann's two critaria, coherence and corre-
spondence, in the last few lines, where he tells us that
the 'important' work is the most representative work.
That is to say, it is the work that is explicable purely
in terms of the common distinguishing characteristics of

an sntire social class: it is the work that is the least




349

individual or idlosyncratic in its underlying worldview.

Thare can be little doubt that by 'important' Goldmann

means 'of sociological significance', but does this imply

that only coherence is a literary criterion, while corre~

R LT

spondence - unlike Lukacs's realism - is marely an axpla-
ratory device and a soclological standard?
If cohersnce measures literary quality and corre-

spondence measures sociological significance, we arrive at

a position that reinforces my contention that Goldmann's
criteris distinguish art and non-art, but not good and bad
art, for we now have a class - art - whose members are not
evaluated as art (that is, in terms of their membership in
that class) but only as regards their importance (that is,
in terms of the requirements of a different class altogether,
the sociologically significant). This is not very different
from the position adopted by the dogmatic Marxists discussed
in Part I.

Morsover, if we examine these criteria - coherence and
correspondence - & little further, we find that they
sctually converge, that a work is coherent only when it
corresponds to the collective consciousness, 8O that
coharence is neither a description of a cultural work, nor
an sesthetic standard, but a measure of sociological
significance and an explanatory device. In The Hidden God
Goldmann distinguishes between accidental and essential
elemants in a work and accidental and essential works in a

writer's opus in terms of coherence. He associates the

[ ————— —- - . W
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saccidental with individuality and blographical explanation,
and the essential with the group consciousnsss and socio-
logical sxplanation. Only the essential, the collective,
the socially determined will constitute a coharent whole,
in other words, coherence equals correspondence. Nox is
cohersncs always the doing of the writer, it seams, for in
editing out the accidental, it is the critic that perfects
the correspondence and the coherence of the work and the
opus.

We are left, therefore, with no literary criteria at
gll, but only two measures of sociological significance.
In fact, we are not even left with a means of diatinguishing
betweaen art and non-art, for if ‘coherent real ' gation of
that global mignificant structure towarls whichk all thes
members of a certain social group are tend;ng'7 defines
cultural creation, and if the critic has carte blanche to
eliminate and organise material in order to ach’ave such a
coherent realisation, then, presumably, he could make a
work of art out of the complete opug of an advertising
copywriter. Goldmann seems to have painted himself into a
corner from which he makes 2 weak attempt to escape when
he assures us that 'aesthetically satisfying' works will
never turn out to be accidental, individual, non-coherent,
ox n@mac@xgnn@@ndimq.ﬁ

I have been dealing with the first of two important
and interrelated aspects of Goldmann's theory of cultural

crestion, his sttempt to synthesize the aesthetic and the
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gocial, coherance and correspondence, and I have shown how
he actually eliminates the dimension of craative freedom.
T want to look now at the second aspect, that is, Gold-
mann's attempt to add a sociological gloss to his anthro-
pological-type theory, showing how hie projectad synthesis
falls st the level of social determinism as wall. In

approaching the same field from a different angle a cartain

smount of repstition is unavoidable; a certain amount of
contradiction may also arise, because Goldmann is contra-
dictory.

What emerges from the footnote discussed on Page 347
is firstly, that social group membership is the signifi-
cant factor as regards human consciousness, secondly, that
thers is a collective consciousness specific to particular
social groups, and thirdly, that cultural creation is the
realisation at an individual level of a group phenomenon,
the subjective perfection of an inter-subjective project.
As I have suggested Lefore, it would seem to be Goldmann's
intention to give due weight to both the social and the
individual dimensions of creativity in the interests of
his synthetic theory. Accordingly, while his artist is
in soma (&s yet unexplained) way not entirely mentally
free, thare is &t the sams time, in this particular
formulation, no reductive denigration of the role of the
individual artistic imagination in the process of creation.

The most striking thing here is the vagueness of the

refarences to social groups and the resultant amorphousness
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of any ssciel@gieal.significamcea Goldmann's phrase-

ology suggests concerted action in response to some innex
compulsion rather than the more usual Marxist understanding
of the relation between being and consciousnsss. Consa-
quently, there is no explanatlon why members of a specific
group should create the same structures, nor why a parti-
cular group should create this worldview rather than any
othar. That this lack of specificity with regard to the
crucial question of social groups and/or classes is not

an isolated occurrence is shown by the extract from The

Hidden God reproduced on Page 344, for the same deficiency

prevails there.

The inadequacy of Goldmann's account of stratified
gsociety may be attributed to his attempt to modernise Marx
in the belief that the structure of what he calls or-
ganisational capitalism so differs from the form of
capitalism that Marx knew, that it requires a2 different
understanding. Consequently. Goldmann largely ignores an
essential element of Marx's concept of structure, that is,
the idea that the interdependence of the parts can only
be understood properly within the framework of the notion
of a fundamental social contradiction.

Now if one holds that 'the Vestern proletariat, far from
remaining alien to the reified society and opposing it
58 & revolutionary force, has, on the contrary, become
integrated into it to a large deqree'g, iz, that is, one

eradicates the class conflict characteristic of bourgeois




society, one eliminates not only material differences, but
differances of consciousness. One has deprived oneself of
the Marxist explanation for the relation between class and
consciousnass and its understanding of the concept of
ideology, and one is then left with the sort of romantic

ideal of community and consensus that Goldmann's three

characteristice of human behaviour tend to implyalg

Howaver,while Goldmann is prepared tc revise Marx's
account of bourgeois society, he is not prepared to dis-
pense entirely with the notion of class. 1In '"Genetic
Structuralism” in the Sociology of Literature' we find aa
attempt to explain what he means by 'certain select groups’
and 'a certain social group' that play dacisive roles in
the initiation and development of worldviews:

... we must make a further distinction,
in terms of their importance for cul-
tural creation, between two different
types of social groups and two corre-
sponding collective consciousnesses -
first, all the groups such as fami-
l1ies, occupational groups, etc., which
are concerned, in terms of collective
behaviour, oriy with improving parti-
cular positions within a given social
structure. I will call the collective
consciousness which corresponds to
them an ideological consciouaness,
in so { as it has a restricted charac-
ter specific to the group, and since
material interests, in the more or
lass narrow sense of the term, often
play by far the preponderant role in it.
Secondly, there are particular social
groups whose consciousness, feelings
and behaviour are taken up with some
wholesale reconstitution of all kinds
of ralationships between men and rela-
tionships between men and nature, or
elss with maintaining the existing
social structure in its entirety. This
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comprshensive view of human relations
and of ralations betwaen men and the
universe implies the possibility (and
very often the active presenca) of an
ideal of humanity. It is this which
inclines me to distinguish it from the
type of collective consciousness which
I have called ideological by attaching
to it the term "world view".

It i8 necaessary to add that very often
in this last type of collective con-
sciousness, though material interests
naturally continue to play an important
role in the articulate development of
concern for unity and coherence, such
concern takes a far mors important place
than it does in the ideological type of
social construction.

To conclude, the decisive factor in
cultural activity is constituted by
world views and by the social groups in
which they originated and were developed
(which were, for at least a very long
psriod of Yestern history, social
classes) .t

This brief account is not cnly inadequate but extremely
irritating, for several reasons. Firstly, having used the
first two paragraphs to distinguish the two kinds of sccial
group in terms of the motivation that accounts for their
different consciousnesses, Goldman uses the third paragraph
to blur that distinction and make it a question of »>ropor-
tion. Secondly, since Goldmann gives no examples of what
wae may call the Type B group, we are left to our own
inferences. Thirdly, he does not clarify the relation be-
tweean Type A and Type B groups. Since every member of a
Typs B group must also be a member of a Type A family
group, groups A and B would seem toO overlap: Type A
sppears to bs a substantive systerm of classification, while

Type B is a theoretical or analytical one, but this is far




355

from clear. Nor are matters helped by Goldmann'e post-
script = in a bracket, no less - to the effect that 'for
st lasst a very long period of Western history' the groups
"in' which worldviews developed were social slassas.lz
Thie is surely deliberately evasive.

Oon the basis of this particular text one might well
infer that Type B refers to an intellectual élite who also
happen to belong to a particular social clasg. In terms
of Goldmsnn's distinction, it follows that the concern of

13 o reconstruct or preserve man's ralation to

this group
his world is most likely to be a purely theorstical exercise,
and & vast gap opens up between the ethical idealist and
the practical revolutionary, who would presumably fall under
s Typs A occupational group and be concerned only with
improving his material position and not with fulfilling a
humeanistic ideal or achieving a coherent worldview, although
Goldmann's qualification in the th.ixd paragraph may allow
for hie using such an ideal or worldview to bolster his
embitions.

This interpretation smacks of an elitist divin‘.onl4 of
the world into a mass of short-sighted workers with a
store of practical, everyday, recipe knowledge, plus a
desire to better themselves materially. and a small group
of v&ni@naxf thinkers and artists, driven by a psycholo-
gical need, who bulild theoretical systems and symbolic
univarses of meaning which are informed by a humanistic

ideal yet are, somehow, at least partially determined by
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thair real situation in a stratified society. But since
this last is not elaborated upon, the gquestion of the
validity of these systems of meaning does not, and cannot,
srise. The disparity between such a conception and that

of orthodox Marxism scarcely needs to be underlined. This

is quits unlike Lukédca's ides of the dependence of realism
(or correspondence) upon participation. Pyschological
idealism replaces materialism, and we have an odd version
of & class conflict existing purely in worldviews.

In other formulations Goldmann produces a variant of
this that will be familiar to any student of romantic

Literary criticism - a conception of the creator as the

highpoint of consciousness of his time that is reminiscent
of one of Lukéca's explanations for realistic insight.

Thus, the writer does not reflect

the Conscience Collective, as the tra-
ditional line of positivist mechanistic
sociology maintained, but, on the con-=
trary, advances very considerably the
degres of structural coherenca which
the collective consciousness itself has
go far attaines only in a rough and
ready fashion. Thus the work con-
gtitutes a collective achievement
through the individual consciousness
of its creator, an achievement which
will afterwards reveal to the group
what it was moving towards ‘without
knowing it' in its g&uan, its feelings,
end its behaviour.!

The artist has the task of actualising and articulating
the conscil 'usness of his lesser classmates, giving them
insight into themsslves. Again there is an élitist atti-

tude towards the writer, and again Goldmann significantly
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svolds sny reference to an external reality, so that poten-
tim)l consciousnsss here is not what Lukécs means by the
term, and Goldmann's wrxiter, unlike Habermas's soclologist,
is the very opposite of a modezn Marxist libarator, for,
far from dispelling false consciousness, he perfects it =
unless ons adopts & total relativism and squates raal
consciousness with truthﬁlé
Thers is, of courss, &n alternative and perhaps more
likely resding, namely, that by Type B groups Goldmann
neans soclal classas, " . pretacion supported by other
Goldmsnn texts, but if ¢t . is Goldmann's meaning, then

his a@@@untl7

is still unacceptable.

Socisl stratification is not a simple issue, but
perhaps I can indizate briefly some of the peculiarities in
Goldmenn's snalysis. Social classes have traditionally
peen distinguished in terms of such economic criteria as
incoma, occupation, and education, although a more sophis-
ticated version that allows for variation in status and
power &s well speaks of & common lite-situation.ls All
agres that the notion of class rests upon objective bases
that may bs swamarised in terms of relationships of
inferiority and superiority as regacds access to scarce
goods, which includes both material and immaterxial, or
peychic, sstisfactions.

In "he firset place, therefore, it 1is difficult to

sccapt & categorisation of social groups which distinguishes

LT
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wnly used indices, occu-

clase from one of its moet comn

pation, and from its most significant component elansnt,

the family. In the sscond place, it is difficult to con-

ceive of the notion of class without any objective

kA LLY

foundation. While Marx did insist that & common objective
situation within the productive systenm is not sufficlent
to constitute & class and that a complementary subjective

consciousness of common interests is nesded bafore & class

e L G DAL L. T LTI L

pecomes & community, this is a far cry from Goldmann's

Y W g

idealistic and romantic account of class and class con-

gsciousnaess.
By idealistic, I mean that Goldmann distinguishca

B ANy e b R

between classes purely in terms of shared worldviews,

which fall into one of two broad categories - the conser-
vative or the revolutionary - and ignores the quedtion of

s common objective situati n from which these develop. By
romsntic, I mean his view of social class as a group not
really concerned with material interests, but motivated

by & psychological desire for 1 coherent world-picture
which includes an ethical ideal of humanity that accordingly
directs the class's interests towards the preservation or
transformation of the social structura.

While his idealism leaves him unable to explain dif-
fsrences in worldviews, his romanticism presuppcses a
dagree of consclousness and altruism in all men that is
highly implausible, for if Type B groups are not an

intellectual alite but social classes, then every member of




359

soclety must surely belong to a Type B group, and must £it
the description given, that is, they must be concerned to
perpstuate or revolutionize the existing structurs in
accordance with an ideal.

Goldmann's strange conception of the nature of social
class, as dgpendgnt upon shared constructions of reality
and divorcaed from material interests ox objective situa-
tions, has the unacceptable conssquence of affecting an
artificial dichotomy between the pragmatic everyday maan-
ings used by men in thelir practical roles as fathers and
workers and those idsalistic theoretical systems of meaning
that they supposedly construct in their alternative identity
as clase members. On a human level, this schizophrenic
concsption doss violence to what Goldmann t...es such pains
to emphasize, the tendency toward consistency. On the
sociological level, it implies a separation between theory
and praxis which also contradicts what Goldmann has gone
to great lengths to establish, their inseparability.
Neither the non-materialism nor the paration of thecory
and praxis accord with Marxism.

Having suggested two possible interpretations of
Goldmann's theaory of social class, neither of which is
satisfactory, I should like now to offer an explanation
for the inadequacy of his theory and its violation of basic
Marxist doctrines.

1& sesms to me that what Goldmann is attempting here

48 to distinguish between two forms of ideology, between
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'ideology' in the pejorative Marxist sense of 'dslusions'’
and 'ideology' in the neutral sense of 'social construc-
tions of rsality' used by Berger and Luckmann,lg batween &
false consciousness with a material basis and a relative

eplstemology with a psychological fuction.
andrﬂtepiézo Mannheim makes a similar

In his Ideology

distinotion between the sgecialeparticularaevaluativa and
the gensralat@tglan@navaluative kinds of ideology, but,
unlike Goldmann, he associates the latter with the socially
unattached intelligentsia, who, because of their minimal
involvement in seconomics and politics, are able to achieve
a coherent, dynamic, relative synthesis of partial and
partisan psrspectives, and it is the former that are either
conservative or revolutionary.

Now, as wa have seen with Lukécs, rigid adherence to
ths Marxist theory of ideology entails either complete re-
jection of all bourgeois literature ox unconvincing theore-
tical contortions in order to preserve the favoured few.

On the other hand, the problem with Mannheim's analysis,
from Goldmann's point of view, is that it does away with

the essential Marxist aesthetic doctrine of at least part 1
class-related determinism.

In attempting to avoid both extremes, Goldmann produces
sn ambiguous formulation that almost coincides with Mann-
heim's sxcept that the complete non-alignment of the intel-
ligentsia ylelds to the implication of some undefined re-

lationship betwasn this group and soccial class. Thus,
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bescsuse Goldmann reserves the term rideclogical', together

with all its unpleasant overtones, for the partial and par-
ticulax mataﬁxal@interestadetermine& consciousness of

Type A groups, the coherent, global, idealistic worldviews

asgoclated with Type B groups avoid the stigma of the

labsel 'ideology' while somehow maintaining their social

location.
Since it is these non-ideological worldviews that £ind

expression in literature, the utility of such a conception
for a Marxist critic facing bourgeois literature is clear.
A work based upon & worldview that is altruistically con-

cernad with the possibilities for human selfrealisation

inherent in a particular form of social structure is far

more acceptable, however mistaken its ideals, than one

that expresses unexamined ideoloygical precepts designed

to further the egoistic aspirations of a Type A group.

7o summarise the discussion this far: whether one

bagins with an analysis of the terms
d correspondence), Or

of Goldmann's

attempted synthesis (coherence an

whether one starts with an examination of his notion of

cultural creation and its foundation (the relation between

society and the individual consciousness as expresaed in
the same conclusion -

His

the literary work), one arrives at

Goldmann's theory is essentially unsatisfactory.

spparent 1iberalism boils down to dogmatism and his dog-

metism is without & supportive material foundation. From

the point of view of the literary critic, he fails to come
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to grips with the ilssus of 1iterariness, and from the point
of view oi the Marxist sociologist, he fails to provide

an adequate explanation for the gocial component in indi-
vidual creation. Goldmann's theory is not really a soclo-
logy of literature, but a sociology of knowledge in the
broadast definition of that field - hence his concern with
worldviews.

central to Goldmann's theory of cultural creation is
his understanding of the worldview, but this concept raises
more questions than it answers. Apart from such specific
problems as why worldviews should develop in social classes
rather than in other social collectivities, and whether we
must expect to find a single worldview per class, there is
the all-important and primary matter of the ontological
status of a worldview, the guestion of whether it exists in
the consciousness of a social group., or whether it is the
ideal-type construct of the theorist, a model used as an
analytic tool and as such of indubitable utility for under-
standing, but not to be thought of as an actually existent
consensual ‘'picture’.

Goldmann displays his usual inconsistency on this topic.
in The Hidden God he asks 'What is a world vision? It is
not an immediate empirical fact, but a working hypo-
thesis ...'21 Yet two paragraphs later he writes:

It would be wrong however to look
upon this world vision as a meta-

physical concept or as one belonging
purely to the realm of speculation.

R




On the contrary it forms the malin
concrete aspact of a phanomanon
which sociologists have bsen trying
to describe for s numbaer of years
under the name gf the collective
consclousnass.?

In its first meaning, the worldview as a means of
smalysingunderlying literary structures is no innovation:
it hag a long and respectable history in literary criti-
cism. As regards lts second meaning, E@glet@n23 has cxritli-
cised what he calls the naive historicism of Harx's con-
ception of & unitary worldview and maintains that Lukécs,
too, thinkes in epochal rather than class terms; Goldmann's
theory, then, could be seen as an attempt to put right this
failing by positing class-related worldviews rather than a

‘single system of ideas, the product of the ruling class,

which forms the reality of a society.

Now, within the context of orthodox Marxism, the ques-
tion is whsther this leaves room for Marx's false con-
sciousness or Lukdcs's mendacious consciousness. Two
further problems are how one is to reconcile oppositional
writing, such &s bourgeois realism, with Goldmann's defini-
tion of cultural creation in terms of correspondence, and
how these ideas fit into Goldmann's relativism. Goldmann
cannot simply assume traditional Marxist answers to these
problem areas; the altered nature of his theory requires
new answers or some indication of how and why the old
gnswars ere still relavant. Perhaps it is these consi-
darations that account for the fact that in his theory
of the novel Goldmann reverts to that concept of a global

fslsas consciousness, & single ideological worldview -
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that arises out of his vision of contemporary capltaliem -

plus an inexplicable critical consciousness.

Tf Goldmann's theory, as & Marxist theorxy, is inferilor
to that of Marx and Lukécs in these respects, there ls one
aspect in which it represents an advance over thalr ldeas,

or, at lsast, a move in the right direction.

The main advantage of Goldmann's idea of the literary

work &s presenting in its most coherent form the worldview

of the group or class to which the writer belongs, as
compared with the more usual Marxist conception of ideclogy,
ig tha attitude towards the real which follows upon it.
Previous Marxist analyses discussed here have seen litera-~
turs as & reflaction, however mediated or distorted, of a

given real. That is, they presuppose 2a knowable reality, a

S G e e e M

resl referent, to which ideology stands in a relation of

deformation. Literature, then, either mirrors this defor-

mation or reveals the reality behind the ideology through
some process of dissociation, transcendence, or distan-
tiati@n.24 As we have seen, this necessarily involves the

% | ﬁi unsatisfactory notion of a transcendent critic with a ‘true’
i interpretation of reality who judges literature in terms of
an extre-literary criterion of correspondence.

Now Goldmann's conception of & worldview, which sees
ideology in the non-pejorative sense of that word as &
gocial construction of reality and literature as tha per-
fgction of such & construction, stresses the fictiveness of

ell versions of reality as well as of literaturs. There
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is no privileged access to reality presumed here. Litera-
ture refers back ﬁat to some objectively existing real,
put to & subjectively constituted gymbolic universe. Thus
he might have avoided the reification inherent in realism
and opened the way for internal coherence, an aesthetic

criterion, to displace external correspondence as the

prime literary value.

Although Goldmann, unforturately, does not exploit to
the full the potentiality of this approach, but, as I have
indicated above, allows the demand for corrsspondence to
overcome the criterion of coherence, there is still a
significant difference in status between the worldview with
which Goldmann proposes to interpret & work and the parti-
cular interpretation of reality that Luké&cs brings to bear
upon all works. Ideally, the former ia a flexible construct
deriving partly from the work itself and partly from the
ideology of the group in which the work was produced, while

the latter may be completely external to both. 1 say

rideally’ because in Goldmann's account of the novel we
shall see the gap between his liberal theory and his
prascriptive practice.

It is the structuralist dimension in Goldmann's thought

that accounts for this development, for where Marxist
sesthetics seas the literary work as a symbol of an
historical reality, it is the structuralist who sees it as
s symbol of & particular reality that a society constructs

for itself. But, in the same way &% Goldmann's theory.
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in deviating from certhin bases of Marxism (such as itse
materialism and its denial of a universal human nature), fails
to provide an adequate foundation for those Marxist ideas
that he clings to (such as the gocial determinism of litera-
turs), so other inadequacies arise from hig failure to pur-
gue his structuralist inclinations gufficiently. Coldmann's
theory stresses one half of the Saussurean set of dichotomies
(langus, the signified, synchrony - the idealist-formalist
notions that apply primarily to a given system of social
mesnings), and he neglects the equally important, indeed
inseparable, other face of meaning - language and the indi-
vidual art of production. A greater concern with parole,
the signifier, and diachrony would introduce into the
Goldmannian theory the idea of language as & process of
ceassless productivity, as the medium for something beyond
the communication of socially pre-given meaning. This
would sllow him to core with poetry as well as the novel,
and would allow the idea of aesthetic coherence to stand
on its own feet instead of sliding into social correspondence.
He is enough of a Marxist to view language as transparent
and to concentrate upon what it means (interpretation) and
why (explanation), but in ignoring the question of how it
means (semio-structural analysis), Goldmann shuts the door
on &ll those benafits that should have derived from a
biend of structuralism with Marxism.

T want at this point to recall the prohlem with which

we began this section, the necessity for some synthesis

i ———
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of the literary thsories of reflection and creation, corre-
spondence and coherence - and their related methodologles,
genstic explanation and textual interpretation -~ that
would satisfy the orthodox Marxist's balief in some degree
of economic determinism as well as his respsct fox purely
aesthetic valuss.

We hava looked at Goldmann's variety of Marxism with
1ts theoretical stress on totality, identity, potential
consciousness, and dialectics, 2nd we have obssrved the
discrepancies between this and his theory of cultural
crestion as well as the discrepancies batween that theory
and his actual method. We have examined his anthropology .,
his psychology, and his sociology, with their emphasis upon
the class-related yet altruistic construction of coherent,
coneistent, global structures of significance, showing how
he violates the bases of Marxism. We have seen how litera-
ture relates to the above as the individual perfection of
the transindividual tendency, noting how Goldmann faile to
meintein the difficult balance between freedom and deter-
minism., We have discussed the notions of class, ideology.,
and worldview upon which this theory rests, pointing out
thalr deficiencies in terms of Marxism and simyle con-
glstency. Finally we have cbserved the potential advantage
of Goldmann's theory as compared to that of Lukfcs, but also
how performance falls to live up to promise - thu theoretical
possibility of a synthesis between reflection (of class

worldview) and creation (coherent realisation of potential
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clags consclousness), correspondence (to class worldview)
and coherence (tha human and assthetlic criterion of valid-
ity) , doese not quite come off. In taking up Goldmann's
theory of the novel in ths next chapter, we shall see &
further discrepancy hetwsen theoretical speculation and

practical spplication.

[ ]




CHAPTER 11

THEQRY OF THE NOVEL

As a basis for his own sociology of the novel, Goldmann
turns Lukécs's early theory of the novel from an analysis of
a literary form to a critique of bourgecis soclety. His
maneouvres are essentially designed to explain bourgeois
critical realism, that anomalous phenomeron that constituted
the theorstical stumbling-block for Lukacs as well., Having
distinguished two types of novel, that which celebrates the
valuss of capitalism and that which appears to be in opposi-
tion to them, Goidmann must explain the relationship bstween
the latter and the collective conscilousness of bourgeois
society, because not only has he insisted that all cultural
crestion is & col” ~tive product, but his interpretation of
contemporary society posits a universal false consciousness.
Like Lukécs, Goldmann must either explain critical realism,
or discard the entire literary output of reified bourgeocis
society as ideology.

1 shall investigate hers the hypothesis that Goldmann
offers to rasolve thess problems, and the history of the
novel thet he produces in support of his hypothesis. This
will involve & discussion of his structuralist version of
s Marxist sociology of llitsrature, where I shall argue
thet his so-called structurallism is merely & question of
terminology and reduces ultimately to the most dogmatic
Marxist conception of art as a superstructural reflection
of tha base. I shall aiso discuss hers his fellure %o
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use those structuralist insights that would firstly, hava
reduced the inconsistency of his theory, and secondly,
have eliminated his major problem. BY this I mean, had
Goldmann adopted their precise analyses of tha component
elements of the novel, he would have avoided the confusion

of strvcture, form, and content that makes his alreal’

implistic history of the novel so difficult to undasrstand,
snd had he followed their exposition of the trus nature of
rezlism a8 a literary form, he would have seen that the
problam he is trying 80 tortuously to resolve -~ namely,
how critical realism can ke simultaneously determined,
reflective, yet free fron ..-iety's values - is actually
non~existent.

In general my rnalysis will have three aims: tO
interpret Goldmann': OIncepts, to consider the internal
consistency of his theory of the novel, and to consider its
coneistency with that general theory that we have already
looked at. As regards the first issue, I snall be con-
cerned with the meaning of Goldmann's ostensibly struc-
turalist terms and with his use of the concept of form;
ss regards thu second issue, I shall show that having
davised a theory of the novel whnse centrali point is the
glimination of subjectivity as a significant factor in
148 creation - whether this be the consciousnass of society
or of the writer - Goldmann contradicts himself and
reintroduces it; as regards the third issue, I shall

suggest that, despite the explicit intention of his general
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theory to allow for & structuralist understanding of the

dimension of creative fresdom, Goldman theory of thu
novel stresses & Marxist undexstanding of social deter-
miniem - although even here he cannot maintain a con-
sletent attitude.

Finally, in the second sactlon of this chapter, I shall
compars Goldmann's theory to more recent developments in
the area of Marxist structuralism - in particular, the
jdens of Roland Barthes - showing how insight into the part
played by languags, conventional forms, other texts, and
the readsr in the construction of meaning leads to & better

understanding of the extent to which literature is socially

determined.

1. Analysis of Goldmann's Theory of the Novel

in developing his sociology of the novel, Goldmann
begins by ettempting to define the novel as a literary
genra. To this end. he offers what purports to be an account

of the significant elements in Luk&cs's Theory of the Novel,

modified by certain ideas taker from René Girard, whose

theory, Goldmann claims, is very similar to that of Lukécs.
Goldmann is not concerned here with a faithful expo-

sition of Lukécs, but is using him as an unimpeachable

gource and unguestionable authority for his own theory.

He is paving ths way for the sociological hypothesis he

is sbout to offer us by presenting certain insights con-

tainsd in Lukdcs's historico-philosophical account of the
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evorution of the novel in a form that will justify his

contention that there is a correlation betwsen the history

of the novel form and the history of economic life in
Western socleties. In order to do this, Lukécs must be
sdapted so as to replace a psychological psrspective and
metaphysical overtones with social critique and athacal
implications -~ and this is where Girard comes in.

In Girard's approach Goldmann finds cartain elements
that are more suited to his purposes than the idealism and
the individualism of the young Lukdcs. By this I mean
firstly, that the basic Girardian distinction betwaen the
suthentic or ontological and the inauthentic or metaphysical
provides a terminology more compatible with Goldmann's
Marxist frame of reference than does the real-ideal,

essance-axistence dichotomy in Lukécs's early works, and

sscondly, that the introduction of Girard's concept of
medistization shifte to the social Lukdcs's emphasis on the
individusl. The Lukdceian idea of a discrepancy between
individual ideal and the real is replaced with an opposition
batwesn theory and social praxis, and the significance of
the hero's individual gquest for values is replaced by the
impotence of the individual in the face of certain eanviron-
mental festures, It is this subtle differsnce in perspec-
tive that Goldmann is trying to introduce into Lukdcs's
theory. Wheras Lukécs's history of the novel form focuses
on verious individual creative attempis at synthesizing

the life-rsal-concrete-ontological and the theory-abstract=-
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idesl-mataphysical poles, Girard analyses the noval as &
form that reflects the exlstence of thesa poles in the
social world. In other words, where Lukace stresses creative
freedom and is concerned with how the writer resolves the
problem inherent in his raw material, Girard stresses
determinism and is concerned with how the novael is a
characteristic product of the morally degraded world it re-
flects.

Goldmann's interpretation of Lukécs's theory of the
novel centres around this word 'degraded', & concept that
ig never defined and seems to be used in several different

senses. In Towards a Sociology of the Novel, Goldmann

writes that 'the novel is the story of a degraded seaxch, &
sasrch for acvthentic values in a world itself degraded’,
that 'the hero and his world are both degraded in relation
to suthsntic values', and that 'to the extent that the novel
is the imaginary creation of a world governed by universal
degradation, this supersession cannot itself ba other than
degraded, abstract, conceptua.l'.1

The word is obviously a catch-all for everything that
Coldmann rejects, for that whole complex of qualities that
Marxism associates with capitalism's brutalised nature,
sand so it stands in various instances for 'debased’,
'dehunanised’', 'eonventional', tindividualistic', 'ldea-
1istic', and so on. The problem is tha* & word which ought
to serve a dgnétati@e function is exploited for its

pejorative connotations, so that what appears tc ba &
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descriptive adjsctive is actually an unsupportad value
Judgment.

Goldmann's version of Lukacs's theory of the hero will
gerve to illustrate further his illegitimate manipulation
of both the original text and the reader's responses:

The demoniacal hero of the novel
ig & madman or & criminal, in any
casa, &8 I have said, a problematic
character whose degraded, and thersfore
inauthentic, search for authentic
values in a world of conformity and
convention constitutes the content of
th.s new lLiterary genre known as the
'noval' that writers cregtad in an
individualistic society.

Lukacs uses the word 'demonic' to suggest the complex idea
of something super-natural yet less than divine, something
more than real in the sense of an ideal, yet less than ideal
because unreal, hut, by equating 'demoniacal’ with madmen
and criminals, Goldmann suggests the meaning tpossessed by
avil spirita'. Where Lukacs uses the madman or the cri-
minal as the prototype of the hero of the novel in order to
{llustrate an extreme case of a discrepancy between the
individual's ideas and the world's realities - the ultimate
sxample of subjective personal meanings or values with no
objective social correlative - Goldmann makes of this
psychological classification an intellectual, moral, and
socisl judgment. Agein, in referxing to the hero as
problamatic, Lukacs is making a diagnosis of a personality
type, but Goldmann alters it to a social evaluation -

the man who has problems becomes une who is a problem.

Goldmann's point here is thatin a capitalist society that
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values individualism above all else,a demoniacal, pro-
blematic, degraded and inauthentic madman or criminsl is
consgldered a hero.

Goldmann hase not only rewritten the early Lukacs in
ter.3 of the later Lukédcs so as to emphasize that sociolo-
g‘ '3l aspsct thut is not fully developed in The Theory of
the Novel, but he has aped the later Lukécs at his polemical
worst. This is a distortion of Lukacs's analysis of the
noval calculated to arouse aversion to that form of society
of which the novel is allegedly a characteristic reflection.
Indeed, what we have here is not so much an analysis of the
novel as & literary genre as an indictment of the form of
gociety that produced the novel.

Having defined the novel in a manner most suited to
the sociological hypoéhesis he is going to present, Goldmann
proceeds to describe the typical socioclogical approaches
to literature, all cf which he consi .ers inapplicable ir the
case of the novel.

According to Goldmann, sociologists of literature have
always sought the relationship between the novel and society
and between the writer and society. 1In the former case,
they have made the mistake of seeing the novel as a social

document whose content represents a transparent reflection

of socisl reality, when they ought to have looked for a
relationship between the form of the novel and that of
the soclial structure in which it was developed. In the

latter case, they have postulated a connection between the
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writer's consciousness as manifest in his work and the
collactive consciousness of his social class. In other words,
they have held that it is class consciousness that consti-
tutes the mediating link between social reality and the

novel, which, Goldmann implies, is also a mistake.

Where Marxism differs f£rom other positions, Goldmann
claims, is in its understanding of both the nature of the
relation between the writer's individual consciousness and
the class's collective consciousness, and the manner in
which this manifests in the work. Marxism rejects the idea
of a simple reflection of the real content of the collective
consciousness and suggests that the writer presents in a
more coharent form, and on the level of structure, the poten-
tial consciocusness of the class. Moreover. Goldmann tells
us, Marxism recognises that the writer does not have to be
e member of that class whose worldview is elaborated in his
novel: he does not tell us that this is the fundamental
problem for an orthodox Marxist sociology of literature.

Goldmann now comes to his central thesis and the
resason why he maintains that previous studies in the socio-
logy of literature, including the sophisticated approach
of Marxism, cannot bs applied to the novel. He contends
thet thers is an 'homology between the structure of the
classicel novel and the structure of cxchangé in the libe-
rel economy' such that the novel form seams to be ‘the
transposition on the literary plane of everyday life in

the individuslistic society created by market production’,
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and, most significantly, that 'one-'can detect no analogous
structure at the level of the collective consciousness that
geamed hitherto to be the indispensable intermadiary link
to reslise either tha homology or an intelligible, signi-
ficant relation between the differsnt aspects of social

existence'. It is this absence that leade Goldmann to posit

literary life' rather than 'the imaginary transposition of
the conscious structures of a particular qroup'.3

What is this homologous structure that exists in life
snd in ths novel, but not in the consciousness of society?
In the novel it is the seairch for authentic values by a
problematic individual in a degraded and mediatized mode.
In market society, where authentic use values have become
implicit, yielding place to inauthentic exchange values,
it is the creative individual who remains oriented towards
suthentic values who becomes a problematic character on
the fringes of society and who is forced to pursue use
valuse through the medium of exchange values. Now Goldmann
claims that this is the 'same structure manifesting on two
different plgnos‘.4

Leaving aside for the moment the question of the
meaning of such terms as 'structure’, 'Thomology', and
ldirect transposition’' ~ svlements of textual interpretation -
let us take up the other dimension of criticism stressed
by Goldmann - that of genetic explanation - and we seek

1t, &8s he recommends, in the function of the structure of
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significance or theory. In Towards a Sociology of the Novael

we f£ind the following passage:

The novel analysed by Lukécs and
Girard no longer seems to be tha
imaginary transposition of thas
congcious structures of a particular
group, but seems to express on the
contrary ... & ssarch for valuaes that
no soclal group defends effectivaly
and that the sconomic life tends to
meke implicit in all members of the
gsoclety.

The old Marxist thesis whereby the
proletariat was seen as the only social
group capable of constituting the o
baeis of a new culture, by vir- L
tua of the fact that it was not in- ol
tagrated into the reified sociaty, B
get out from the traditional socio~
logical representation that presup-
posed that all authentic, important
cultural creation could emergs only
from & fundamental harmony bety: en
the mental structure of the creator
and that of a partial grouo ot
rslative size, but universal uambi-
tion. 1In reality, for Wes*.rn society
gt least, the Marxist ana ysis has
proved inadequate:; the Western pro-
latariat, far from rvemaining alien
to the reified society and opposing
it a8 a revolutionary force, has on
the contrary become integrated
into it to & large degree ...

Furthermore, cultural creation,
slthough increasingly threatened
by the reified society, has con-
tinued to flourish. Fictional
literature, as perhaps modern
pvetic creation and contemporary
peinting, are suthentic forms of
cultural creaticn even though they
cannot be attached to the conscious-
nsss - even & potential ?no - of a
particular social group.

&
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We sea here how Goldmann's understanding of the uni-
versality of reification in post-capitalism intensifies
the central predicament of a Marxist sociclogy of liter-

tuz4 that he inharits from Lukacs - how to account for
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bourgsols reslism within tha framework of an orthodox
theory of the role of class consclousness. Goldmann's pro
blem is clear, then: he wants to explain & criticsl con=
sclousnses and non-conformist values without giving up the
notion of & class-determined consclousness, and he wants
to retaln as valid cultursl creatlon the literasturs of s
goelety that ha seass ag universally bourgeols and reifiad.
The function of his theory of direct transposition is
sgqually clear: in bypaseing human consciousness &s a
nediating factor he eliminates any question ¢f bourgeois
ideclogy, &t ths sams time implying both determinism and
objectivity in his image of the novel as a direct reflec-

.
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tion of socisl reality.

To juetify this mechanistic determinism Goldmann cites
Marx's theory of the fetishization of merchandiss and

reification, which, he claims, affirms that in a markst

soclety ths collective consciousness 'loses all active

reality and tands to become & mere reflectiun of the eco-
nomic life and, ultimately, to dilappcax’.ﬁ Now Marx's

relfication thesis refers to & certain everyday typs of

R =

relation between msn that results from the fetishization

s

of merchandise: others have slaborated upon how this
experience is sccompanied by & related falss conscious-
negs. But surely to offer this idecological distortion as
an explanstion of how sconomic life comes to bs directly
transpossd into litsrature is to subscribe to the falss

congclousnsess that Marxism only describes. It is not,
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&8 Goldmenn suggests, that the relations betwsen the infra-
and supsr-structures change, but that the relfied con-
sclousness's perception of them alters.

If Goldmann's uss of orthodox Marxast doctrine is
dubioue, his interpretation of structuralist concepts is
equally so. In taki@g up the second dimension of criti-
cism, the sxplication of msaning, I want to look at those
gquasl-structuralist terms in which Goldmann expresses ais
soclological theory of the novel, namely, 'structure’,
'homology', and 'direct transposition'.

The term 'structure’ is &t the bast of times a pro-
blematic one, but Goldmann's version of the structuralist
undezstanding of this concept is particularly idiosyncratic.
To the structuralist the word 'structure’ refers to a
patterning of internally organised relationships that can
bs expressed in multiple forms that are transformations of
one another with no particular form ..ing a truer axpression
of the underlying structure than any other. The aessential
points hers - besides the question of meaning being de-
pendant upon interrelationships within a whole, an idea we
dealt with in Chaptexr 9 apropos of Piaget - ara f'rstly,
ths amphasis on & deep structure which gensrates obsexrvable
phenomena, sacondly, the fact that variations in surface
phenomens &rs not explained causally but in terms of a
transformation, thirdly, the consequent tendeacy to
synchronic sanalysis rather than dlachronic explanation,

and fourthly, the belief in binary oppositions as the
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main structuring principle.

Now thie is obviously a far more complex and special-
ised concept than Goldmann's. BAs we saw earlisr, by
'structure' Goldmann meane & coherent construction of
significance that is 'sssentially detined by the necessity

7 and as

to fulfill a function in a certain situation’',
situations slter so these structurss are modifled to
£ulfill a changed function. For Goldmann, then, the
notlon of structure is inseparable from meaning, behaviour,
function, and socio-historic situation, and although
certain of these aspacts could be interpreted in terms of
the orthodox structuralist stipulations, others obviously
violate such basic requirements as a fundamental, unchanging,
generative type and transformations, replacing them with
historically specific phenomena and causal explanation.
When Goldmann speaks of structuxes in literature, it

is to these worldviews which constitute the underlying
meaning - or what he calls the 'deep structure' - of the
work that he is referring. Justifying his description of
& worldview as a form or structure he explains that

there sxist two distinct levels of

form. Beyond the pure form spoken

of by the linguist or the semiologist,

there is what could be called the form

of content. Some might call this con-

tent, but it is form; it is the signi-

ficant structure of the universs

crepted by the writer ... it is the

semantic material ... not ths lin-

gulstic form of the message.
It ie, in fact, what Lukics meant by ¥orm' in Soul and

Form.
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Goldémann's thres-way distinction betwesen contaent,
linguistic form, and meaning-form is & valid one, but ha
does not go far enough here, and in other contexts, as we
shall see, confuses form, content, and structura. In a
more extensive structuralist analysis of the novel, Roger

Fowlér9

differsentiates betwean surface structurs and dsep
structure in a similar fashion: +the formar includes
sounde and written symbols and is directly perceivable,
the latter constitutes the abstract meaning and is only
retrievable by & complex process of decoding. Fowler
identifies two main conponents of the deep structure -
propositions (content) and modality (worldview) - and
stresses that although these may be expressed through dif-
ferent modes - for there is no one-to-one relationship
bstween meaning (deep structure) and form (surface struz-
ture) - mesaning always comes to us processed by the form
in which it is expressed.

Now, Goldmann is solely concerned with the form of
content (deep structure) and ignores the vital aspect of
literary form (surface structure), and this to a large
extant accounts for his inadejuate understanding of the
nature of critical realism as a conventional literary
genre. It also accounts for his failure to see that his
theory of a directly transposed identical structure of
meaning does not snswer the problem of explaining dif-
ferences at the other level of form, the literary one.

Our discusesion of the structuralist definition of a

382
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structure alsc revaals the disparity betweesn Goldmann's
understanding of an homology and theirs. For ths struc-
turalist, an homology can be tracsd batween two trana-
formationg of a structure in terms of that fundamental
structure to which they both relate. For Goldmann, howsver,
there is no guestion of a gensrative master structure; for
him an homology simply msans a correspondence betwaen two
soclo=historically specific structures. Consequently, his
postulation of an homology beatween economic life in capi-
talist society and the form of the novel has no explanatory
power: it merely indicates the existence of such a pheno-

menon .

It is presumably the concept of direct transposition,
with ite implication of an action, that is intended to
éxpl&in how the homology comes anout, but direct transposi-
tion explains nothing, for in the absence of a responsible
agent, it is simply another way of expressing the existence
of an homology. Indeed, it might well be called 2 mystifi-
cation of an homology, for what it means is far from clear
and what it implies is quite implausible. So, not only is
direct transposition not an explanatory concept, but the
term itself requires sxplanation. Now, in order to explain
it, Goldmann must aither have recourse to the unconscious,
in Freud's sense of the repressed, or he must ask us to
belisve that tha artist's mind acts as & non-conscious
catalyst, transforming appearance intoc art in such a way

a8 to revaal reality without itself being affected.
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Dirsct transposition oppears to be Goldmsnn's struc-
turslist version of the dogmatic Marxist concept of deter-
mination, for, ultimately, it is only explicabla as another
mode of expressing the old mechanistic bass-superstructure
theory of art as a reflsction of economic reality, except
that here thes explanatory element of social determinism
has been omitted and only the assertion of a mirror-image
reamains.

The advantage of dirsct transposition and its impli-
cation of a non-conscious novelist .s that whatever the
writer thinks subjectively, and whatever the overt contents
of his work, and whatever the surface form, at the level of
the objective meaning of the text and at the level of
significgat form, his novel will provide an accurate reflec-
tion of éhs structure of reality, which, as i suggested
earlier, answers the problem of authentic bourgeois art and
bourgeois insight into capitalist society.

This is why Goldmann prefers the pseudo~structuralist
'direct transposition' to the more obvious orthodox Marxist
explanation. Given a situation where all novels exhibit
the same ideological structure, the orthodox Marxist would
gsay that, since all authors of this type of novel were mem-
bers of the middle class, the phenomenon under consideration
is avidence for the belisef that what the writer aexpresses
in his art is the collective consciousness that he shares
with hies class. But what then of Goldmann's contention

'that this ideological structure constitutes an accurate
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reflection of reality, an insight inte truth presumably

beyond the grasp of the ideologised middle class or the
relfied conscliousnese of all post—-capltalistic man?

The concept of lirect transposition, then, sarves two
purposes. In the first place, Goldmann is trying to £ind
& formula that will allow for what appears to him to be
alleglance on the part of & bourgeoils writer to & code of
values t' .t ls endorsed neither by the bourgacisis nor by
any other class without at the same tima postulating the
complete indapendence of consciocusness from determinism.
That thies is, in fact, a non-existent problem that only
arises because Goldmann misunderstands the nature of cri-
tical realism, partially as a result of concentrating upon
ideoclogy and ignoring both the literary component and the
litersary tradiition, is another matter. In the second place;
the concept of direct transposition guarantees realism in
the noval.

For Goldmann, realism in the novel means ‘creating a
world whose structure is analogous to the essential struc-
ture of the social reality in which the oeuvre has been
writtcn'.la Now, since the n.vei form with which he is
primarily concerned fits this definition, it must be the
reslistic novel, and non-realistic novels, then, are those
that fall to display the requisite homology. What accounts
for the fact that some novels do and some do not, why
direct transposition holds in some casss and not in others,

remains & mystery, but what is clear is that the notion of

,,,,,
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direct transposition 1s neither an axplanation, nor &
description, but an evaluative criterion designed to seps-
rate the realistic from the non-realistic novel. Now,

since what we are talking about as realism iz an idsolo-

gical structure and not a literary form, we ara back to the

reductive posi:lon of Lukéce, and we understand why
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Goldmann's theory of the novel focuses upon a single type -
to qualify as realistic, and thus as authentic-sven-if-
bourgeois literature, a novel must conform to a specific
vision of the rnal, whether this is achieved by dissociation
(a8 in the case of Lukédcs) or by direct transposition (as
in the case of Goldmann).

Having alimin@ted.the role of the collective conscious-
ness in art - and with it, by implication, that of the
individual consciousness as well - and having posited a
direct transposition of reality into the novel, like some
magic mirror, which, when held up to society, reveals its
true face without any equivalent insight at the level of
the person holding the mirror, Goldmann himself finds this
position quite untenable and tries to put the novelist back
into the novel as the mediating consciousness.

Goldmann'‘'s subsequent use of the individual conscious-
nese to explain 'how the link between the economic struc-
tures and literary manifestations is made in a society in
which this link occurs ocutside the collective conscious-

1l

ness', eppedrs to me to be in blatant contradiction to the

ides of direct transposition. One cannot help feeling it
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ie not that one has misunderstood the original formnlation,
but that Goldmann has seized upon an ambiguity in it in
order to extricats himself from an indefensible position
wilthout actually recanting. Thus, where originally the
asgartion that life was directly transposed into litsrature
outside the collective consciousness appearad to mean that
there was no mediating consciousness at all, now it is made
to mean that the individual conscicusness is quite separate
from the collective consciousness. Well, perhaps not quite
separate,; for Goldmann now ties it to the collective
unconscious of society.

Of the four convergent factors that Goldmann cites to
explain how the novel comes to reflect the economic struc-
ture without the involvement of the collective conscious-
ness, the first two are neither explanatory nor new - they
simply restate his position on the subject of consciousness
in post-capitalist society. Firstly, there is the false
consciousness and false values of bourgeois society, who
'make of money and social prestige absolute values and not
merely mediations that provide access to other values of a

12 and secondly, there is the

qualitative character';
existence of & small group of problematic individuals,
creators and thinkers, who retain their insight and true

valuss, 'whose thinking and behaviour remain dowinated by

qualitative values',13 although even they cannot entirely

sscaps the sffects of the social structure within which

they live and work. How these individuals avoid the general
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ideology Goldmann doas not explain, but we see the same
alitist tendency h@f@ that we noted in Chapter 10 when
discuseing his theory of social class and tha construction
of worldviaews.

The remaining two factors are the significant ones.

They show Goldmann moving in & direction that, if pursued,

would allow him to provide & more convincing explanation

for critical realism than he has up to now, but the latter

il

of these factors appears to be totally inconsistent with

the fundamentals of Goldmann's understanding of the novel
form. I say 'appears' because he so confuses the issue

by referring to the same elements (for example, biogra-

phical form) as structure, form, and content, that it is

difficult to follow his argument.

ko
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Point three represents a modification of the first two
polnte, an explanation of the critical individual con-
sclousnems, in spite of the collective false consciousness,
which scvords with Goldmann's insistence on a collective
subject for a1l cultural creation. The d§ciaivc factor in
detearmining the consciousness of the critical realist, we

learn, is the colleative unconscious of society: there

R i

must be 'a non-gonceptualiged, affective discontent, an
affective aspiration towards qualitativa valuea'l4 either
in the socisty &s a whole, or amongst the middle-class

from which most critical realists come. The independsnce
of the writar's consciocusness, then, is as much an illusion

&8 the apparent consensus of society's consciousness.
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Finally, the fourth point explains that the noval

form - and the senss in which Goldmann uses this word hare
is open to argument - is determined by values in both the
collective consciousness and the individual crestive con~
sciousness: its biographical form raflects the general
bourgeois beliaf in libarsl individualism, and the fact
that it became the biography of tha problomatic individual
reflects the slienated writer's personal experienca of the
disparity bestween this ideal and social reality, Here wa
are back to Lukécs's original conception of the novel as
an individual response to & dichotomy between tha resal and
the ideal, and we are alsc back to tha collective con-
sclousness as the mediating link betwean soclety and novel.
Goldmann's fourth convergent factor, together with his
history of the novel - which draws parallels betwsen the
changing form of the novel and the disappearance of indi-
vidualism in the evc :tion of capitalism - suggests that
the dacisive factor as far as literary form goes is not,
a8 he suggssted earlier, the question of implicit values
or & mediatizad mode of sxistence, but the explicit bour-
gecle value of individualism. In other words, what struc-
tures the noval is not what he, implying the absence of
the collective consciousnsss as mediating link, describes
a8 'values that no social group dufgnda',ls but a value
that the whole society subscribss to in theory, even though

it fails to honour it in practice, a value, therefore, that
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is very much part of the collesotiva enneciousness.

It follows that what critical realism deplores 1s not
the valuss of bourgeois socisty, but the failure of
bourgeois society to realiss its ideals. It also follows
that what the novelist is after is not an alternative sat
of ldeals, but thosa of capltalis. practised or, parhaps,
purified., Critical realism is not, as Goldmann believes,
'a form of resistanca to developing bourgeois society’,ls
but an awareness of its ills. Critical realism is not
oppogltional, as I discussed at length in Chapter 8
apropos of Lukécs's similar illusions about the nature of
this decaeptive furm.

It is Goldmann's rudimentary history of the novel that
provides the fundamental observation which supports his
contention of an homology between literary structures and
sconomic structures in capitalist society, namely, that
when the individual _oses his importance in an economic
structure which has changed from free competition to one
of cartels and monopolies, the novel form alters accordingly,
and the individual problematic hero disappears.

Now this sesms to be a reversion to the original con-
ception of homologous structures, direct transposition, and
unmediated reflection, for Goldmann makes no attempt to
rslata this development to either the collective or the
individual consciousness, to explicitly held values or
implicitly felt aspirations. Perhaps this is no longer
oppositional writing.
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