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can so to say recognize in component form, or we ask what processes of transformation
or mediation these components have gone through before they arrived in this
accessible state.

But I am saying that we should look not for the components of a product but for
the conditions of a practice. When we find ourselves looking at a particular work,
or group of works, often realizing, as we do so, their essential community as well as
their irreducible individuality, we should find ourselves attending first to the
reality of their practice and the conditions of the practice as it was then executed.
And from this I think we ask essentially different questions. Take for example the
way in which an object — ‘a text’ — is related to a genre, in orthodox criticism.
We identify it by certain leading features, we then assign it to a larger category, the
genre, and then we may find the components of the genre in a particular social his-
tory (although in some variants of criticism not even that is done, and the genre is
supposed to be some permanent category of the mind).

It is not that way of proceeding that is now required. The recognition of the rela-
tion of a collective mode and an individual project — and these are the only cate-
gories that we can initially presume — is a recognition of related practices. That is
to say, the irreducibly individual projects that particular works are, may come in
experience and in analysis to show resemblances which allow us to group them into
collective modes! These are by no means always genres. They may exist as resem-
blances within and across genres. They may be the practice of a group in a period,
rather than the practice of a phase in a genre. But as we discover the nature of a par-
ticular practice, and the nature of the relation between an individual project and a
collective mode, we find that we are analysing, as two forms of the same process,
both its active composition and its conditions of composition, and in either direc-
tion this is a complex of extending active relationships, This means, of course, that

we have no built-in procedure of the kind which is indicated by the fixed character
of an object. We have the principles of the relations of practices, within a dis-
.coverablyintentional organization; and we have the available hypotheses of domi-
nant, residual and emergent. But what we are actively seeking is the true practice
which has been alienated to an object, and the true conditions of prac-
tice — whether as literary conventions or as social relationships — which have
been alienated to components or mere background.

As a general proposition this is only an empbhasis, but it seems to me to suggest at
once the point of break and the point of departure, in practical and theoretical
work, within an active and self-renewing Marxist cultural tradition.

3
Raymond Williams,
‘The Multiplicity of Writing’
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conspicuous humanistic consumption: criticism as ‘cultivation’, ‘discrimination’,
or ‘taste’.

Neither the specialization nor the containment has ever been completed.
Indeed, in the continuing reality of the practice of writing this is strictly impossible.
But each has done significant harm, and in their domination of literary theory have
become major obstacles to the understanding of both theory and practice. It is still
difficult, for example, to prevent any attempt at literary theory from being turned,
almost a priort, into critical theory, as if the only major questions about literary pro-
duction were variations on the question ‘how do we judge?’ At the same time, in
looking at actual writing, the crippling categorizations and dichotomies of ‘fact’
and ‘fiction’, or of ‘discursive’ and ‘imaginative’ or ‘referential’ and ‘emotive’,
stand regularly not only between works and readers (whence they feed back, miser-
ably, into the complications of ‘critical theory’) but between writers and works, at a
still active and shaping stage.

The multiplicity of writing is its second most evident characteristic, the first
being its distinctive practice of the objectified material composition of language.
But of course this multiplicity is a matter of interpretation as well as of fact. Indeed
multiplicity can be realized in weak ways as often as strong. Where the specializing
and containing categories operate at an early stage, multiplicity is little more than a
recognition of varying ‘forms of literature’ — poetry, drama, novel — or of
forms within these forms — ‘lyric’, ‘epic’, ‘narrative’, and so on. The point is not
that these recognitions of variation are unimportant; on the contrary they are
necessary, though not always in these received and often residual forms. The really
severe limitation is the line drawn between all these variations and other ‘non-
literary’ forms of writing. Pre-bourgeois categorization was normally in terms of
the writing itself, as in the relatively evident distinction between verse and other
forms of composition, usually drawn in characteristically feudal or aristocratic
terms of ‘elevation’ or ‘dignity’. It is significant that while that distinction held,
verse normally included what would now be called ‘historical’ or ‘philosophical’ or
‘descriptive’ or ‘didactic’ or even ‘instructional’ writing, as well as what would
now be called ‘imaginative’ or ‘dramatic’ or ‘fictional’ or ‘personal’ writing and
experience.

The bourgeois drawing and redrawing of all these lines was a complex process.
On the one hand it was the result, or more strictly the means, of a decisive secu-
larization, rationalization, and eventually popularization of a wide area of experi-
ence. Different values can be attached to each of these processes at different stages,
but in history, philosophy, and social and scientific description it is clear that new
kinds of distinction about forms and methods of writing were radically connected
with new kinds of distinction and intention. ‘Elevation’ and ‘dignity’ gave place,
inevitably, in certain selected fields, to ‘practicality’, ‘effectiveness’, or ‘accuracy’.
Intentions other than these were either willingly conceded or contemptuously dis-
missed. ‘Literature’ as a body of ‘polite learning’ was still used to unite these vary-
ing intentions, but under pressure, especially in the late eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, this broke down. ‘Literature’ became either the conceded or
the contemptuous alternative — the sphere of imagination or fancy, or of emo-
tional substance and effect — or, at the insistence of its practitioners, the relatively
removed but again ‘higher’ dimension — the creative as distinguished from the
rational or the practical. In this complex interaction it is of course significant that
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the separated literature itself changed, in many of its immediate forms. In the
‘realist’ novel, especially in its distinction from ‘romance’, in the new drama
(socially extended, secular and contemporary), and in the new special forms of bio-
graphy and autobiography, many of the same sccular, rational, or popular
impulses changed particular forms of writing from the inside, or created new
literary forms.

Two major consequences followed from this. There was a falsification — false
distancing — of the ‘fictional’ or the ‘imaginary’ (and connected with these the
‘subjective’). And there was a related suppression of the fact of writing — active
signifying composition — in what was distinguished as the ‘practical’, the ‘fac-
tual’, or the ‘discursive’. These consequences are profoundly related. Tomove, by
definition, from the ‘creative’ to the ‘fictional’, or from the ‘imaginative’ to the
‘imaginary’, is to deform the real practices of writing under the pressure of the
interpretation of certain specific forms. The extreme negative definition of “fiction’
(or of ‘myth’) — an account of ‘what did not (really) happen’ — depends, evi-
dently, on a pseudo-positive isolation of the contrasting definition, *fact’. The real
range in the major forms — epic, romance, drama, narrative — in which this
question of ‘fact’ and ‘fiction’ arises is the more complex series: what really
happened; what might (could) have happened; what really happens; what might
happen; what essentially (typically) happened/happens. Similarly the extreme
negative definition of ‘imaginary persons’ — ‘who did not/do not exist” — modu-
lates in practice into the series: who existed in this way; who might (could) have
existed; who might (could) exist; who essentially (typically) exist. The range of
actual writing makes use, implicitly or explicitly, of all these propositions, but not
only in the forms that are historically specialized as ‘literature’. The characteris-
tically ‘difficult’ forms (difficult because of the defomed definition) of history,
memoir, and biography use a significant part of each series, and given the use of
real characters and events in much major epic, romance, drama, and narrative,
the substantial overlap — indeed in many areas the substantial community — is
undeniable.

The range of actual writing similarly surpasses any reduction of ‘creative imagi-
nation’ to the ‘subjective’, with its dependent propositions: ‘literature’ as
‘internal’ or ‘inner’ truth; other forms of writing as ‘external’ truth. These
depend, ultimately, on the characteristic bourgeois separation of ‘individual’ and
‘society’ and on the older idealist separation of ‘mind’ and ‘world’. The range of
writing, in most forms, crosses these artificial categories again and again, and the
extremes can even be stated in an opposite way: autobiography (‘what I experi-
enced’, ‘what happened to me’) is ‘subjective’ but (ideally) ‘factual’ writing;
realist fiction or naturalist drama (‘people as they are’, ‘the world asitis’) is ‘objec-
tive’ (the narrator or even the fact of narrative occluded in the form) but (ideally)
‘creative’ writing.

The full range of writing extends even further. Argument, for example, can be
distinguished from narrative or characterizing forms, but in practice certain forms
of narrative (exemplary instances) or forms of characterization (this kind or per-
son, this kind of behaviour) are radically embedded in many forms of argument.
Moreover, the very fact of address — a crucial element in argument — is a stance
(at times sustained, at times varying) strictly comparable to elements that are clse-
where isolated as narrative or dramatic. This is true even of the apparently extreme
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case, in which the stance is ‘impersonal’ (the scientific paper), where it is the prac-
tical mode of writing that establishes this (conventional) absence of personality, in
the interest of the neccessary creation of the ‘impersonal observer’. Thus over a
practical range from stance to selection, and in the employment of the vast variety
of explicit or implicit propositions which define and control composition, this real
multiplicity of writing is continually evident, and much of what has been known as
literary theory is a way either of confusing or of diminishing it. The first task of any
social theory is then to analyse the forms which have determined certain (inter-
preted) inclusions and certain (categorical) exclusions. Subject always to the effect
of residual categorization, the development of these forms is in the end a social his-
tory. The dichotomies fact/fiction and objective/subjective are then the theoretical
and historical keys to the basic bourgeois theory of literature, which has controlled
and specialized the actual multiplicity of writing.

Yet there is another necessary key. The multiplicity of productive practice was
in one way acknowledged, and then effectively occluded, by a transfer of interest
from intention to. effect. The replacement of the disciplines of grammar and
rhetoric (which speak to the multiplicities of intention and performance) by the dis-
cipline of criticism (which speaks of effect, and only through cffect to intention and
performance) is a central intellectual movement of the bourgeois period. Each kind
of discipline moved, in the period of change, to a particular pole: grammar and
rhetoric to writing; criticism to reading. Any social theory, by contrast, requires
the activation of both poles: not merely their interaction — movement from one
fixed point, stance, or intention to and from another; but their profound interlock-
ing in actual composition. Something of this kind is now being attempted in what is
known (but residually) as communication theory and aesthetics.

And it is on the delineation of ‘aesthetics’ that we have first to fix our attention.
From the description of a theory of perception aesthetics became, in the eighteenth
and especially the nineteenth century, a new specializing form of deseription of the
response to ‘“art” (itself newly generalized from skill to ‘imaginative’ skill). What
emerged in bourgeois economics as the ‘consumer’ — the abstract figure corre-
sponding to the abstraction of (market and commodity) ‘production’ — emerged
in cultural theory as ‘aesthetics’ and ‘the aesthetic response’. All problems of the
multiplicities of intention and performance could then be undercut, or bypassed,
by the transfer of energy to this other pole. Art, including literature, was to be
defined by its capacity to evoke this special response: initially the perception of
beauty; then the pure contemplation of an object, for its own sake and without
other (‘external’) considerations; then also the perception and contemplation of
the *making’ of an object: its language, its skill of construction, its ‘aesthetic pro-
tw_inw‘. Such response (power to evoke response) could be as present in a work of
history or philosophy as in a play or poem or novel (and all were then ‘literature’).
Equally, it could be absent in this play or this poem or this novel (and these were
then ‘not literature’ or ‘not really literature’ or ‘bad literature’). The specializing
concept of ‘literature’, in its modern forms, is thus a central example of the con-
trolling and categorizing specialization of ‘the aesthetic’.

4
Terry Eagleton,
‘T.S. Eliot’

***]t is important to grasp here the closeness of relation between the ‘ideclogical’
and the ‘aesthetic’. The text does not merely ‘take’ ideological conflicts in order to
‘resolve’ them aesthetically, for the character of those conflicts is itself overdeter-
mined by the textual modes in which they are produced. The text’s mode of
resolving a particular ideological conflict may then produce textual conflicts
elsewhere — at other levels of the text, for example — which need in turn to be
‘processed’. But here the work is ‘processing’ ideological conflict under the form of
resolving specifically aesthetic problems, so that the problem-solving process of the
text is never merely a matter of its reference outwards to certain pre-existent
ideological cruxes. It is, rather, a matter of the ‘ideological’ presenting itself in the
form of the ‘aesthetic’ and vice versa — of an ‘aesthetic’ solution to ideological con-
flict producing in its turn an aesthetic problem which demands ideological resolu-
tion, and so on. It is not simply that ideology furnishes the ‘materials’ for the text’s
formal aesthetic operations; the textual process is, rather, a complex mutual arti-
culation of the two, whereby aesthetic modes so define and determine ideological
problems as to be able to continue to reproduce themselves, but only within the
limits and subject to the problems which their own overdetermination of the
ideological sets! This is one sense in which the processes of conflict and resolution
are synchronic rather than diachronic. Every phrase, every image of the text, in so
far as it is both in general determined by and exerts a determination on the whole,
in so far as it is always both product and producer, destination and departure, is at
once an ‘answer’ and a ‘question’, mobilising new possibilities of conflict in the
very moment of taking the weight of a proyisional ‘solution | We may say, then,

that the text in this sense ‘produces itself’ .._.wWI._wE produces itself in constant rela-
tion to the ideology which permits it mcnmammﬂmmm.mynoaoﬁv\m so that this ceaseless
elaboration and recovery of its'own lines of meaning issimultaneously the produc-
tion of a determining ideology. One might say, too, that the text’s relation to itself
is problematical because it is simultaneously a relation to certain ideological prob-
lems. The text is thus never at one with itself, for if it were it would have absolutely
nothing to say. It is, rather, a process of becoming at one with itself — an attempt to
overcome the problem of itself, a problem produced by the fact that the text itself is
the production, rather than reflection, of an ideological ‘solution’.

_ It may be useful to refer once more at this point to the work of Pierre Macherey.
Mzmnwgm% claims that literary works are internally dissonant, and that this disson-

ance arises from their peculiar relation to ideology: The distance which separates




