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1. Culture

At the very centre of a major area of modern thought and prac-
tice, which it is habitually used to describe, is a concept, ‘cul-
ture’, which in itself, through wvariation and complication,
emhodies not only the issues but lhe contradictions through
which it has developed. The concept at once fuses and confuses
the radically different experiences and tendencies of its forma-
tion. It is then impossible to carry through any serious cultural
analysis without reaching towards a consciousness of the con-
cept itself: a consciousness {hat must be, as we shall see, histori-
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cal. This hesitation, before what seems (he richness of
developed theory and the fullness of achieved practice, has the
awkwardness, even the gaucherie, of any radical doubt. 1t is
literally a moment of crisis: a jolt in experience, a break in the
sense of history; forcing us back from so much that seemed
positive and available — all the ready insertions into a crucial
argument, all the accessible entries into immediale practice. Yet
the insight cannot be sealed over. When the most basic contepts
— the concepts, as it is said, from which we begin — are shyl-
denly seen to be not concepts but problems, not analylic protr=
lems either but historical movements that are still unresolved,
there is no sense in listening to their sonorous summons or their
resounding clashes. We have anly, il we can, to recover the
substance from which their forms were castl.

Society, economy, culture: each of these ‘areas’, now lagged
iy a concept, is a comparatively recenl historical [ormulation.
‘Saciety’ was active fellowship, company, ‘common doing’,
before it became the description of a general system or order.
‘Economy’ was the management of a household and then the
management of a community before it became the description of
a perceived system of production, distribution, and exchange.
‘Culture’, before these transitions, was the growth and tending
of crops and animals; and by extension the growth and tending
of human faculties. In their modern development the three con-
cepts did not move in step, but each, at a crilical poinl, was
affected by the movement of the others. At least this is how we
may now see their history. But in the run of the real changes
whal was being put into the new ideas, and to some extent fixed
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in them, was an always complex and largely unprecedented
experience. ‘Sociely’ with its received emphasis on immediate
relationships was a conscious alternative to the formal rigidities
ol an inherited, then seen as an imposed, order: a ‘stale’.
‘Economy’, with its received emphasis on management, was a
conscious attempt to understand and control a body of activities
which had been taken not only as necessary but as given. Each
concept then interacted with a changing history and experience.
‘Society’, chosen for its substance and immediacy, the ‘civil
society’ which could be distinguished {rom the formal rigidities
of ‘state’, became in its turn abstract and syslematic. New
descriptions became necessary for lhe immediate substance
which ‘society’ eventually excluded. For example, ‘individual’,
which had once meant indivisible, a member of a group, was
developed to become not only a separate butan opposing term—
‘the individual' and ‘society’. In itself and in its derived and
qualifying terms, ‘society’ is a formulation of the experience we
now suminarize as ‘bourgeois society’: its active creation,
against the rigidities of the feudal ‘state’; ils problems and its
limits, within this kind of creation, until it is paradoxically
distinguished from and even opposed to its own initial
impulses. Similarly, the rationality of ‘economy’, as a way of
understanding and controlling a system of production, distribu-
tion, and exchange, in directrelation to the adtual institution of a
new kind of economic system, persisted but was limited by the
very problems it confronted. The very product of rational
institution and control was projected as 'natural’, a 'natural
economy’, with laws like the laws of the (‘unchanging’) physical
world.

Most modern social thought begins from these concepts, with
the inherent marks of their formation and their unresolved prob-
lems usually taken for granted. There is then ‘political’, ‘social’
or ‘sociological’, and ‘economic’ thought, and these are believed
to describe ‘areas’, perceived entities. It is then usually added,
though somelimes reluctantly, that there are of course other
‘areas’: notably the ‘psychological’ and the ‘cultural’. But while
itis better to admit these than neglect them, it is usually not seen
that their forms follow, in practice, from the unresolved prob-
lems of the initial shaping concepts. Is ‘psychology’ ‘individual’
('psychological’) or ‘social'? That problem can be left for dispute
within the appropriate discipline, until it is noticed that it is the
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problem of what is ‘social’ that the dominant development of
‘society’ has left unresolved. Are we to understand ‘culture’ as
‘the arts’, as ‘a system of meanings and values’, or as a ‘whole
way of life’, and how are these to be related to ‘society’ and ‘the
economy’? The questions have to be asked, but we are unlikely
to be able to answer them unless we recognize the problems
which were inherent in the concepts 'society’ and ‘economy’
and which have been passed on to concepts like ‘culture’ by the
abstraction and limitation of those terms.

The concept of ‘culture’, when it is seen in the broad context of
historical development, exerts & strong pressure against the
limited terms of all the other concepts. That is always its advan-
tage; it is always also the source of its difficulties, both in
definition and comprehension. Until the eighteenth century it
was still a noun of process: the culture of something—crops,
animals, minds. The decisive changes in ‘society’ and
‘economy’ had begun earlier, in the late sixteenth and seven-
leenth centuries; much of their essential development was com-
plete before ‘culture’ came to include its new and elusive mean-
ings. These cannot be understood unless we realize what had
happened to ‘society’ and ‘economy’; but equally none can be
fully understood unless we examine a decisive modern concept
which by the eighteenth century needed a new word—<civiliza-
tion.

The notion of ‘civilizing’, as bringing men within a social
organization, was of course already known; itrested oncivis and
civitas, and its aim was expressed in the adjective ‘civil’ as
orderly, educated, or polite. It was positively extended, as we
have seen, in the concept of ‘civil society’. But ‘civilization’ was
to mean more than this. It expressed two senses which were
historically linked: an achieved state, which could be conltrasted
with ‘barbarism’, but now also an achieved state of develop-
ment, which implied historical process and progress. This was
the new historical rationality of the Enlightenment, in fact com-
bined with a self-referring celebration of an achieved condition
of refinement and order. It was this combination that was o be
problematic. The developmental perspective of the characleris-
tic eighteenth-century Universal History was of course a sig-
nificant advance. It was the crucial step beyond the relatively
static (‘timeless’) conception of history which had depended on
religious or metaphysical assumplions. Men had made their
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pwn history, in this special sense: that they {or some of them)
had achieved ‘civilization'. This process was secular and
developmental, and in that sense historical. But at the same lime
il was a history that had culminated in an achieved stale: In
praclice the metropolitan civilization of England and France.
The insistent rationality which explored and informed all the
stages and difficulties of this process came to an effective stop at
lhe point where civilization could besaidto have been achieved.
lndeed all that could be rationally projected was the extension
and triumph of these achieved values.

._,_:m::m:E:.m_qmmzf_:m_ma heavy attack from olderreligious
ancl metaphysical systems and their associated notions af order,
hecame vulnerable in new ways. The two decisive responsesof a
modern kind were, first, the idea of culture, offering a different
sense of human growth and development, and, second, the idea
of socialism, offering a social and histarical criticism of and
allernalive to ‘civilization' and ‘civil society' as fixed and
achieved conditions. The extensions, transfers, and overlaps
belween all these shaping modern concepls, and between them
and residual concepls of much older kinds, have been quite
exceplionally complex.

‘Civilization' and ‘eulture’ (especially in its common early
(orm as ‘cultivation’) were in effect, in the late eighteenth
century, inlerchangeable terms. Fach carried the problematic
double sense of an achieved slate and of an achieved state of
development. Their eventual divergence has several causes.
FFirst, there was the attack on ‘eivilization’ as superficial; an
‘artificial’ as distinct from a ‘matural’ state; a cultivation of
‘external’ properties—politeness and lwxury—as against more
‘uman' needs and impulses. This attack, from Rousseau on
through the Romantic movement, was the basis of one important
alternalive sense of 'culture’—as 8 process of ‘inner’ or 'spiritual’
as distinct from ‘external’ development. The primary elfect of
{his alternative was to associate culture with religion, arl, the
family and personal lile, as distinct from or actually opposed to
'eivilizalion' or ‘sociely’ inils new abstracl and general sense. Il
was from Lhis sense, though not always with its full implica-
tions, that ‘culture’ as a general process of ‘inner’ development
was exlended to include a descriplive sense of the means and
works of such-development: thal is, ‘culture' as a general clas-
sification of ‘the mlm__Szm._o:_m:a:5::._:_::::m.n::_ practices
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of meanings and values. Ils relations with ‘sociely’ were then
problematic, for these were evidently ‘social’ institutions and
practices but were seen as distinet from the aggregate of general
and ‘external’ institutions and praclices now commonly called
‘sopiety’. The difficulty was ordinarily negotiated by relating
‘culture’, even where il was evidently social in praclice, 1o {he
Yimner life' in ils most accessible, secular forms: tsubjectivity ',
‘tlhe imagination’, and in these terms ‘Lhe individual’. The
religious emphasis weakened, and was replaced by what was in
ect a metaphysics of subjectivity and the imaginative process.
‘Culture’, or more specifically "art’ and ‘literature’ (themselves
newly generalized and abstracted), were seen as the deepest
record, the deepest impulse, and the deepes! resource af the
‘human spirit’. 'Cullure’ was \hen at once the secularizalion and
the liberalization of earlier metaphysical forms. Ils agencies ant
processes Were distingtively human, and were mm:mE:mmL as
subjective, but certain quasi-metaphysical [orms— ‘'theimagina-
tion', ‘creativity’, ‘inspiration’, ‘\heaesthetic', and The new posi-
live sense of ‘myth'—were in effect composed into a new pan-
theon.

This original break had been wilh ‘civilization” in its assumed
‘external’ sense. But as secularization and liberalization con-
tinued, there was a relaled pressure on the concept of ‘civiliza-
tion' itself. This reached a crilical point during the rapid
development of industrial society and its prolonged social and
political conflicts. In one view this process was parl of the
continuing development of civilization: a new and higher social
order. But in another view civilizalion was the achieved stale
which these new developments were threatening lo destroy.
‘Civilization' then became an ambiguous term. denoting on the
one hand enlightened and progressive development and on the
other hand an achieved and threalened stale, hecoming increas-
ingly retrospective and often in practice identified with the
received glories of the pasL. In the lalter sense ‘civilization’ and
‘culture’ again overlapped, as réceived states rather than as
conlinuing processes. Thus, a new battery of forces was ranged
against both culture and civilization: materialism, commer-
cinlism, demoeracy, sncialism.

Vet ‘culture’, meanwhile, underwent yet another develop-
ment.This is especially difficult to trace bul is centrally impor-
tant, since il Jed lo ‘culture’ as a social—indeed specifically
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anthropological and sociological—concept. The tension and
interaction between this developing sense and the other sense of
‘Inner” process and ‘the arts’ remain evident and important.

There was always, in practice, some connection between the
two developments, though the emphases came to be very differ-
ent. The origin of this second sense is rooted in the ambiguity of
‘civilization’ as both an achieved state and an achieved slate of
development. What were the properties of this achieved stale
and correspondingly the agencies of its development? In the
perspective of the Universal Histories the characteristic central
property and agency was reason—an enlightened comprehen-
sion of ourselves and the world, which allows us to create higher
forms of social and natural order, overcoming ignorance and
superslition and the social and political forms to which they
have led and which they support. History, in this sense, was the
progressive establishment of more rational and therefore more
civilized systems. Much of the confidence of this movement was
drawn from the enlightenment embodied in the new physical
sciences, as well as from the sense of an achieved social order. It
is very difficult to distinguish this new secular sense of ‘civiliza-
tion’ from a comparably secular sense of ‘culture’ as an interpre-
tation of human development. Each was a modern idea in the
sense that it stressed human capacity not only to understand but
to build a human social order. This was the decisive difference
of bath ideas from the earlier derivation of social concepts and
social orders from presumed religious or metaphysical states.
But when it came to identifying the real molive forces, in this
secular process of ‘man making his own history’, there were
radical differences of view.

Thus one of the very earliest emphases on ‘man making his
own history’ was that of Vico, in The New Science {rom 1725).
He asserled oot o

a truth beyond ell question: that the world of clvil society has certainly
been made by men, and that its principles are therefore to be found
within the modifications of our own human mind. Whoever reflects on
this cannot but marvel that the philosophers should have bent all their
energies to the study of the world of nature, which, since God made it,
He alone knows; and that they should have neglected the study of the
world of nations or civil world, which, since men had made it, men
could hope to know. (p. 331)*

* All references are lo edilions specified in the Bogklist
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Here, against the grain of the lime, the ‘nalural sciences' are
rejected but the ‘human sciences' given a startling new
emphasis. We can know what we have made, indeed know by
the fact of making. The specific interpretations which Vico
then offered are now of little interest, but his descriplion of a
mode of development which was al ance, and interaclively,
the shaping of socielies and the shaping of human minds is
probably the effective origin of the general social sense of
‘culture’. The concept itself was remarkably advanced by
Herder, in Ideas on the Philosophy of the History of Mankind
(1784-91). He accepted the emphasis on the historical self-
development of humanity, but argued that this was much
too complex to be reduced to the evolution of a single principle,
and especially to something so abstract as ‘reason’; and,
further, that it was much too variable to be reduced to a pro-
gressive unilinear development culminating in ‘European
civilization’. It was necessary, he argued, to speak of ‘cultures’
rather than ‘culture’, so as to acknowledge variability, and
within any culture to recognize the complexity and variabi-
lity of its shaping forces. The specific interpretations he then
offered, in lerms of ‘organic’ peoples and nalions, and against
the ‘external universalism’ of the Enlightenment, are elements
of the Romantic movemenl and now of little active interest.
But the idea of a fundamental social process which shapes speci-
fic and distinct ‘ways of life’ is the effective origin of the
comparative social sense of ‘cullure’ and ils now necessary
plural ‘cultures’.

The complexity of the concept of ‘culture’ is then remarkable.
It became a noun of ‘inner’ process, specialized to its presumed
agencies in ‘intellectual life’ and ‘the arts’. It became also a noun
of general process, specialized lo its presumed con figurations in
‘whole ways af life’. It played a crucial role in definitions of ‘the
arts’ and ‘the humanities', from the first sense. Il played an
equally crucial role in definitiens of the ‘human sciences’ and
the ‘social sciences’, in the second sense. Each tendency isready
to deny any proper use of the concepl to Lhe other, in spite of
many attempts al reconciliation. In any modern theory of cul-
ture, but perhaps especially in a Marxist theary, this complexity
is a source of great dilficulty. The problem of knowing, al the
outsel, whether this would he a theory of ‘the arts and inlellee-
tual life" in their relalions to ‘sociely’, or a theory of the social
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process which creates specificand different ‘ways of life’, isonly
the most obvious problem.

The first substantial problem is in attiludes towards ‘civiliza-
tion'. Here the decisive intervention of Marxism was the
analysis of ‘civil society’, and what within its terms was known
as 'civilization', as a specific historical form: bourgeois society
as created by the capitalist mode of production. This provided
an indispensable critical perspective, but it was still largely
contained within the assumptions which had produced the con-
cept: that of a progressive secular development, most obviously;
but also that of a broadly unilinear development. Bourgeois
society and capitalist production were at once heavily attacked
and seen as historically progressive {the latter in received terms,
as in ‘“lhe bourgeoisie ... has made barbarian and semi-
barbarian countries dependent on the civilized ones”, Com-
munist Manifesto, 53). Socialism would supersede them as the
next and highest stage of the development.

It is important to compare this inherited perspective with
other elements in Marxism and in the radical and socialist
movements which preceded it. Often, especially in the earlier
movements, influenced by an alternative tradition, including
the radical critique of ‘civilization', it was not the progressive
but the fundamentally contradictory character of this develop-
ment that was decisive. ‘Civilization’ had produced not only
wealth, order, and refinement, but as part of the same process
poverty, disorder, and degradation. It was attacked for its ‘artifi-
ciality—its glaring contrasts with a ‘natural’ or 'human’ order.
The values upheld against it were not those of the next higher
stage of development, but of an essential human brotherhood,
often expressed as something to be recovered as well as gained.
These two tendencies in Marxism, and in the wider socialist
movement, have often in effect been brought together, but in
theory and especially in the analysis of subsequent historical
practice need to be radically distinguished.

The next decisive intervention of Marxism was the rejection of
what Marx called ‘idealist historiography’, and in that sense of
the theoretical procedures of the Enlightenment. History was
not seen (or not always or primarily seen) as the overcoming of
ignorance and superstition by knowledge and reason. What that
account and perspective excluded was malerial history, the
history of labour, industry as the 'open hook of the human

Y

Culture 19

facullies'. The original notion of 'man making his own history’
was given a new radical content by this emphasis on 'man
making himself through producing his own means of life. For
all its difficulties in detailed demonstration this was the most
important intellectual advance in all modern social thought. It
offered the possibility of overcoming the dichotomy between
‘society’ and ‘mature’, and of discovering new constitutive rela-
tionships between ‘society’ and ‘economy’. As a specification of
the basic element of the social process of culture it was a recov-
ery of the wholeness of history. It inaugurated the decisive
inclusion of that material history which had been excluded fromn
the ‘so-called history of civilization, which is all a history of
religions and states’. Marx's aown history of capitalism is only
the most eminent example.

But there are difficulties within this achievement. Its
emphasis on social process, of a constitutive kind, was qualified
by the persistence of an earlier kind of rationalism, related to the
assumpltion of progressive unilinear development, as in one
version of the discovery of the ‘scientific laws' of society. This
weakened the constitutive and strengthened a more instrumen-
tal perspective. Again, the stress on material history, especially
within the necessary polemics of its establishment, was in one
special way compromised. Instead of making cultural history
material, which was the next radical move, it was made depen-
dent, secondary, ‘superstructural’s a realm of ‘mere’ ideas,
beliefs, arts, customs, determined by the basic material history.
What matters here is not only thé element of reduction; it is the
reproduction, in an altered form, of the separation of ‘culture
from material social life, which had been the dominant tendency
in idealist cultural thought. Thus the full possibilities of the
concepl of culture as a constilutive social process, crealing
specific and differgfit ‘ways of life', which could have been
remarkably deepened by the emphasis on a material social pro-
cess, were for a long time missed, and were often in practice
superseded by an abslracting unilinear universalism. At the
same time the significance of the alternative concept of culture,
defining ‘intellectual life’ and ‘the arts’, was compromised by ils
apparent reduction to 'superstructural’ status, and was left to be
developed by those who, in the very process of idealizing it,
brake its necessary connections with society and history and, in
the areas of psychology, ar(, and belief, developed a powerful
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alternative sense of the constitutive human process itself. It is
then not surprising that in the twentieth century this alternative
sense has come to overlay and stifle Marxism, with some war-
rant in its most obvious errors, but without having to face the
real challenge which was implicit, and so nearly clarified, in the
original Marxist inlervention.

In the complex development of the concept of ‘culture’, which
lhas of course now been incorporated into so many different
syslems and practices, there is one decisive question which was
returned to again and again in the formative period of the eigh-
teenth and early nineteenth centuries but which was on the
whole missed, or at least not developed, in the first stage of
Marxism. This is the question of human language, which was an
understandable preoccupation of the historians of ‘civilization’,
and a central, even a defining question, for the theorists of a
conslitutive process of ‘culture’, from Vico lo Herder anil
beyond. Indeed, to understand the full implications of the Idea
of & 'constitutive human process’ il is to changing concepts of
language that we must turn.

2. Language

A definition of language is always, implicitly or explicitly, a
definition of human beings in the world. The received major
categories—‘world’, ‘reality’, ‘nature,’ 'human’—may be coun-
terposed or related to the category ‘language’, but it is now a
commonplace to observe that all categories, including the
category ‘language’, are themselves constructions in language,
and can thus only with an effort, and within a particular system
of thought, be separated from language for relational inquiry.
Such efforts and such systems, nevertheless, constitute a major
part of the history of thought. Many of the problems which have
emerged from this history are relevant to Marxism, and in cer-
tain areas Marxism itself has contributed to them, by extension
from its basic revaluation, in historical materialism, of the
received major categories. Yet it is significant that, by compari-
son, Marxism has contributed very little to thinking about lan-
guage itself. The result has been either that limited and unde-
veloped versions of language as a 'teflection’ of ‘reality’ have
been taken for granted, or that propositions aboul language,
developed within or in the forms of other and often antagonistic
systems of thought, have been synthesized with Marxist propos-
itions about other kinds of activity, in ways which are not only
ultimately untenable but, in our own time, radically limiting to
the strength of the social propositions. The effects on cultural
theory, and in particular on thinking about literature, have been
especially marked.

The key moments which should be of interest to Marxism, in
the development of thinking about language, are, first, the
emphasis on language as activity and, second, the emphasis on
the history of language. Neither of these positions, on itsown, is
enough to restate the whole problem. It is the conjunction and
consequent revaluation of each position that remains necessary.
Butin different ways, and with significant practical results, each
position transformed those habitual conceptions of language
which depended on and supporled relatively static ways of
thinking about human beings in the world.

The major emphasis on language as activity began in the
eighteenth century, in close relation to the idea of men having
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electronic transmission and recording of speech and of writing
for speech, and the chemical and electronic composition and
transmission of images, in complex relations with speech and
with writing for speech, and including images which can them-
selves be ‘wrilten’. None of these means cancels print, or even
diminishes its specific importance, but they are not simple addi-
tions to it, or mere alternatives. In their complex connections
and interrelations they compose a new suhstantial practice in
social language itself, over a range from public address and
manifest representation to ‘inner speech’ and verbal thought.
Ifor they are always more than new technologies, in the limited
sense. They are means of production, developed in direct if
complex relations with profoundly changing and extending
social and cultural relationships: changes elsewhere recogniza-
ble as deep political and economic transformations. It is in no
way surprising that the specialized concept of ‘literature’,
developed in precise forms of correspondence with a particular
social class, a particular organization of learning, and the
appropriate particular technology of print, should now be so
often invoked in retrospective, nostalgic, or reactionary moods,
asaform of opposition to what is correctly seen asa new phase of
civilization. The situation is historically comparable to that
invocalion of the divine and the sacred, and of divine and sacred
learning, against the new humanist concept of literature, in the
difficult and contested transition from feudal to hourgeois
society.

What can then be seen as happening, in each (ransition, is a
historical development of social language itself: finding new
means, new forms and then new definitions of a changing prac-
tical consciousness. Many of the active values of ‘literature’ have
then to be seen, not as tied to the concept, which came to limit as
well as to summarize them, but as elements of a continuing and
changing practice which already substantially, and now at the
level of theoretical redefinition, is moving beyond its old forms.

4. ldeology

The concepl of ‘ideology’ did not originate in Marxism and is
still in no way confined to it. Yet it is evidenlly an important
concept in almost all Marxist thinking about culture, and espe-
cially about literature and ideas. The difficulty then is thal we
have to distinguish three common versions of the conceplt,
which are all common in Marxist writing. These are, broadly:

(i) a system of beliefs characleristic of a particular class or
group;
(ii) a system of illusory beliefs—Tlalse ideas or false con-

sciousness—which can be contrasted with true or scientific
knowledge;

(iii) the general process of the production of meanings and

In one variant of Marxism, senses (i) and (ii) can be efleclively
combined. In a class society, all beliefs are founded on class

position, and the systems of belief of all classes—or, quite com-
monly, of all classes preceding, and other than, the prolelarial,
whose formation is the project of the abolition of class sociely
—are then in part or wholly false (illusory). The specific proh-
lems in this powerful general proposition have led lo intense
controversy within Marxist thought. It is not unusual to find
some form of the proposition alongside uses of the simple sense
(1), as in the characterization, for example by Lenin, of ‘socialist
ideology’. Another way of broadly retaining but distinguishing
senses (i) and (ii} is to use sense (i) [or systems of helief founded
on class position, including that of the proletariat within class
society, and sense (ii) for contrast with (in a broad sense) scien-
tific knowledge of all kinds, which is based on reality rather than
illusions. Sense (iii) undercuts most of these associations and
distinctions, for the ideological process—the production of
meanings and ideas—is then seen as general and universal, and
ideology is either this process itself or the area of ils study.

Posilions associated with senses (i) and (ii) are then brought to
bear in Marxist ideological studies.
In this situation there can be no question of establishing,
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except in polemics, a single ‘correct’ Marxist definition of ideol-
ogy. It is more to the point to return the term and its variations to
the issues within which it and these were formed; and specifi-
cally, first, to the historical development. We can then return to
the issues as they now present themselves, and to the important
controversies which the term and its variations reveal and con-
ceal.

‘Ideology’ was coined as a term in the late eighteenth century,
by the French philosopher Destutt de Tracy. It was intended to
be a philosophical term for the ‘science of ideas’. Its use
depended on a particular understanding of the nature of ‘ideas’,
which was broadly that of Locke and the empiricist tradition.
Thus ideas were not to be and could not be understood in any of
the older ‘metaphysical’ or ‘idealist’ senses. The science of ideas
must be a natural science, since all ideas originate in man's
experience of the world. Specifically, in Destutt, ideology is part
of zoology:

We have only an incomplete knowledge of an animal if we do not know
his intellectual faculties. Ideology is a part of Zoology, and it is espe-
cially in man that this part is important and deserves to be more deeply
understood. (Eléments d'idéologie, 1801, Preface)

The description is characteristic of scientific empiricism. The
‘real elements’ of ideology are ‘our intellectual faculties, their
principal phenomena and their most evident circumstances’.
The critical aspect of this emphasis was at once realized by one
kind of opponent, the reactionary de Bonald: ‘Ideology has
replaced metaphysics . . . because modern philosophy sees no
other ideas in the world but those of men’. De Bonald correctly
related the scientific sense of ideology to the empiricist tradition
which had passed from Locke through Condillac, pointing out
its preoccupation with ‘signs and their influence on thought'
and summarizing its ‘sad system’ as areduction of ‘our thoughts’
to ‘transformed sensations’. “All the characteristics of intelli-
gence', de Bonald added, ‘disappeared under the scalpel of this
ideological dissection.’

The initial bearings of the concept of ideology are then very
complex. It was indeed an assertion against metaphysics Lhat
there are ‘no ideas in the world but those of men’. At the same
time, intended as a branch of empirical science, ‘ideology’ was
limited, by ils philosophical assumptions, to a version of ideas

i
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as ‘transformed sensations’ and to a version of language as a
‘system of signs' (based, as in Condillac, on an ultimately
mathematical model). These limitations, with their characteris-
tic abstraction of ‘man’ and ‘the world’, and with their reliance
on the passive ‘reception’ and ‘systematic associalion’ of ‘sensa-
tions', were not only 'scientific’ and ‘empirical’ but were ele-
ments of a basically bourgeois view of human existence. The
rejection of metaphysics was a characteristic gain, confirmed by
the development of precise and systematic empirical enquiry.
At the same time the effective exclusion of any social dimension
—both the practical exclusion of social relationships implied in
the model of “man’ and ‘the world’, and the characteristic dis-
placement of necessary social relationships to a formal system,
whether the ‘laws of psychology’ or language as a ‘system ol
signs'—was a deep and apparently irrecoverable loss and
distortion.

Itis significant that the initial objection to the exclusion ofany
active conception of intelligence was made from generally reac-
tionary positions, which sought to retain the sense of activily in
its old metaphysical forms. 1t is even more significant, in the
next stage of the development, that a derogatory sense of ‘ideol-
ogy' as ‘impractical theory' or ‘abstract illusion’, first introduced
from an evidently reactionary position by Napoleon, was laken
over, though from a new paosition, by Marx.

Napoleon said:

It is to the doctrine of the ideologues—to this diffuse metaphysics,
which in a contrived manner seeks to find the primary causes and on
this foundation would erecl the legislation of peoples, instead of adapt-
ing the laws to a knowledge of the human heart and of the lessons of
history—to which one must attribute all the misfortunes which have
befallen our beautiful France.*

Scott (Napoleon, 1827, vi. 251) summarized: ‘Ideology, by
which nickname the French ruler used to dislinguish every
species of theory, which, resting in no respect upon the basis of
self-interest, could, he thought, prevail with none save hot-
brained boys and crazed enthusiasts.’

Each element of this condemnation of ‘'ideclogy’—which
became very well known and was often repeated in Europe and
North America during the first half of the nineteenth cen-
tury—was taken up and applied by Marx and Engels, in their

* Cited in A. Naess, Democracy, Ideology, and Objectivily, Oslo, 1956, 151.
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early writings. It is the substantial content of their attack on their
Germdan contemporaries in The German Ideology (1846). To find
‘primary causes' in ‘ideas’ was seen as lhe basic error. There is
even the same tone of contemptuous practicality in the anecdote
in Marx's Preface:

Onceupon a time an honest fellow had the idea that men were drowned
in water only because they were possessed with the idea of gravity. If
they were to knock this idea out of their heads, say by stating it to be a

superstition, a religious idea, they would be sublimely proof against
any danger from water. (GI, 2)

Abstract theories, separated from the ‘basis of self-interest’, were
then beside the point.

Of course the argument could not be left at this stage. In place
of Napoleon’s conservative (and suitably vague) standard of
‘knowledge of the human heart and of the lessons of history’,
Marx and Engels introduced ‘the real ground of history’—the
process of production and self-production—from which the
‘origins and growth’ of ‘different theoretical products’ could be
traced. The simple cynicism of the appeal to ‘self-interest’
became a critical diagnosis of the real basis of all ideas:

the ruling ideas are nothing more than the ideal expression of the
dominant material relationships, the dominant material relationships
grasped as ideas. (GI, 39)

Yet already at this stage there were obvious complications.
‘Ideology’ became a polemical nickname for kinds of thinking
which neglected or ignored the material social process of which
‘consciousness’ was always a part:

Consciousness can never be anything else than conscious existence,
and the existence of men is their actual life-process. If in all ideology
men and their circumstances appear upside down as in a camera
obscura,, this phenomenon arises just as much from their historicel
life-process as the inversion of objects on the retina does from their
physical life-process. (GI, 14)

The emphasis is clear but the analogy is difficult. The physical
processes of the retina cannot reasonably be separated from the
physical processes of the brain, which, as a necessarily con-
nected activity, control and ‘'rectify’ the inversion. The camera
obscura was a conscious device for discerning proportions; the
inversion had in fact heen corrected by adding another lens. In
one sense the analogies are no more than incidental, but they
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probably relate to (though in facl, as examples, lhey wark
apainst) an underlying criterion of ‘direct positive know edpe’.
They areina way very like theuse of ‘the idea of gravilyto refute
the notion af the controlling pawer of ideas. If the idea had been
not a practical and scientific understanding of a natural force
but, say, an idea of ‘racial superiority' or of ‘the inferior wisdom
of women', the argument might in tlie end have come ant the
same way but it would have had to pass through many more
significant stages and difficulties.
This is also true even of the more positive definition:

We do not set out from what men say, imagine, conceive, nor from men
as narrated, thought of, imagined, conceived, in order to arrive al men
in the flesh. We set oul from real, active inen, and on the basis of their
real life-process we demonstrate the develapment of the ideological
reflexes and echoes of this life-process. The phantoms formed in the
human hrain are also, necessarily, sublimates of their material lile-
process, which is empirically verifiable and bound 1o malerial premis-
ses. Morality, religion, metaphysics, all the rest of ideology and their
corresponding forms of conscinusness, thus no longer relain the sem-
blance of independence, (GI, 14)

That ‘ideology’ shonld be deprived of ils ‘semblance ol inde-
pendence’ is entirely reasonable. Bul the langnage of ‘reflexes,’
‘echioes’, ‘phantoms’, and ‘sublimates' is simplistic, and has in
repetition been disastrous. 1t belongs to the naive dualism of
‘mechanical materialism’, in which the idealist separation of
‘ideas’ and “material reality’ had been repealed, but with its
priorities reversed. The emphasis on consciousness as insepara-
ble from conscious existence, and then on conscious existence
as inseparable from material social processes, is in effect lost in
the use of this deliberately degrading vocabulary. The damage
can be realized if we compare it for a moment with Marx's
description of ‘human labour’ in Capital (i. 185-6):

We presuppose labour in a form that stamps il as exclusively human . . .
What distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees is this, thal
the architect raises his structure in imaginalion before he erecls it in
reality. At the end af every labour-process, we gel a result that already
existed in the imagination of the labourer at its commencement.

This goes perhaps even too much the other way, hut its differ-
ence from the world of ‘reflexes’, ‘echoes’, ‘phantoms’, and ‘sub-
limates' hardly needs to be stressed. Consciousness is seen from
the beginning as part of the human malerial social process, and
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its products in ‘ideas’ are then as much part of this process as
material products themselves. This, centrally,; was the thrust of
Marx's whole argument, but the point was lost, in this crucial
area, by a temporary surrender to the cynicism of ‘practical men’
and, even more, to the abstract empiricism of a version of
‘natural science'.

What had really been introduced, as a corrective to abstract
empiricism, was the sense of material and social history as the
real relationship between ‘man’ and ‘nature’. But it is then very
curious of Marx and Engels to abstract, in turn, the persuasive
‘men in the flesh’, at whom we ‘arrive’. To begin by presuppos-
ing them, as the necessary starting-point, is right while we
remember that they are therefore also conscious men. The deci-
sion not 1o set out from ‘what men say, imagine, conceive, nor
Irom men as narrated, thought of, imagined, conceived’ is then
at best a corrective reminder that there is other and sometimes
harder evidence of what they have done. But itis also at its worst
an objectivist fantasy: that the whaole ‘real life-process’ can be
known independently of language (‘what men say’) and of its
records ('men as narrated’). For the very notion of history would
become absurd if we did not look at ‘men as narrated’ (when,
having died, they are hardly likely to be accessible ‘in the flesh’,
and on which, inevitably, Marx and Engels extensively and
repeatedly relied) as well as at that ‘history of industry . . . as it
objectively exists . . . an open book of the human faculties . . . a
human psychology which can be directly apprehended’ (EPM,
121), which they had decisively introduced against the exclu-
sions of other historians. What they were centrally arguing wasa
new way of seeing the total relationships between this ‘open
book’ and ‘what men say’ and ‘men as narrated’. In a polemical
response to the abstract history of ideas or of consciousness
they made their main point but in one decisive area lost it
again. This confusion is the source of the naive reduction, in
much subsequent Marxist thinking, of consciousness, imagina-
tion, art, and ideas to ‘reflexes’, ‘echoes’, ‘phantoms’, and ‘sub-
limates’, and then of a profound confusion in the concept of
‘ideology’.

We can trace further elements of this failure if we examine
those definitions of ideology which gain most of their force by
contrast with what is not ideology. The most common of these
contrasts is with what is called ‘science’. For example:
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Where speculation ends—in teal lile—there real, positive science
begins: the representation of the practical activity, of the practical
process af development of men. Empty talk about consciousness ceases,
and real knowladge has lo lake its place. When realily is depicted,
philosaphy as an independent hranch of activity lnses ils meditm of
existence. (GI, 17)

There are several difficulties here. The uses of ‘consciousness’
and ‘philosophy' depend almost entirely on the main argument
about the futility of separating consciousness and thought from
the material social process. It is the separation that makes such
consciousness and thought into ideology. But it is easy to see
how the point could be taken, and has often been taken, in a
quite different way. Ina new kind of abstraction, ‘consciousness’
and ‘philosophy’ are separated, in their turn, from ‘real know-
ledge’ and from the ‘practical process'. This is especially easy 1o
do with the available language of ‘reflexes’, ‘echoes’, ‘phan-
toms’, and ‘sublimates’. The result of this separation, against the
original conception of an indissoluble process, is the farcical
exclusion of consciousness from the ‘development of men' and
from ‘real knowledge' of this development. But the former, al
least, is impossihle by any standard. All that can then be done to
mask its absurdity is elaboration of the familiar two-stage model
(the mechanical materialist reversal of the idealist dualism), in
which there is first material social life and then, at some tem-
poral or spatial distance, consciousness and 'its’ products. This
leads directly to simple reductionism: ‘consciousness’ and ‘its’
products can be nothing but ‘reflections’ of what has already
occurred in the material social process.

It can of course be said from experience (lhat experience
which produced the later anxious warnings and qualificalions)
that this is a poor practical way of trying to understand 'con-
sciousness and its products’: that these continually escape so
simple a reductive equation. But this is a marginal poinl. The
real point is that the separation and abstraction of ‘conscious-
ness and its products’ as a ‘reflective’ or ‘second-stage’ process
results in an ironic idealization of 'consciousness and ils pro-
ducts’ at this secondary level.

For ‘consciousness and its products’ are always, though in
variable forms, parts of the malerial social process itself:
whether as what Marx called the necessary element of ‘imagina-
tion’ in the labour process; or as the necessary conditions of
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associated labour, in language and in practical ideas of relation-
ship; or, which is so often and significantly forgotten, in the real
processes—all of them physical and material, most of them
manifestly so—which are masked and idealized as ‘conscious-
ness and its products’ but which, when seen without illusions,
are themselves necessarily social material activities. What is in
fact idealized, in the ordinary reductive view, is ‘thinking' or
‘imagining’, and the only materialization of these abstracted
processes is by a general reference back to the whale (and
because abstracted then in effect complete) material social pro-
cess. And what this version of Marxism especially overlooks is
that ‘thinking’ and ‘imagining’ are from the beginning social
processes (of course including that capacity for ‘internalization’
which is a necessary part of any social process between actual
individuals) and that they become accessible only in unarguably
physical and material ways: in voices, in sounds made by
instruments, in penned or printed writing, in arranged pigments
on canvas or plaster, in worked marble or stone. To exclude
these material social processes from the material social process
is the same error as to reduce all material social processes to
mere technical means for some other abstracted ‘life’. The ‘prac-
tical process’ of the ‘development of men’ necessarily includes
them from the beginning, and as more than the technical means
for some quite separate ‘thinking’ and ‘imagining’.

What can then be said to be ‘ideology’, in its received negative
form? It can of course be said that these processes, or some of
them, come in variable forms {which is as undeniable as the
variable forms of any production), and that some of these forms
are ‘ideology’ while others are not. This is a tempting path, but it
is usually not followed far, because there is a fool’s beacon
erected just a little way slong it. This is the difficult concept of
‘science’. We have to notice first a problem of translation. The
German Wissenschaft, like the French science, has a much
broader meaning than English science has had since the early
nineteenth century. The broader meaning is in the area of 'sys-
tematic knowledge’ or ‘organized learning’. In English this has
been largely specialized to such knowledge based on observa-
lion of the ‘real world’ (at first, and still persistently, within the
categories of ‘man’ and 'the world’) and on the significant dis-
tinction. (and even opposition) between the formerly inter-
changeable words experience and experiment, the Jatter attract-
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ing, in the course of development, new senses of empirical and
positive. It is then very difficult torany inglish readerto take the
translated phrase of Marx and lingels—'real, posilive sci-
ence'—in anything other than this specialized sense. Bul two
qualifications have then at once [0 be made. First, that the
Marxisl definition of the ‘real world', by moving beyond the
separated categories of ‘man' and "the world" and incliding, as
central, the active material social process, had made any such
simple transfer impossible:

If industry is conceived as an exateric form of the realizalion ol the
essential human foculties, one is able (o grasp also the hnman essence
of Nature or the natural essence aof man. The natural sciences will then
abancdon their abstract inaterialist, ar rather, idealist, orientation, and
will become the basis af & human seience ... One basis [or life and
another for science is a priori a falsehood. (EPM, 122)

This is an argument precisely against the categories ol the
English specialization of ‘science’. Bul then, second, the actual
progress of scientific rationality, especially in its rejection of
metaphysics and in ils trinmphant escape [rom a limitation {o
observalion, experiment, and inquiry within received religious
and philosophical systems, was immensely allraclive asa madel
for understanding society, Though the ohject of inquiry had
been radically changed—from ‘man’ and ‘the world’ to an active,
interactive, and in a key sense self-crealing material social
process—it was supposed, or rather hoped, thal the methods, or
at teast the mood, could be carried over.

This sense of getting free of the ordinary assumptions ol social
inquiry, which usually began where it should have ended, with
the forms and categories of a particular historical phase of
saciely, is immensely important and was radically demon-
strated in most of Marx's work. But it is very different from the
uncritical use of ‘science’ and ‘scientific’, with deliberate refer-
ences to and analogies from 'natural science’, to desaribe the
essentially critical and historical work which was actually
undertaken. Engels, it is true, used Ihese references and
analogies much more often than Marx. ‘Scientific socialism’
became, under his influence, a polemical catchword. In practice
it depends almost equally on a (justifiable) sense of systematic
knowledge of society, based on ohservation and analysis of ils
processes of development (as distinct, say, from ‘utopian’
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socialism, which projected a desirable future without close con-
sideration of the past and present processes within which it had
to be attained); and on a (false) association with the ‘fundamen-
tal' or ‘universal’ 'laws' of natural science, which, even when
they turned oul to be ‘laws’ rather than effective working
generalizations or hypotheses, were of a different kind because
their objects of study were radically different.

The notion of ‘science’ has had a crucial effect, negatively, on
the concept of 'ideology’. If ‘idealogy’ is contrasled with ‘real,
positive science’, in the sense of delailed and connected know-
ledge of ‘the practical process of development of men’, then the
distinction may have significance as an indication of the
received assumptions, concepts, and points of view which can
be shown to prevent or distort such detailed and connected
knowledge. We can often feel that this is all that was really
intended. But the contrast is of course less simple than it may
look, since its confident application depends on a knowable
distinction between 'detailed and connected knowledge of the
practical process of development’ and other kinds of ‘know-
ledge” which may often closely resemble it. One way of apply-
ing the distinguishing criterion would be by examinihg the
‘assumptions, concepls, and points of view', whether received
arnot, by which any knowledge has been gained and organized,
But it is just this kind of analysis which is prevented hy the a
priori assumption of a ‘positive’ method which is nat subject tn
such scrutiny: an assumption based in fact on the received (and
unexamined) assumptions of ‘positive, scientifia knowledge',
freed of the ‘idenlogical hias' of all other observers, This posi-
tion, which has been often repeated in orthodox Marxism, is
either a circular demonstration or a familiar partisan claim (of
the kind made by almost all parties) that others are hijasad but
that, by definition, we are not.

That indeed was the fool’s way out of the very difficult prob-
lem which was now being confronted, within historical
materialism. Its symptomatic importance at the level of dogma
has to be noted and then set aside if we are to see, clearly, a very
different and nmuch more interesting proposition, which leads to
a quite different (though not often theoretically distinguished)
definition of ideology. This begins from the main poinl of the
attack on the Young Hegelians, who were said to “consider
conceptions, thoughts, ideas, in fact all the products of con-
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sciousness, to which they attribute an independent existence,
as the real chains of men’'. Social liberation would then come
through a ‘change of consciousness’. Everything then (urns, of
course, on the definition of ‘consciousness’. The -definition
adopted, polemically, by Marx and Engels, is in effect their
definition of ideology: not ‘practical consciousness' but ‘self-
dependent theory’. Hence ‘really it is only a question of explain-
ing this theoretical talk from the actual existing conditions. The
real, practical dissolution of these phrases, the removal of these
notions from the consciousness of men, will . . . be effected by
altered circumstances, not by theoretical deductions’ (GI, 15). In
this task the proletariat has an advantage, since ‘for the mass of
men . . . these theoretical notions do not exist’.

It we can take this seriously we are left with a much more
limited and in that respect more plausible definition of ideo-
logy. Since ‘consciousness’, including ‘conceptions, thoughts,
ideas’, can hardly be asserted to be non-existent in the ‘mass of
men’, the definition falls back to a kind of consciousness, and
certain kinds of conceptions, thoughts, and ideas, which are
specifically ‘ideological’. ngels later sought to clarify this posi-
tion:

Every ideology . . . once it has arisen, develops in conneclion witl
given concept-material, and devalops this malerial further; otherwise it
would cease Lo be idealogy, that is, ucecupation with thouglits as with
independent entities, developing independently and subject only o
thelr own laws. That the material life condilions of the persans inside
whose heads this thought process goes on, in the last resort determines
the course of this process, remains of necessity unknown o these
persons, for otherwise there would he an end (o all ideology.
(Feuerbach, 65-8)

Ideology is a process accomplished by the so-called thinker, con-
sciously indeed but with a false consciousness. The real motivas impel-
ling him remain unknown to him, otherwise it wonld not be an ideo-
logical process at all. Hence he imagines false or apparent motives,
Because itisa processof thought he derives both its form and its content
from pure thought, either his own or that of his predecessors.*

Taken on their own, these staternents can appear virlually
psychological. They are structurally very similar to the Frendian
concept of ‘rationalization’ in such phrases as 'inside whose
heads’; ‘real matives . . . unknown to him" ‘imagines false or

* Lelterto ¥. Mehring, 14 July 1893 (Marx and Engels: Selected Correspondence,
New York, 1935).
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apparent motives'. In this form a version of ‘ideology’ is readily
accepted in modern bourgeois thought, which has its own con-
cepts of the ‘real’—material or psychological—to undercut either
ideology or rationalization. But it had once been a more serious
position. Ideology was specifically identified as a consequence
of the division of labour:

Division of labour only becomes truly such from the moment when a
division of material and mental labour appears . . . From this mament
onwards consciousnesscan really flatter itself that it s something other
than consciousness of existing practice, that it really represents some-
thing without representing something real; from now on consciousness
is in a position to emancipale itself from the world and to proceed to the
formation of ‘pure’ theory, theology, philosophy, ethics, elc. (GI, 51)

Ideology is then ‘separated theory’, and its analysis must involve
restoration of its ‘real’ connections.

The division of labour . . . manifests itself also in the ruling class as the
division of mental and material labour, so that inside this class one part
appears as the thinkers of the class (its active, conceptive ideologists,
who make the perfecting of the illusion of the class ahout itself their
chief sonrce of livelihood) while the other’s attitude to these ideas and
illusions is more passive and receplive, because they are in reality the
aclive memhers of this class and have less time to makenp illusions and
ideas about themselves. (GI, 39-40)

This is shrewd enough, as is the later observation that

each new class ... is compelled ... to represent its interest as the
common interest of all the members of society, put in an ideal form; it
will give its ideas the form of universality, and represent them as the
only rational, universally valid ones. (GI, 40-1)

But ‘ideology’ then hovers between 'a system of beliefs charac-
leristic of a certain class’ and ‘a system of illusory beliefs—false
ideas or false consciousness—which can be contrasted with true
or scientific knowledge’.

This uncertainty was never really resolved. Ideology as ‘sepa-
rated theory’—the natural home of illusions and false con-
sciousness—is itself separated from the (intrinsically limited)
‘practical consciousness of a class’. This separation, hawever, is
very much easier to carry out in theory than in practice. The
immense hody of direct class-consciousness, directly expressed
and again and again directly imposed, can appear to escape the
taint of ‘ideology’, which would be limited to the ‘universaliz-
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ing' philasaphers. Bul then what name is to be found for these
powerful direct systems? Surely nol ‘true’ or 'scient ic' know-
ledge, except hy an extraordinary sleight-of-hand with (he
description ‘practical’. For most ruling classes have nol needed
to be ‘unmasked’; they have usually proclaimed their existence
and the ‘conceptions, thoughts, ideas’ which ratify it. To over-
throw them is ordinarily to averthrow their conscious practice,
and this is always very much harder than overthrowing their
‘abstract’ and ‘universalizing’ ideas, which also, in real lerms,
have a much more complicaled and interaclive relationship
with the dominant ‘practical consciousness’ than any merely
dependent or illusory concepts could ever have. Or again, ‘the
existence of revolutionary ideas in a particular period presup-
poses the existence of a revolutionary class’. But this may or may
not be true, since all the difficult questions are about the
development of a pre-revolutionary or potentially revolutionary
ot briefly revolutionary into a sustained revolutinnary class, and
the same difficult questions necessarily arise about pre-
revolutionary, potentially revolutionary, or briefly revolution-
ary ideas. Marx and Engels's own complicated relations lo the

(in itself very complicated) revolutionary character of the Euro-
pean proletariat is an intensely practical example of just this
difficulty, as is also their complicated and acknowledged rela-
tionship (including the relationship implied by eritique) to their
intellectual predecessors.

What really happened, in temporary but influential substitu-
tion for just this detailed and connected knowledge, was, first,
an abstraction of ‘ideology’, as a category of illusions and false
consciousness (an abstraction which as they had best reason o
know would prevent examination, not of the abstracted ideas,
which is relatively easy, but of the material social process in
which ‘conceptions, thoughts, ideas’, of course in different
degrees, become practical). Second, in relation to this, the
ahstraction was given a categorical rigidity, an epochal rather
than a genuinely historical consciousness of ideas, which could
then be mechanically separated into forms of successive and
unified stages of—but which? - hoth knowledge and illusion.
Each stage of the abstraction isradically different, in both theory
and practice, from Marx’s emphasis on a necessary conflict of
real interests, in the material social process, and on the ‘‘legal,
political, religious, aesthetic, or philosophical—in shorl
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ideological—forms in which men become conscious of this con-
flict and fight it out”. The infection from categorical argument
against specialists in categories has here been burned out, by a
practical recognition of the whole and indissoluble material and
social process. ‘Ideology’ then reverts to a specific and practical
dimension: the complicated process within which men
‘become’ (are) conscious of their interests and their conflicts.
The categorical short-cut to an (abstract) distinction between
‘true’ and ‘false’ consciousness is then effectively abandoned, as
in all practice it has to be.

All these varying uses of ‘ideology’ have persisted within the
general development of Marxism. There has been a convenient
dogmatic retention, at some levels, of ideoclogy as ‘false con-
sciousness’. This has often prevented the more specific analysis
of operative distinctions of ‘true’ and ‘false’ consciousnessat the
practical level, which is always that of social relationships, and
of the part played in these relalionships by 'conceptions,
thoughts, ideas'. There was a late attempt, by Lukdcs, to clarify.
this analysis by a distinction between ‘actual consciousness’
and ‘imputed’ or ‘potential’ consciousness (a full and ‘true’
understanding of a real social position). This has the merit of
avoiding the reduction of all ‘actual consciousness’ to ideology,
but the category is speculative, and indeed as a category cannot
easily be sustained. In History and Class-Consciousness it
depended on a last abstract attempt to identify truth with the
idea of the proletariat, but in this Hegelian form it is no more
convineing than the earlier positivistidentification of a category
of 'scientific knowledge’. A more interesting but equally dif-
licult attempt to define ‘true’ consciousness was the elaboration
of Marx's point about changing the world rather than interpret-
ing it. What became known as the ‘test of practice’ was offered as
a criterion of truth and as the essential distinction from ideo-
logy. In certain general ways this is a wholly consistent projec-
tion from the idea of ‘practical consciousness’, but it is easy to
see how its application to specific theories, formulations, and
programmes can result either in a vulgar ‘success’ ethic, mas-
querading as ‘historical truth’, or in numbness or confusion
when there are practical defeats and deformations. The ‘test of
practice’, that is to say, cannot be applied to ‘scientific theory’
and ‘ideology’ taken as abstract categories. The real point of the
definition of 'practical consciousness’ was indeed to undercut
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these abstractions, which nevertheless have continued to be
reproduced as ‘Marxist theory'.

Three other tendencies in twentieth-century concepts of
ideology may be briefly noted. First, the concept has been com-
monly used, within Marxism and outside it, in the relatively
neutral sense of ‘a system of beliefs characteristic of a particular
class or group’ (without implications of ‘truth’ or ‘illusion’ but
with positive reference to a social situation and interest and its
defining or constitutive system of meanings and values). It is
thus possible to speak neutrally or even approvingly of ‘socialist
ideology’. A curious example here is that of Lenin:

Socialism, in so far as it is the ideology of struggle of the proletarian
class, undergoes the general conditions of birth, developmen! and
consolidation of any ideology, that is to say it is founded on all the
material of human knowledge, it presupposes a high level of science,
scientific work, etc. ... In the class struggle of the proletariat which
develops spontaneously, as an elemental force, on the basis of capilalist
relations, socialism is introduced by the ideologists.*

Obviously ‘ideology’ here is not intended as ‘false conscious-
ness’. The distinction between a class and its ideologists can be
related to the distinction made by Marx and Engels, but one
crucial clause of this—‘active, conceptive ideologists, who
make the perfecting of the illusion of the class about itself their
chief source of livelihood'—has then to be tacitly dropped,
unless the reference to a ‘ruling class’ can be dressed up as a
saving clause. More significantly, perhaps, ‘ideclogy’ in its now
neutral orapproving sense is seen as ‘introduced’ on the founda-
tion of ‘all . . . human knowledge, . . . science . . . etc’, of course
brought to bear from a class point of view. The position is clearly
that ideology is theory and that theory is at once secondary and
necessary; ‘practical consciousness’, as here of the proletariat,
will not itself produce it. This is radically different from Marx's
thinking, where all ‘separate’ theory is ideology, and where
genuine theory—‘real, positive knowledge’—is, by contrast, the
articulation of ‘practical consciousness’. But Lenin's model cor-
responds to one orthodox sociological formulation, in which
there is ‘social situation’ and there is also ‘ideology’, their rela-
tions variable but certainly neither dependent nor ‘determined’,
thus allowing both their separate and their comparative history

*‘Letter ta the Federation of the North', Collected Works, Maoscow,1961;6,163



70 Marxism and Lilerature

and analysis. Lenin’s formulation also echoes, from a quile
opposite political position, Napoleon's identification of ‘the
ideologists’, who bring ideas to ‘the people’, for their liberation
or destruction according to point of view, The Napoleonic defin-
ition, in an unaltered form, has of course also persisted, as a
popular form of criticism of political struggles which are
defined by ideas or even by principles. ‘Ideology’ (the product of
‘doctrinaires') is then contrasted with ‘practical experience’,
‘practical politics’, and what is known as pragmatism. This
general sense of ‘ideology’ as not only ‘doctrinaire’ and ‘dogma-
tic' but as a priori and abstract has co-existed uneasily with the
equally general (neutral or appraving) descriptive sense.

Finally there is an obvious need for a general term to describe
not only the products but the processes of all signification,
including the signification of values. It is interesting that ‘ideol-
ogy’ and ‘ideological’ have been widely used in this sense.
Vologinov, for example, uses ‘ideological’ to describe the pro-
cess of the production of meaning through signs, and 'ideology’
is taken-as the dimension of social experience in which mean-
ings and values are produced. The difficult relation of so wide a
sense to the other senses which we have seen to be active hardly
needs stressing. Yet, however far the term itself may be com-
promised, some form of this emphasis on signification as a
central social process is necessary. In Marx, in Engels, and in
much of the Marxist tradition the central argument about ‘prac-
tical censciousness’ was limited and frequently distorted by
failures to see that the fundamental processes of social significa-
tion are intrinsic to ‘practical consciousness’ and intrinsic also
to the ‘conceptions, thoughts, and ideas’ which arerecognizable
as its products. The limiting condition within ‘ideology’ as a
concept, from its beginning in Destutt, was the tendency to limit
processes of meaning and valuation to formed, separable ‘ideas’
or ‘theories’. To attempt to take these back to ‘a world of sensa-
tions’ or, on the other hand, to a ‘practical consciousness’ or a
‘material social process’ which hasbeen so defined as to exclude
these fundamental signifying processes, or to make them essen-
tially secondary, is the persistent thread of error. For the practi-
cal links between ‘ideas and ‘theories’ and the ‘production of
real life' are all in this material social process of signification
itself.

Moreover, when this is realized, those ‘products’ which are
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not ideas or theories, but which are the very different works we
call ‘art’ and ‘literature’, and which are normal elements of the

very general processes we call ‘culture” and ‘language’, cin be
approached in ways other than reduction, abstraction, or agsimi-
lation. This is the argunfent that has now Lo he taken into cul-

tural and literary studies, and especially into the Marxist con-
tribution to them, which, in spite of appearances, is then likely
to be even more controversial than hitherto. But it is then an
open question whether ‘ideology’ and ‘ideological’, wilh their
senses of ‘abstraction’ and ‘illusion’, or their senses of ‘ideas’
and ‘theories’, or even their senses of a ‘system’ of beliefs or of
meanings and values, are sufficiently precise and practicable
terms for so far-reaching and radical a redelinition.
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6. Hegemony

The traditional definition of ‘hegemony’ is political rule or
domination, especially in relations between states. Marxism
extended the definition of rule or domination to relations be-
tween social classes, and especially to definitions of a ruling
class. ‘Hegemony' then acquired a further significant sense in
the work of Antonio Gramsci, carried out under great difficulties
in a Fascist prison between 1827 and 1935. Much is still uncer-
tain in Gramsci’s use of the concept, but his work is one of the
major turning-points in Marxist cultural theory.

Gramsci made a distinction between ‘rule’ (dominio) and
‘hegemony’. ‘Rule’ is expressed in directly political forms and in
times of crisis by direct or effective coercion. But the more
normal situation is a complex interlocking of political, social,
and cultural forces, and ‘hegemony’, according to different
interpretations, is either this or the active social and cultural
forces which are its necessary elements. Whatever the implica-
tions of the concept for Marxist political theory (which has still
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the concept of ‘hegemony’ goes beyond 'idenlogy’. What is deci-
sive is not only the conscious system of ideas and beliefs, but the
whole lived social process as practically organized by specific
and dominant meanings and values. Ideology, in its normal
senses, isarelatively formal and articulated system of meanings,
values, and beliefs, of a kind that can be abstracted as a ‘world-
view' or a 'class outlook’. This explains its popularity as a
concept in retrospective analysis (in base—superstructure mod-
els or in homology), since a system of ideas can be abstracted
from that once living social process and represented, usually by
the selection of ‘leading’ or typical ‘idealogists’ or ‘ideclogical
features’, as the decisive form in which consciousness was at
once expressed and controlled (or, as in Althusser, was in effect
unconscious, as an imposed structure). The relatively mixed,
confused, incomplele, or inarticulate consciousness of aclual
men in that period and society is thus overridden in the name of
this decisive generalized system, and indeed in structural
homology is procedurally excluded as peripheral or ephemeral.
It is the fully articulate and systematic forms which are recog-
nizable as ideology, and there is a corresponding tendency in
the analysis of art to look only for similarly fully articulate

to recognize many kinds of direct political control, social class
control, and economic control, as well as this more general

gy

and systematic expressions of this ideology in the content
{base—superstructure) or form (homology) of actual works. In

ety

formation), the effects on cultural theory are immediate. For
‘hegemony’ is a concept which at once includes and goes
beyond two powerful earlier concepts: that of ‘culture’ as a
‘whole socjal process’, in which men define and shape their
wholelives; and that of ‘ideology’, in any of its Marxist senses, in
which a system of meanings and values is the expression or
projection of a particular class interest.

‘Hegemony' goes beyond ‘culture’, as previously defined, in
its insistence on relating the ‘whole social process’ to specific
distributions of power and influence. To say that ‘men’ define
and shape their whole lives is true only in abstraction. In any
actual society there are specific inequalities in means and there-
fore in capacity to realize this process. In a class society these are
primarily inequalities between classes. Gramsci therefore intro-
duced the necessary recognition of dominance and subordina-
tion in what has still, however, to be recognized as a whole
process.

[tisinjustthis recognition of the wholeness of the process that

less selective procedures, less dependent on the inherent classi-
cism of the definition of form as fully articulate and systematic,
the tendency is to consider works as variants of, or as variably
affected by, the decisive abstracted ideclogy.

More generally, this sense of ‘an ideology’ is applied in
abstract ways to the actual consciousness of both dominant and
subordinated classes. A dominant class ‘has’ this ideology in
relatively pure and simple forms. A subordinate class has, in one
version, nothing but this ideology as its consciousness (since the
production of all ideas is, by axiomatic definition, in the hands
of those who control the primary means of production) or, in
another version, has this ideology imposed on ils otherwise
different consciousness, which it must struggle (o sustain or
develop against ‘ruling-class ideology’.

The concept of hegemony often, in practice, resembles these
definitions, but it is distinct in its refusal to equate conscious-
ness with the articulate formal system which can be and ordinar-
ily is abstracted as ‘ideclogy’. It of course does not exclude lhe
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articulate and formal meanings, values and beliefs which a
dominant class develops and propagates. But it daoes not equate

. these with consciousness, or rather it does nat reduce con-

sciousness to them. Instead it sees the relations of domination
and subdrdination, in their forms as practical consciousness, as
in effect a saturation of the whole process of living—not only of
political and economic activity, nor only of manifest social
activity, but of the whole substance of lived identities and rela-
tionships, to such a depth that the pressures and limits of what
can ultimately be seen as a specific economic, political, and
cultural system seem to most of us the pressures and limits of
simple experience and common sense. Hegemony is then not
only the articulate upper level of ‘ideology’, nor are its forms of
control only those ordinarily seen as ‘manipulation’ or 'indoc-
trination’. It is a whole body of practices and expectations, over
the whole of living: our senses and assignments of energy, our
shaping perceptions of curselves and our world. It is a lived
system of meanings and values—constitutive and constitut-
ing—which as they are experienced as practices appear as recip-
rocally confirming. It thus constitutés a sense of reality for most
people in the society, a sense of absolute because experienced
reality beyond which it is very difficult for most members of the
society to move, in most areas of their lives. It is, that is to say, in
the strongest sense a ‘culture’, but a culture which has also to be
seen as the lived dominance and subordination of particular
classes.

There are two immediate advantages in this concept of
hegemony. First, its forms of domination and subordination
correspond much more closely to the normal processes of social
organization and control in developed societies than the more
familiar projections from the idea of a ruling class, which are
usually based on much earlier and simpler historical phases. It
can speak, for example, to the realities of electoral democracy,
and to the significant modern areas of ‘leisure’ and ‘private life’,
more specifically and more actively than older ideas of domina-
tion, with their trivializing explanations of simple ‘manipula-
tion’, ‘corruption’, and ‘betrayal’. If the pressures and limits of a
given form of domination are to this extent experienced and in
practice internalized, the whole question of class rle, and of
opposition to it, is transformed. Gramsci’s emphasis on the
creation of an alternative hegemony, by the practical connection
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of many different forms of struggle, including these not easily
recognizable as and indeed not primarily ‘palitical’ and
‘economic’, thus leads to a much more profound annd more active
sense of revolutionary activity in a highly developed sociely
than the persistently abstract models derived from very different
historical situations. The sources of any alternative hegemony
are indeed difficult to define. For Gramsci they spring from the
working class, but not this class as an ideal or abstract construc-
tion. What he sees, rather, is a working people which has, pre-
cisely, to become a class, and a potentially hegemonic class,
against the pressures and limits of an existing and powerful
hegemony.

Second, and more immediately in this context, there is a
whole different way of seeing cultural activity, both as tradition
and as practice. Cultural work and aclivity are nol now, in any
ordinary sense, a superstructure: nat only hecause of the depth
and thoroughness at which any enltural hegemony is lived, hul
because cultural tradition and practice are seen as much more
than superstructural expressions—reflections, mediations, or
typifications—of a formed social and economic structure. On
the contrary, they are among the hasic processes of the formation
itselfand, further, related to a much wider area of reality than the
abstractions of ‘social’ and ‘economic’ experience. People
seeing themselves and each other in directly personal relation-
ships; people seeing the natural world and themselves in it;
people using their physical and material resources for what one
kind of society specializes to 'leisure’ and ‘entertainment’ and
‘art’: all these active experiences and practices, which make up
so much of the reality of a culture and its cultural production can
be seen as they are, without reduction to other categories of
content, and without the characteristic straining to fit them
(directly as reflection, indirectly as mediation or typification or
analogy) to other and determining manifest economic and polit-
ical relationships. Yet they can still be seen as elements of a
hegemony: an inclusive social and cultural formation which
indeed to be effective has to extend to and include, indeed to
form and be formed from, this whole area of lived experience.

Many difficulties then arise, bath theoretically and practi-
cally, but it is important to recognize how many blind alleys we
may now be saved from entering. If any lived culture is necessar-
ily so extensive, the problems of domination and subordination
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on the one hand, and of the extraordinary complexity of any
actual cultural tradition and practice on the other, can at last be
directly approached.

There is of course the difficulty that domination and subordi-
nation, as effective descriptions of cultural formation, will, by
many, be refused; that the alternative language of co-operative
shaping, of common contribution, which the traditional concept
of ‘culture’ so notably expressed, will be found preferable. In
this fundamental choice there is no alternative, from any
socialist position, to recognition and emphasis of the massive
historical and immediate experience of class domination and
subordination, in all their different forms. This becomes, very
quickly, a matter of specific experience and argument. But there
is a closely related problem within the concept of ‘hegemony’
itself. In some uses, though not I think in Gramsci, the totalizing
tendency of the concept, which is significant and indeed cru-
cial, is converted into an abstract totalization, and in this form it
is readily compatible with sophisticated senses of ‘the super-
structure’ or even ‘ideology’. The hegemony, that is, can be seen
as more uniform, more static, and more abstract than in practice,

if it is really understood, it can ever actually be. Like any other
Marxist concept it is particularly susceptible to epochal as dis-
tinct from historical definition, and to categorical as distinct
from substantial description. Any isolation of its ‘organizing
principles’, or of its ‘determining features’, which have indeed
to be grasped in experience and by analysis, can lead very
quickly to a totalizing abstraction. And then the problems of the
reality of domination and subordination, and of theirrelations to
co-operative shaping and common contribution, can be quite
falsely posed.

A lived hegemony is always a process. It is not, except analyti-
cally, a system or a structure. It is a realized complex of experi-
ences, relationships, and activities, with specific and changing
pressures and limits. In practice, that is, hegemony can never be
singular. Its internal structures are highly complex, as can read-
ily be seen in any concrete analysis. Moreover (and this is cru-
cial, reminding us of the necessary thrust of the concept), it does
not just passively exist as a form of dominance. It has continu-
ally to be renewed, recreated, defended, and modified. It is also
continually resisted, limited, altered, challenged by pressures
not at all its own. We have then to add to the concept of
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hegemony the concepts of counter-hegemony and alterna-
tive hegemony, which are real and persistent elements of prac-
tice.

One way of expressing the necessary distinction between
practical and abstract senses within the concept is to speak of
‘the hegemonic’ rather than the ‘hegemony’, and of ‘the domin-
ant’ rather than simple ‘domination’. The reality of any
hegemony, in the extended political and cultural sense, is that,
while by definition it is always dominant, it is never either total
orexclusive. Atany time, forms of alternative or directly opposi-
tional politics and culture exist as significant elements in the
society. We shall need to explore their conditions and their
limits, but their active presence is decisive, not only because
they have to be included in any historical (as distinct from
epochal) analysis, but as forms which have had significant effect
on the hegemonic process itself. That is to say, alternative politi-
cal and cultural emphases, and the many forms of opposition
and struggle, are important not only in themselves but as indica-
tive features of what the hegemonic process has in practice had
to work to control. A static hegemony, of the kind which is
indicated by abstract totalizing definitions of a dominant ‘ideol-
ogy' or ‘world-view', can ignore or isolale such alternatives and
opposition, but to the extent thal they are significant the deci-
sive hegemanic function is to control or transform or even
incorporate them, In this active process the hegemonic has to be
seen as more than the simple transmission of an (unchanging)
dominance. On the contrary, any hegemonic process must be
especially alert and responsive to the alternatives and opposi-
tion which question or threaten its dominance. The reality of
cultural process must then always include the efforts and con-
tributions of those who are in one way or another outside or at
the edge of the terms of the specific hegemony.

Thus it is misleading, as a general method, to reduce all
political and cultural initiatives and contributions to the terms
of the hegemony. That is the reductive consequence of the radi-
cally different concept of ‘superstructure’. The specific func-
tions of ‘the hegemonic’, ‘the dominant’, have always to be
stressed, but notin ways which suggest anya priori totality, The
most interesting and difficult part of any cultural analysis, in
complex societies, is that which seeks to grasp the hegemonicin
its active and formative but also its transformational processes.
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Warks ofarl, iy their substantial and general characler, are olten
especially imiportant as sources of this complex evidence.

The major theoretical problem, with immediate elfect on
methods of analysis, is to distinguish hetween alternative and
opposilional initiatives and contributions which are made
within or against a specific hegemony (which then sels certain
limits to them or which can succeed in neutralizing, changing or
actually incorporating them) and other kinds of initialive and
contribution which are irreducible to the terms of 1 e original or
the adaptive hegemony, and are in that sense independent, 1
can be persuasively argued that all or nearly all initiatives and
contributions, even when they lake on manifestly alternative or
opposilional forms, are in practice tied to the hegemonic: thal
the dominant culture, so Lo say, at once produces and limits its
own forms of counter-culture. There is mare evidence for this
view (for example in the case of the Romantic critique of indus-
trial civilization) than we usually admit. Bul there is eviden!
varialion in specific kinds of social order and in the character of
the consequent alternative and oppositional [ormations. I
would be wrong to overlook the importance of works and ideas
which, while clearly affected by hegemonic limits and pres-
sures, are at least in part significant breaks beyond them, which
may again in part be neutralized, reduced, or incorporated, but
which in their most active elements nevertheless Tu::w. through
as independent and original.

Thus cultural process must not be assumed to he merely
adapltive, extensive, and incorporalive. Authentic breaks within
and beyond il, in specific social conditians which can vary from
extreme isolation lo pre-revolulionary breakdowns and actual
revolulionary aclivity, have olten in fact oceurred, And we are
helter able to see this, alongside more peneral recognition of the
insislent pressures and limits of the hegemonig, if we develop
modes of analysis which instead of reducing works to finished
produets, and activities to fixed positions, are capahle of dis-
cerning, in good [lailh, the finite bul significant openness of
many actual initiatives and contribulions. The finite but sig-
nificant openness of many works of arl, as signilying forms
making possible but also requiring persistent and variable sig-
nilying responses, is then especially relevant.

7. Traditions, Institutions, and Formations

Hegemony is always an active process, but this does not mean
that it is simply a complex of dominant features and elements.
On the contrary, itisalwaysamoreor lessadequale organization
and interconnection of otherwise separated and even disparate
meanings, values, and practices, which it specifically incor-
porates in a significant culture and an effective social order.
These are themselves living resolutions—in the broadest sense,
political resolutlions—of specific economic realities. This pro-
cess of incorporalion is of major cultural importance. To under-
stand it, but also lo understand the material on which it must
work, we need to distinguish three aspects of any cultural pro-
cess, which we can call traditions, institutions, and formations.

The concept of tradition has been radically neglected in Marx-
ist cultural thought. It is usually seen as at best a secondary
factor, which may at most modify nther and more decisive his-
torical processes. This is not only because it is ordinarily diag-
nosed as superstructure, but also because ‘tradition’ has been
commonly understood as arelatively inert, hisloricized segment
of a social structure: tradition as the surviving past. But this
version of tradition is weak al the very point where the incor-
porating sense of tradition is strong: where it is seen, in fact, as
an actively shaping force. For tradition is in practice the most
evident expression of the dominant and hegemonic pressures
and limils. Il is always more than an inert historicized segment;
indeed it is the most powerful pragtical means of incarporalion.
What we have (o see is not jusl 'a tradition’ but a selective
tradition: an intentionally selective version of a shaping past
and a pre-shaped present, which is then powerfully operative in
the process of social and cultural definition and identification.

It is usually not difficull to show Lhis empirically. Most ver-
sions of ‘tradition’ can be quickly shown to be radically selec-
tive. 'rom a whole possible area of past and present, ina particu-
lar gulture, certain meanings and practices are selected [or
emphasis and certain other meanings and practices are neg-
lected ar excluded. Yel, within a particular hegemony, and as
one of its decisive processes, this selection is presented and
usually successfully passed off as ‘the tradition’, ‘the significant



120 Marxism and Literalure

As a result of this displacement, the formations and their work
are not seen as thie aclive social and cultural substance that they
quile invariably are. In our own culture, this form of displace-
ment, made temporarily or comparatively convincing by the
lailures of derivative and superstructural interpretation, is itsell,
and quite centrally, hegemonic.

8. Dominant, Residual, and Emergent

The complexity of a culture is to be found not only in its variable
processes and their social definitions— traditions, institutions,
and formations—but also in the dynamicinterrelations, at every
point in the process, of historically varied and variable ele-
ments. In what I have called ‘epochal’ analysis, a cultural pro-
cess is seized as a cultural system, with delerminate dominant
features: feudal culture or bourgeois culture or a transition from
one to the other. This emphasis on dominant and definitive
lineaments and features is important and often, in practice,
effective. But it then often happens that its methodology is
preserved for the very different function of historical analysis, in
which a sense of movement within what is ordinarily abstracted
as a system is crucially necessary, especially if it is to connect
with the future as well as with the past. In authentic historical
analysis it is necessary at every point lo recognize the complex
interrelations between movements and tendencies both within
and beyond a specific and effective dominance. It is necessary to
examine how these relate to the whole cultural process rather
than only to the selected and abstracted dominant system. Thus
‘bourgeois culture’ is a significant generalizing description and
hypothesis, expressed within epochal analysis by fundamental
comparisons with ‘feudal culture’ or ‘socialist culture’. How-
ever, as a description of cultural process, over four or five cen-
turies and in scores of different societies, il requires immediate
historical and internally comparative differentiation. Moreover,
even if this is acknowledged or practically carried out, the
‘epochal’ definition can exert its pressure as a static type against
which all real cultural process is measured, either to show
‘stages’ or ‘variations’ of the type (which is still historical
analysis) or, at its worst, to select supporting and exclude ‘mar-
ginal’ or ‘incidental’ or ‘secondary’ evidence.

Such errors are avoidable if, while retaining the epochal
hypothesis, we can find terms which recognize not only ‘stages’
and ‘variations’ but the internal dynamic relations of any actual
process. We have certainly still to speak of the ‘dominant’
and the ‘effective’, and in these senses of the hegemonic. But
we find that we have also to speak, and indeed with [urlher
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differentiation of each, of the ‘residual’ and the ‘emergent’,
which in any real process, and at any moment in the process,
are significant both in themselves and in what they reveal of the
characleristics of the ‘dominant’.

By ‘residual’ I mean something different from the ‘archaic’,
though in practice these are often very difficult to distinguish.
Any culture includes available elements of its past, but their
place in the contemporary cultural process is profoundly vari-
able. I would call the ‘archaic’ that which is wholly recognized
as an element of the past, to be observed, to be examined, oreven
on occasion to be consciously ‘revived’, in a deliberately
specializing way. What I mean by the ‘residual’ is very different.
The residual, by definition, has been effectively formed in the
past, but it is still active in the cultural process, not only and
often not at all as an element of the past, but as an effective
element of the present. Thus certain experiences, meanings, and
values which cannot be expressed or substantially verified in
terms of the dominant culture, are nevertheless lived and prac-
tised on the basis of the residue-—cultural as well as social—af
some previous social and cultural institution or formation. It is
crucial to distinguish this aspect of the residual, which may
have an alternative or even oppositional relation to the domin-
ant culture, from that active manifestation of the residual (this
being its distinction from the archaic) which has been wholly or
'largely incorporated into the dominant culture. In three charac-
teristic cases in contemporary English culture this distinction
can become a precise term of analysis. Thus organized religion
is predominantly residual, but within this there is a significant
difference between some-practically alternative and opposi-
tional meanings and values (absolute brotherhood, service to
others without reward) and a larger body of incorporated mean-
ings and values (official morality, or the social order of which
the other-worldly is a separated neutralizing or ratifying com-
ponent). Again, the idea of rural community is predominantly
residual, but is in some limited respects alternative or opposi-
tional to urban industrial capitalism, though for the most part it
is incorporaled, as idealization or fantasy, or as an exotic—resi-
dential or escape—leisure function of the dominant order itself.
Again, in monarchy, there is virtually nothing that is actively
residual (alleTrntive or oppositional), but, with a heavy and
deliberate additional use of the archaic, a residual function has
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been wholly incorporated as a specific political and cultural
function—marking the limits as well as the methods—of a form
of capitalist democracy.

A residual cultural element is usually at some distance from
the effective dominant culture, but some part of it, some version
of it—and especially if the residue is from some majorarea of the
past—will in most cases have had to be incorporated if the
effective dominant culture is to make sense in these areas.
Moreover, at certain points the dominant culture cannot allow
too much residual experience and practice outside itself, at least
without risk. It is in the incorporation of the actively residual
—by reinterpretation, dilution, projection, discriminating in-
clusion and exclusion—that the work of the selective tradition
is especially evident. This is very nolable in the case of versions
of ‘the literary tradition’, passing through selective versions of
the character of literature to connecting and incorporated defini-
tions of what literature now is and should be. This is one among
several crucial areas, since it is in some alternative or even
oppositional versions of what literature is (has been) and what
literary experience (and in one common derivation, other sig-
nificant experience) is and must bg, that, against the pressures of
incorporation, actively residual meanings and values are sus-
tained.

By ‘emergent’ I mean, first, that new meanings and values,
new practices, new relationships and kinds of relationship are
continually being created. But it is exceptionally difficult to
distinguish between those which are really elements of some
new phase of the dominant culture (and in this sense ‘species-
specific’) and those which are substantially alternative or oppos-
itional to it: emergent in the strict sense, rather than merely
novel. Since we are always considering relations within a cul-
tural process, definitions of the emergent, as of the residual, can
be made only in relation to a full sense of the dominant. Yet the
social location of the residual is always easier to understand,
since a large part of it (though not all) relates to earlier social
formations and phases of the cultural process, in which certain
real meanings and values were generated. In the subsequent
defaultof a particular phase of a dominant culture there is then a
reaching back to those meanings and values which were created
in actual societies and actual situations in the past, and which
still seem to have significance because they represent areas of
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human experience, aspiration, and achievement which the
dominant culture neglects, undervalues, opposes, represses, or
even cannot recognize.

The case of the emergent is radically different, It is true that in

the structure of any actual society, and especially in its class
structure, there is always a social basis for elements of the
cultural process that are alternative or oppositional to the
dominant elements. One kind of basis has been valuably
described in the central body of Marxist theory: the formation of
a new class, the coming to consciousness of a new class, and
within this, in actual process, the (often uneven) emergence of
elements of a new cultural formation. Thus the emergence of the
working class as a class was immediately evident (for example,
in nineteenth-century England) in the cultural process. But
there was extreme unevenness of contribution in different parts
of the process. The making of new social values and institutions
far outpaced the making of strictly cultural institutions, while
specific cultural contributions, though significant, were less
vigorous and autonomous than either general or institutional
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that much incorporation looks like recognition, acknowledge-
ment, and thus a form of acceptance. In this complex process
there is indeed regular confusion between the locally residual
(as a form of resistance to incorporation) and the ‘generally
emergent.

Cultural emergence in relation to the emergence and growing
strength of a class is then always of major importance, and
always complex. But we have also to see that it is not the only
kind of emergence. This recognition is very difficult, theoreti-
cally, though the practical evidence is abundant. What has
really to be said, as a way of defining important elements of both
the residual and the emergent, and as a way of understanding
the character of the dominant, is that no mode of production and
therefore no dominant social order and therefore no dominant
culture ever in reality includes or exhausts all human practice,
human energy, and human intention. This is not merely a nega-
tive proposition, allowing us to account for significant things
which happen outside or against the dominant mode. On the
contrary it is a fact about the modes of domination, that they
select from and consequently exclude the full range of human

innovation. A new class is always a source of emergent cultural
practice, but while it is still, as a class, relatively subordinate,
thisis always likely to be uneven and is certain to be incomplete.
For new practice is not, of course, an isolated process. To the
degree that it emerges, and especially to the degree that it is
oppositional rather than alternative, the process of attempted
incorporation significantly begins. This can be seen, in the same
period in England, in the emergence and then the effective
incorporation of a radical popular press. It can be seen in the
emergence and incorporation of working-class writing, where
the fundamental problem of emergence is clearly revealed, since
the basis of incorporation, in such cases, is the effective pre-
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practice. What they exclude may often be seen as the personal or
the private, or as the natural or even the metaphysical. Indeed it
isusually in one or other of these terms that the excluded area is
expressed, since what the dominant has effectively seized is
indeed the ruling definition of the social.

It is this seizure that has especially to be resisted. For there is
always, though in varying degrees, practical consciousness, in
specific relationships, specific skills, specific perceptions, that
is unquestionably social and that a specifically dominant social
order neglects, excludes, represses, or simply fails to recognize.
A distinctive and comparative feature of any dominant social
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dominance of received literary forms—an incorporation, so to
say, which already conditions and limits the emergence. But the
development is always uneven. Straight incorporation is most
directly attempted against the visibly alternative and opposi-
tional class elements: trade unions, working-class political par-
lies, working-class life styles (as incorporated into ‘popular’
journalism, advertising, and commercial entertainment). The
process of emergence, in such conditions, is then a constantly
repeated, an always renewable, move beyond a phase of practi-
cal incorporation: usually made much more difficult by the fact

order is how far it reaches into the whole range of practices and
experiences in an attempt at incorporation. There can be areas of
experience it is willing to ignore or dispense with: to assign as
private or to specialize as aesthetic or to generalize as natural.
Moreover, as a social order changes, in terms of its own develop-
ing needs, these relations are variable. Thus in advanced
capitalism, because of changes in the social character of labour,
in the social character of communications, and in the social
character of decisipn-making, the dominant culture reaches
much further than ever before in capitalist society into hitherto
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‘reserved’ or ‘resigned’ areas of experience and practice and
meaning. The area of effective penetration of the dominant order
into the whole social and cultural process is thus now signific-
antly greater, This in turn makes the problem of emergence
especially acute, and narrows the gap between alternative and
oppositional elements. The alternative, especially in areas that
impinge on significant areas of the dominant, is often seen as
oppositional and, by pressure, often converted into it. Yet even
here there can be spheres of practice and meaning which, almost
by definition from its own limited character, or in its profound
deformation, the dominant culture is unable in any real terms to
recognize. Elements of emergence may indeed be incorporated,
but just as often the incorporated forms are merely facsimiles of
the genuinely emergent cultural practice. Any significant
emergence, beyond or against a dominant mode, is very difficult
under these conditions; in itself and in its repeated confusion
with the facsimiles and novelties of the incorporated phase. Yet,
in our own period as in others, the fact of emergent cultural
practice is still undeniable, and together with the fact of actively
residual practice is a necessary complication of the would-be
dominant culture.

This complex process can still in part be described in class
lerms. But there is always other social being and consciousness
which is neglected and excluded: alternative perceptions of
others, in immediate relationships; new perceptions and prac-
tices of the material world. In practice these are different in
quality from the developing and articulated interests of a rising
class. The relations between these two sources of the
emergent—the class and the excluded social (human) area—are
by no means necessarily contradictory. Attimes they can be very
close and on the relations between them much in political prac-
tice depends. But culturally and as a matter of theory the areas
can be seen as distinct.

What matters, finally, in understanding emergent culture, as
distinct [rom both the dominant and the residual, is that it is
never only a matter of immediate practice; indeed it depends
crucially on finding new forms or adaptations of form. Again
and again what we have to observe is in effect a pre-emergence,
aclive and pressing but not yet fully articulated, rather than the
evident emergence which could be more confidently named. It
is to understand more closely this condition of pre-emergence,
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as well as the mare evident forms of the emergent, the residual,
and the dominant, that we need to explore the concept of struc-

tures of feeling.



10. The Sociology of Culture

Many of the procedures of sociology have been limited or dis-
torted by reduced and reductive concepts of society and the
social. This is particularly evident in the sociology of culture.
Within the radical empiricist tradition, often practically
associated with Marxism, there has been important work on
institutions. The major modern communications systems are
now so evidently key institutions in advanced capitalist
societies that they require the same kind of attention, at least
initially, that is given to the institutions of industrial production
and distribution. Studies of the ownership and control of the
capitalist press, the capitalist cinema, and capitalist and state-
capitalist radio and television interlock, historically- and
theoretically, with wider analyses of capitalist society, capitalist
economy, and the neo-capitalist state. Further, many of the same
institutions require analysis in the context of modern
imperialism and neo-colonialism, to which they are crucially

relevant (see Schiller (1969)).

Over and above their empirical results, these analyses force
theoretical revision of the formula of base and superstructure
and of the definition of productive forces, in a social area in
which large-scale capitalist economic activity and cultural pro-
duction are now inseparable. Unless this theoretical revision is
made, even the best work of the radical and anti-capitalist
empiricists is in the end overlaid or absorbed by the specific
theoretical structures of bourgeois cultural sociology. The
hourgeois concept of ‘mass communications’ and the tied radi-
cal concept of ‘mass manipulation’ are alike inadequate to the
true sociology of these central and varying institutions. Even at
an early stage of analysis these undifferentiated and blocking
concepts need to be replaced by the motivating and specifying
terms of hegemony. What both bourgeois and radical-empiricist
cultural theory have achieved is the social neutralization of
such institutions: the concept of the ‘mass’ replacing and
neulralizing specific class structures; the concept of ‘mani-
pulation’ (an operative strategy in capitalist adverlising and
polilics) replacing and neutralizing the complex inleractions
of control, selection, incorporation, and the phases of social
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consciousness which correspond to real social siluations and
relations.

This neutralizing element has been particularly evidentin the
study of ‘effects’ which has preoccupied empirical bourgeois
sociology. Here the analysis and even the recognition of ‘effects’
are predetermined by the assumption of norms which are either,
like ‘socialization’, abstract and mystifying (since it is precisely
the historical and class variations of ‘socialization’ which need
to be studied) or, as in the studies of eflecls on polilics or on
‘violence’, are themselves ‘effects’ of a whole active social order,
which is not analysed but simply taken as background or as an
empirical ‘control’. The complex sociology of actual audiences,
and of the real conditions of reception and response in these
highly variable systems (the cinema audience, the newspaper
readership, and the television audience being highly distinct
social structures), is overlaid by bourgeois norms of ‘cullural
producers’ and ‘the mass public’, with the additional effect that
the complex sociology of these producers, as managers and
agents within capitalist systems, is itsell not developed.

A further effect of this kind of concentration on '‘mass com-
munications’is thatanalysis is not normally extended to institu-
tions where these norms appear to be absent: for example, book
publishing, which is now undergoing a critical phase of
capitalist reorganization with cultural effects which are often
not seen as a problem because they are not a ‘mass’ problem.
There has been frequent and often justified complaint against
‘vulgar Marxism', but the increasing penetration ol small-scale
capitalist institutions—which had carried the liberal ideology of
‘true’ cultural production (as distinct from ‘mass culture')—hy
large-scale international investment and integration with many
other forms of production is at once an economic and a cultural
fact.

Cultural effects need not always be indirect. It is in practice
impossible to separate the development of the novel as a literary
form from the highly specific economics of fiction publication.
This has been true, with many negative effects, (often isolated
and projected as simple changes of sensibility or technique)
since at latest the 1890s, though directly negative effects are now
much more evident. Analysis of the sociology of the novel has to
include many factors, but always this directly economic factor
which, for ideological reasons, is ordinarily excluded. The



130 Marxism and Literalure

insertion of economic determinations inlo cultural studies is of
course the special contribution of Marxism, and there are times
when its simple insertion isan evident advance. Butin the end it
can never be a simple insertion, since what is really required,
eyond the limiting formulas, is restoration of the whole social
material process, and specifically of cultural production as
social and material. This is where analysis of institutions has to
be extended to analysis of formations. The complex and variable
sociology of those cultural formations which have no direct or
exclusive or manifest institutional realization—literary and
intellectual ‘movements’, for example—is especially important.
Gramsci's work on intellectuals and Benjamin's work on
‘bohemians’ are encouraging models of an experimental Marxist
kind.

A Marxist cultural sociology is then recognizable, in its sim-
plest outlines, in studies of different types of institution ancl
farmation in cultural production and distribution, and in the
linking of these within whole social material processes. Thus
distribution, for example, is not limited to its technical defini-
fion and function within a capitalist market, but connected,
specifically, lo modes of production and then interpreted as the
active formation of readerships and audiences, and of the
characteristic social relations, including economic relations,
within which particular forms of cultural activity are in practice
carried out.

So much remains to be done, within this general outline, that
it is templing to rest on it. But we have seen, theoretically, as we
learn again and again to see practically, that the reduction of
social relations and social content to these explicit and manifest
general forms is disabling. To these Marxist or other studies of
institutions and formations it is crucially necessary to add
studies offorms: nol by way of illustration bul, in many cases, as
the maost .m_umn:.ru point of antry to certain kinds of formaltion.
Here anolher and very different sociological tradition is
relevant.

The sociology of consciousness, which was a seminal element
in the period of classical sociology, and which led to a pro-
grammatic distinction of the ‘cultural sciences’, has remained
infliuential and is well represented within the Marxist tradition
by Lukdcs and Goldmann, and by the Frankfurt School. The
general tendency, within bourgeois sociology, has been a reduc-
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tion of the sociology of consciousness lo Lthe ‘sociology of know-
ledge’. Within the empirical lradition there has been a further
reduction to a sociology of the institutions of ‘organized know-
ledge’, such as educalion and religion, where a familiar kind of
evidence, in consciously organized ideas and relationships, is
more available. Within some Marxist lendencies, even, lhe
understanding of ‘consciousness’ as ‘'knowledge'-—perhaps
primarily determined by positivisitn— has heen especially weak
in relation to important kinds of art and literature. I'or con-
sciousness is not only knowledge, just as language is not only
indication and naming. It is also what is elsewhere, and in this
context necessarily, specialized as ‘imagination’. In cultural
production (and all consciousness is in this sense produced) the
true range is from information and descriplion, or naming and
indication, to embodiment and performance. While the sociol-
ogy of consciousness is limited to knowledge, all other real
cultural processes are displaced from the social dimension in
which, quite as evidently, they helong.

Thus a sociology of drama, already concerned with institu-
tions (theatres and their predecessors and successors), with for-
mations (groups of dramatists, dramatic and theatrical move-
ments), with formed relationships (audiences, including the
formation of audiences within theatres and their wider social
formation), would go on to include forms, not only in the sense
of their relations to world-views or structures of feeling but also
in the more active sense of their whole performance (social
methods of speaking, moving, representing, and so on). Indeed
in many arts, while the manifest social content is evident in one
way in institutions, formations, and communicative relation-
ships, and in another way in forins which relate to specific
selections of issues, specific kinds of interpretation and of
course specifically reproduced conlent, an equally important
and sometimes more fundamental social content can be found in
the basic social means—historically variable and always active
social forms of language and movement and representation—on
which, ultimately, the more manifest social elements can be
seen to depend.

Specific studies must oflen temporarily isolate this or that
element. But the fundamental principle of a sociology of culture
is the complex unity of the elements thus listed or separated.
Indeed the most basic task of the sociology of cullure is analysis
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of the interrelationships within this complex unity: a task dis-
tinct from the reduced sociology of institutions, formations, and
communicative relationships and yet, as a sociology, radically
distinct also from the analysis of isolated forms. As so often, the
(wo dominant tendencies of bourgeois cultural studies—(he
sociology of the reduced but explicit ‘society’ and the aesthelics
ol the excluded social remade as a specialized ‘arl'—support and
ratify each other in a significant division of labour. Everything
can be known ahout a reading public, back to the economias of
printing and publishing and the effects of an educational sys-
tem, buf what is read by that public is the neufralized abstraction
‘hooks', ar at best its catalogued categories. Meanwhile, but
elsewhere, everything can be known about the hooks, back to
their authors, to traditions and influences, and (o perinds,. but
these are finished objects before they go out into the dimension
where ‘sociology’ is thought ta be relevant: the reading public,
the history of publishing, It is this division, now ratified by
confident disciplines, which a sociology of culture has to nver-
come and supersede, insisting on what is always a whole and
connected social material process. Thisisof course difficult, but
great energy is now expended, and is often in effect trapped, in
maintaining the abstract divisions and separations. Meanwhile
in cultural practice and among cultural producers, before these
received abstractions gel to work, the process is inevitably
known, if often indistinctly and unevenly, as whole and con-
nected.

Specific methods of analysis will vary, in different areas of
cultural activity. But one new method is now emerging, which
can be felt as original in a number of fields. For if we have
learned lo see the relalion of any cultural work to what we have
learned lo call a ‘sign-sysiem’ (and this has been the important
contribution of cultural semiotics), we can alse come to see that
asign-system is itself a specific structure of social relationships:

‘internally’, in thal the signs depend on, were formed in, rela-.

tionships; ‘exlernally’, in that the system depends on, is formed
in, the instilutions which activate it (and which are then at once
cultural and social and economic institutions); integrally, in
that a 'sign-syslem’, properly understood, is at once a specific
cultural technology and a specific form of praclical conscions-
ness: those apparently diverse elements which are in facl
unified in the material social process. Current work on the
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phatograph, on the film, on the hook, on painting and its repro-
dietion, and on the ‘framed flow' of television, to take only the
most immediate examples, is a sociology of cullure in this new
dimension, from which no aspectof a process is excluded and in
which the active and formative relationships of a process, right
through to its still active ‘products’, are specifically and struc-
turally connected: at once a ‘sociology' and an ‘aesthelics’.
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Roger Greenaway

A View into the Future: The Value of Other Ways of
Learning and Development

Futurologist Alvin Toffler wrote in his foreword to Rethinking the
Future that “the illiterate of the 21st century will not be those who
cannot read and write, but those who cannot learn, unlearn, and re-
learn” (TOFFLER 1997). So how can we best prepare young people for
a future that will require more learning and change than ever before?
It is clear that to prepare for life as a lifelong learner students need
more than study skills: they also need to be able to learn from their
experiences (pleasant and unpleasant) while growing and developing
along the way. Mainstream education has been slow to adapt to this
growing need to prepare students for a life of learning and change.
This question about how to prepare young people for an uncertain fu-
ture is not a new question. It was being asked over a century ago:
“With the advent of democracy and modern industrial conditions, it is
! i

impob\wom to foretell sjust what civilization will be ¢

renty vears
from now. Hence it is impossible to prepare the child for any precise set of
conditions.” (DEWEY 1897)

From outside the mainstream looking in, change seems slow. But
from the mainstream looking out, the alternatives lack credibility.
For example, if the mainstream looks towards “experiential learn-
ing” for solutions, just one simple guestion (“What is experiential
learning?”) reveals its Achilles’ heel. The embarrassing answer for its
advocates is that experiential learning is a contested idea that gets
pulled and stretched in so many directions that it has no clear basis
for claiming any distinctiveness from other forms of learning. Iron-
ically, one of the most quoted authorities on experiential learning
came to the conclusion that a// Jearning is experiential: “Learning is
the process wherﬂby knowledge is created through the transforma-
tion of experience” (KOLB 1984, 38). And a leading association of
experiential educators cautiously offers its provisional definition of
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