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GENERAL EDITOR'S PREFACE

James J, Sosnoski

Critical Exchange is a journal of research in progress. It
attempts to bridge the gap between the moment of eritical articu-
lation gnd the time of its publication. Under the auspices of
the Soc;ety for Critical Exchange (SCE), scholars actively in-
volved in researching issues central to the development of con-
tempora?y literary theory are brought together to "exchange "
the}r views. Within months of the event, an edited record of
their communal inquiry is published in these pages.

Crit%cal Exchange 15 will publish the proceedings of the 1983
MLA session on "The Institutionalization and Professionalization
of Literary Studies." It will feature essays by Stanley Fish,

Wa%ter Benn Michaels, Richard Ohmann and Samuel Weber and will be
edited by David Shumway.

.Critical Exchange is circulated only among the members of the
Society for Critical Exchange. The Spring issue of CEx is usually
devoted to the SCE MLA session. The Fall issue is usually devoted
to some other SCE sponsored event. Any member of SCE is welcome
to develog a proposal for an "exchange'; and, if it is accepted
by ?he Editorial Board, to guest edit the proceedings. If you have
an idea for an "exchange," please write or call.

Correspondence regarding CEx should be directed to:

James J. Sosnoski 1 23-8574
General Editor, CEx ¢ zl 22;~2228
The Society for Critical Exchange

P.0. Box b7s

Oxford, Ohio 45056
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INTRODUCTION

Steve Nimis

At the 1982 MMLA in Cincinnati The Society for Critical Exchange,
Miami University of Ohio and ite language departments sponsored a
series of special events centered around the work of Fredric Jame-
son, congisting of a sympesium in Oxford, an address by Jameson at
the MMLA and two sessions of papers on his work to which Jameson
responded. The address at the MMLA, "The Ideological Analysis of
Space," and the eight papers given in the two MMLA sessions are
reproduced herein. These essays and the interest and excitement
they aroused are a testament to the profession's recognition and
acceptance of the contribution which Marxist criticism has been
making to the study of literature, society and culture in America;
nor is it without cause that one commentator included in this
collection calls this professional recognition "The Jameson Effect,"
for surely it is the substantial scholarly output of Jameson (see
attached bibliography) which has contributed the most to making
Marxism unavoidable in America. Is there, however, a pernicious
cooptation of Marxism afoot in this professional recognition?
Or is Jameson, rather, trying to coopt the rest of the literary
enterprise? 1Is he endangering the pointedness of the Marxist cri-
tique of culture by absorbing too much of that enterprise? These
questions and many more are addressed in these essays, and indeed,
the range of issues which emerge in & discussion of Jameson's work
indicates the breadth of the Marxist provenance since Jameson has
#*taken effect.”

As guest editor of this issue of Critical Exchange, I would
like to make an observation on that most controversial aspect
of The Political Unconscious, the audacious claim that Marxism is
the ultimate horizon of all literary inquiry. One should perhaps
say the audacity of the claim is controversial, for I suspect that
the point is the prospect of any monolith (as opposed to & speci-
fically Marxist one) being proposed in an enterprise which takes
pride in its tolerance of competing paradigms that is audacious.
From the standpoint of modern academia, in fact, the claim that
literary studies have an all-encompassing framework is somewhat of
a scandal, since it was the good-natured flexibility of the profes-
sion which let these "pinkos" in in the first place. The theoreti-
cal plausibility of the "totalizing" impulse behind Jameson's “sub-
sumption" of all other interpretive modes and systems by historiciz-
ing them will no doubt be pilloried for sometime to come, and in
some quarters Jameson's audacity will provoke immediate dismissal.
But most are likely to remain more ambivalent, for the possibility
of articulating some unified goal for litergry studies has a secret
attraction inherent to collective enterprises such as all professions
are. In his presidential address to the MMLA, Wayne Booth candidly
admits having difficulty identifying the "center" around which the di-

verse activities of that association swirl, but he is sure there is one.
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"Critical understanding” captures it best for Booth; but since he

is a diplomat, there is no necessity of embracing this formulation

even when spoken ex cathedra:

But I kn9w better than to expect others to accept
my_propylepary name for the center. Perhaps, after
this skirmishing with the impossible task of defini-
tlon,’I could for tonight Jjust ask each of you to
slot 1n,‘whenever I say 'critical understanding' your
own version of whatever central experience attracted
you to this profession and keeps you here now. Call
it "experience X." (PMLA 98, p. 318) ’

Naming that "center" is always "tainted" (page 317), always makes
one vulnerable to derision. There is something fundamentally dif-
ferent, howgver, about Booth's waffling and Jameson's "audacity."
The former 1s calculated to maintain the swirl around the cente;
:Eg latter is calcuated to make a landing. However bad-mannered’
tls la?ter course may be, there is something strategically more
a tractlvg about it. The fear that we will somehow be suddenly
saddled with a stifling monolith strikes me as an exaggeration
o? the power of the "Jameson effect." The swirl of our myriad
dlscourseg is not likely to disappear; and the essays in thig
Io}ume critical of various aspects of Jameson's work testify to
his fact. But even granting some grounds for this fear, the
gta?e ?f Fhe pro§e§81on today could use a dose of Jameson's au-
acl?y. his explicit call for some collective goal for literary
studies may not be superior in all times and all places to Booth's
mangate to reproduce in our students some intensely personal ex-
perience of literature from our youth, but it may be just the
medicine (pharmekon) for the day.

C}assics Department
Miami University
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WTHE IDEOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF SPACE"

Fredric Jameson

I originally planned to present some purely literary analyses
to you as an illustration of the subject I announced to the plan-
ners of this session. I imagine, however, that a number of you
would prefer a more wideranging set of reflexions on one of those
relatively rare occasions when you have a chance to hear a Marxist
speaker; and for myself, I have increasingly felt that the category
of literary analysis is too restrictive, for reasons I1'll develop
in a moment., I take Raymond Williams' point that our object of
study should not be construed narrowly as literature, but far more
broadly as culture in the widest sense, and better than that, as
cultural processes, the processes of cultural production and recep-
tion and their social function. I go somewhat further than Will-
iams, however, in suggesting that our fundamental object of study
should be what is called cultural revolution, and it is partly
owing to the misunderstandings generated by this word that I've
felt the need today to define it more precisely.

Coming back for a moment to this question of the "literary" and
its specificity, let me suggest to you that one of the liberating
features of Marxism - obviously very far from the only one - is its

resistance ag - a system and as a unity of theory and practice to dis-

ciplinary specialization and reification of the academic type. The
separation of the disciplines has to be sure left its tell-tale mark
within Marxism today, and most notably within academic Marxism:

but I would have thought that the strength of Marxism lay in its
capacity to construct objects of study which transcend the disei-
plinary boundaries; better still, in its vocation to project media-

tions, that is, mediatory concepts or codes or languages which allow

us to say substantive things about culture, society and politics
all at once, and not in separate speeches or articles, or in separ-
ate conferences. This means that the literary people among you may
well feel that I have misguidedly taken the occasion of a literary
convention to make a political statement about socialist revolution.
Not to worry: the political people among you will feel the same
thing the other way round, that as a political statement what I
have to say is irredeemably tainted by an undue emphasis on culture.

Let me speak first to these last: I happen to have just returned
from a remarkable and unique conference in which representatives of
the socialist and communist movements and parties from virtually
every important country in the world were united in dialogue around
a single table, from China to the Soviet Union, and from Argentina .
to Algeria, Zimbabwe, Greece, the United States, the Palestinian

movement, and India. This conference, which addressed the so-called
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norisis in Marxism," rather effectively dramatized this last in the
utter helplessness of all these movements before the international
world crisis, and more particularly in the utter bankruptcy of
their concrete visions of socialism or communism as the production
of radically new and original social relations. I am here to tell
you that as far as pessimism is concerned, no movements are more
lugubrious anywhere than the massive and virtually preponderant
left movements of France and Itely. Indeed, an Italian comrade
insdvertently put his finger on the problem when he observed, I
think without irony, that there were two situations in which Marx-
ist movements tended to be stricken with pessimism: one is the
situation in which a left movement is unable to come to power,
while the other is the situation in which it has precisely come to
power. I may say indeed that the only visionary energy at this
international conference was manifested by our Yugoslavian hosts,
representing along with Cuba, Nicaragua, Zimbabwe and Mozambique
one of the rare ongoing successful social revolutions in the world
today, and also (perhaps unexpectably) by our own American dele-
gation, whose conception of the necessity for new forms of class
struggle in the third industrial revolution and an era of the
shrinking of the industrial labor force, and of the necessity of
evolving a conception of politics which includes all the new
social movements, was, one felt, unique in addressing our real
political and theoretical needs.

I want therefore to speak about the vital role of culture both
in the struggle for socialism in capitalist countries, and in the
construction of socialist relations in post-capitalist or post-
revolutionary ones. I will sometimes express this in terms of
the projection of new and properly Marxist Utopian visions of a
future society, and I may add in this particular context that the
renewal of interest in Utopian texts and in the whole Utopian leg-
acy is one of the great and promising signs of change both in cul-
tural study generally and within Marxism itself. But I will also
use the term cultural revolution to describe these processes, and
8o I need now to specify how this general category can be rich and
useful when disengaged from its more local but now extinct Maoist
overtones.

The Meoist concept, indeed, designated only one particular his-
torical cultural revolution, that of the transition to socialism.
I want to expand this concept to cover a whole range of such tran-
sitions in human history from one historical mode of production to
the other, something which will require me very briefly to review
this traditional Marxian conception of the nature of a mode of pro-
duction itself.

Let me first list, in as bald or cut-and-dried a way as possi-
ble, the conventional six modes of production which for the Marxist
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tredition exhaust the typology of societies or social formations
in humen history. These forms should not too hastily be assimi-
lated into a series of evolutionary stages, although there is ob-
viously a distant family resemblance between the Marxian concept
and'Darwinian natural selection. The traditional list can be
rapidly enumerated: first, primitive communism, or tribal society,
gene?ally subdivided into the two distinct moments of the paleo-
lithic horde of nomadic hunters and gatherers, and the neolithic
gens of an already more hierarchical and sedentary village soci-
ety; second (but the order is not a chronological one), the agi-
atic mo@e of production or so-called oriental despotism, the great
hyd?aullc empires of the Near and Far East and of pre-Columbian
M?x1co and Peru, tributary societies that organize a network of
v%llages around the centered power of the sacred god-king with
his clerical bureaucracy; third, the ancient mode of production,
or the slave~holding oligarchic republic or polis or city-state;
fourthf feudalism; fifth, capitalism; and sixth, socialism or
communism. Even on the traditional conception, these various
modgs of production are all conceived as each having a cultural
dowlgaqt specific to it: myth and the ideology of kinship for
Prlmltlve communism, the sacred for the asiatic mode, "politics"
in the classical sense for the ancient polis, relations of per-
gonal domination for feudalism; commodity fetishism for capital
itself; and community and self-management for communism.

‘Wyat complicates this schema is that human societies rarely
ex?lblt these modes of production in any pure and unmixed way:
t@ls means that the study of modes of production must at first be
dlffer§nt1ated from some purely typologizing or classificatory
operatl?n in which the object is simply to drop a given cultural
object in this or that box or slot {or in other words to answer
questions such as whether Milton "corresponds" to feudalism or
capitalism?),

.I here presuppose on the contrary that such "pure" social for-
mat}ons have never existed, and that every concrete historical
5901gty or social moment is in fact a coexistnece of a number of
dlgtlnct modes of production, the dominant one, but also those
which Raymond Williams has conveniently termed "residual" and
“?mergenF": the mode of production in the process of eclipse and
dissolution, and that which is already in Utopian emergence with-
in the interstices of the new dominant.

All of which will be clearer, I believe, if we borrow a con-
cept from the recent Chinese experiment and abstract a notion of
cul?ural revolution which can now be applied, well beyond the im-
mediate or future "transition to socialism" in our own time, to
all of the various transitional moments of human history. Cul-
tural revolution will therefore be a moment of "nonsynchronous
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development™ (to use Ernst Bloch's term), a moment of overlap, of
the struggle in coexistence between several modes of production at
once. We may therefore grasp the Western Enlightenment as part of
s properly bourgeois cultural revolution, in which the values and
the discourses, the habits and the daily space, of the ancien
régime were systematically dismantled so that in their place could
be set the new conceptualities, habits and life forms, and value
systems of & capitalist market society. This process clearly in-
volved a vaster higtorical rhythm than such punctual historical
events as the French Revolution or the Industrial Revolution, and
includes in its longue durée such phenomena as those described by
Weber in The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism - a
work that can now in its turn be read as a contribution to the
study of the bourgeois cultural revolution, just as the corpus of
vork on romanticism is now repositioned as the study of a signi-
ficent end ambiguous moment in the resistance to this particular
vgreat transformation,” alongside the more specifically "popular"
(precapitalist as well as working-class) forms of cultural resis-
tance.

But if this is the case, then we must go further and suggest
that all previous modes of production have been accompanied by
cultural revolutions specific to them of which the neolithic "cul-
“tural revolution," say, the triumph of patriarchy over the older
matriarchal or tribal forms, or the victory of Hellenic "justice"
and the new legality of the polis over the vendetta system are
only the most dramatic manifestations. The concept of cultural
revolution, then -~ or more precisely, the reconstruction of the
materials of cultural and literary history in the form of this new
ttext" or object of study which is cultural revolution - may be
expected to project a whole new framework for the humanities, in
vhich the study of culture in the widest sense could be placed
on a materialist basis.

This description must now, however, be completed by some ac-
count of the role of culture in it, and in particular of the role
of the cultural producer, the artist, the writer. I will there-
fore suggest that the producers of culture are ideologues, but of
a very special sort. Each mode of production necessarily produces
a special kind of reality and a determinate life world, a distinct
time and space in which its subjects must live and which limits
their activities and gives them its own unique content. It is
therefore necessary for each successive mode of production, as it
gradually or violently replaces a previous one, to be accompanied
by what can henceforth be called a cultural revolution, which re-
trains and reprograms people to live in that particular life world:.
and this is no sordid or manipulative task but rather a properly
demiurgic one. The forms and languages of the artiqts‘of a given
cultural revolution, therefore, do not merely retrain its sub-

.
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Jects' mentalities for 1life and work in their new space: we can go
so far as to suggest that the symbolic acts of the producers of a
new culture virtually bring that life world into being for the first
time, albeit in an imaginary mode. At any rate something like this
is the sense in which I will here want to show that the language of
a Flaubert does more than reproduce or replicate the new market
space of classical capitaliem: it produces that space in the realm
of the symbolic, by means of the restructuration and systemic trans-
formation of the older space, the older forms and languages, of an
earlier moment or mode of production.

Moving to the narrower or broader realities of language, then,
we will try to assert that the 'linguistic' of any given mode of
production has as its essential function to recreate at every moment
the life world of that particular mode and to keep it in being at
every moment like Berkeley's God. But what we would have to try
to imagine is that this linguistic reproduction of the world is
not a secondary process dependent on the, primary one of the material
production of that world: but rather that we have here to do with
a single immense process on all these levels.

Now we can come back to my perhaps artificial division of your
current interests and commitments into those concerned, primarily
with literary and formal studies (whether Marxist or non-Marxist)
and‘those concerned primarily with political change and political
a?t1vism. The conception of cultural revolution is mediatory pre-
cisely in the way in which it offers something substantive to both
of these kinds of commitments. For scholars of literature it
offers a rich historical category in which the very processes and
forms of the literature and cultural monuments of the past can be
analyged, reevaluated and situated historically and concretely
than is possible in any other historical or non-historical scheme
of things. The proposal then as I've said is one which projects
a whole new program for literary and historical studies. It does
not, may I also say, preempt or exclude other kinds of formal
analysis of which contemporary methodology is so rich: on the con-
trary, it presupposes already that you have a vivid and articu-
lated sense of the individual text according to all those cate-
gories of style, genre, poetic form, semiotic process which make
up our methodological heritage. But may I also say that the new
proposal also presupposes absolutely the more traditional Marxian
analysis of culture in terms of ideology and class: I have myself
perhaps often been at fault in not sufficiently stressing some-
th%ng which has always seemed to me perfectly obvious and self-
evident, namely that all history is the history - indeed the night-
mare - of class struggle, and that all cultural texts of whatever
sor? and from whatever period are terrains for the struggle of the
various social classes and for the confrontation of their ideolo-
gies. The new proposal is not meant to replace the thematics of
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social class with those of the patterning system of this or that
mode of production, but rather presupposes that you have already
come to sense the role of the literary and cultural text in the
never-ending struggle of humen history. My proposal in other
words aims at a third moment of cultural study: it presupposes
that you already know how to read, on the one hand, and that you
have already achieved some rudimentary form of political and ideo-
logical consciousness on the other; and it specifically aims to
build further on the analytical and perceptual findings of both

of those earlier, yet indispensable preliminary moments.

Now, turning again to the political members of this public,
I want to suggest that the issue of cultural revolution is not
merely a historical or archaeological one, but a vital political
need and the most urgent and neglected component of any socialist
politics today. So for you, let me make a short sketch of the
geneaology of this concept in the Marxian tradition proper. The
term cultural revolution was of course coined by the central po-
litical theorist and strategist of our tradition, namely Lenin
himself. Some of you may indeed be aware of the centrality of the
problem of culture and cultural revolution in the first period of
the Soviet revolution and the Soviet construction of socialism.
Let me therefore document lenin's thinking in a different way by
quoting scripture, if you like, and by referring to that very
basic document, composed amaszingly by Lenin during the agitated
period between the February and the October revolutions in the
inaugural year 1917. I'm referring to State and Revolution, which
lays out Lenin's whole conception of socialist transition and of
the dictatorship of the proletariat as the structure which cor-
responds to the first revolutionary stage of the tranmsition to
communism. What is less often remarked are Lenin's brief formula~
tions on the second moment of this process: not the smashing of
the bourgeois state and its power, but rather very precisely the
withering away of socialism itself, the withering away of the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat, and the transition to the second
stage of communism proper. If you consult this fundamental text
attentively, you will find that Lenin describes this second moment
in terms of the acquisition of new habits, that .is, very precisely
in terms of the acquisition of a new and third form of human nature
and in the transformation of human consciousness itself and of hu~
man practices.

[When] the necessity of observing the simple, fundamental
rules of human intercourse will have become a habit...
then the door will be wide open for the transition from
the first phase of communist society to its higher phase,
and with it to the complete withering away of the state.
State and Revolution, p. 122
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This is of course a fundamentally cultural problematic, and I have
already suggested that nowhere is the weakness of contemporary Marx-
ism more evident than in the virtual absence of any reflexion on
how people's inherited habits and practices are to be changed under
socialism and with what they are to be replaced. Contemporary
feminism has of course made a fundamental contribution to any en-~
larged conception of cultural revolution in its insistence on the
necessity to transform the immemorial inherited habits and prac-
tices of patriarchy and male domination. Cultural production in
the Cuban revolution, and most particularly in Cuban film today,
gives you an excellent illustration of the attempt systematically
to work on deep endemic habits of patriarchy and to transform them.
It's a very long process, obviously.

But another and no less significant object of cultural trans-
formation must necessarily be consumerism itself, that is say very
largely the penetration of hegemonic American media culture every-
where in the world today. One of the deepest contradictions, in-
deed, in the very vital emergence of self-management socialism in
Yugoslavia is its coexistence with American cultural and export
fashions which cannot but perpetuate the most noxious forms and
practice of consumerism (including the technologism of a mania for
new gadgets and the productivism of a stress on industrialism and
the production of ever newer and more useless forms of consumer
products).

But let me now return to my brief sketch of the rich alterna-
tive formulations of the problematic of cultural revolution within
the Marxian tradition, leaving aside the obvious example of classi-
cal Maoism proper. It seems to me self-evident, for example (and
not only to me), that Antonio Gramsci's notion of revolutionary
political and social transformation as = conquest of a new social-
ist hegemony is to be read in terms of the production of a new and
legitimate alternative socialist culture within middle class soci-
ety. But I believe that with hindsight we can now also reread the
works of Frantz Fanon and his analysis of the psychology of the
colonized as a vital meditation on the problem of the habits of
inferiority, victimization, marginalization, intimidated obedience
- in short, subalternity, in working class or colonized peoples -
a theme also developed by Gramsci and by Rudolf Bahro in his path-
breaking call for cultural revolution in the countries of actually
existing socialism in the East, in a book called The Alternative.
Finally, one must mention the work of Wilhelm Reich, which pro-
poses to enlarge politics and cultural revolution to include sexual
politics and to explore the intricate interrelationships between
sexual structures and taboos and the political domination of the
ruling classes. I think I've said enough to suggest the richness
of such reflexions within Marxism proper and hopefully to disengage
the concept of cultural revolution from its narrower and more local
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Msoist connotations.

I am today however not planning to explore any of these formula-
tions but to propose yet another one, which brings me to the other
and as yet unmentioned theme of my title today, the matter of space
and of spatial analysis. Recently, indeed, I have come to feel that
a very different kind of mediation is available to us for thinking
cultural revolution, and it is what the pioneering work of the great
Marxist philosopher Henri Lefebvre - so shamefully ignored in the
United States - has laid out for us in a variety of studies which
range from daily life and the festival to urbanism and the city
and its great urban revolutions, but nowhere quite so strikingly as
in his magnum opus, whose very title is a whole program: The Pro-
duction of Space. The proposal is therefore this: that the prin-
cipal vehicle and dimension of cultural revolution, the fundamental
area in which a new mode of production secures its superstructures
and reprograms and retrains its subjects is to be seen as that of
the transformation of space itself, the production of new types of
space, which did not exist in the previous mode of production.

What must however be insisted on, what cannot be overstressed, is
that space is here to be understood as a transcendental organizing
category, rather than as an empirical datum. The category of space
cannot be reduced to those concrete individual spaces that you can
see, such as this hall, this campus, or your own private house,
with its various rooms: rather it is that overall category in terms
of which those individual spaces are produced and experienced;
space in that sense is not something you see, not some mere con-
tainer: it's what produces the individual places you do see in
their formal logic, and this is the sense in which I said a moment
ago that space is not to be thought of as a thematics or an inter-
pretive theme among others. Spatial analysis, therefore, does not
imply anything so pedestrian as the atiention, say, to rooms in
novels, nor even to geographical descriptions. We will, it is
true, have occasion in what follows to look into a few literary
"rooms": but a lLefebvrian criticism is not to be restricted to
studies whose titles might be imagined as "The Dwelling in Western
Literature", or "Windows in the 19th century Novel"., On the other
hand, one of the advantages of "space" as a mediatory concept lies
in the way in which it allows us to cut across, or to transcend,
that great opposition and tension, in which we still live, between
the phenomenological and the semiotic, between the description of
lived experience and the analysis of impersonal or suprapersonal
structures. But the actuality of spatial analysis can also be
staged in a different way, for those formed in the gregt modern-
ist cultural tradition which is now, in post-modernism and in con-
sumer society or late capitalism, coming to an end, I don't have

to remind you how obsessively high modernism was organized around
a Bergsonian problematic of temporality and of the experience of
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time: I can do no more here than to suggest in dogmatic and per-
emptory fashion that the thematics of temporality is today as dead
as high modernism proper, and that we are today in something else,
for which spatial analysis {as in the study of a society of the
spectacle, of the image, of the simulacrum) is far more adequate.

But I can also suggest the relevance of the new category in yet
another way, for the trendier and more theory-oriented among you,
and that is by designating the role of space itself in current
high th§ory, most notably in the work of Michel Foucault, whose
masterpiece Discipline and Punish is an exemplary and innovative
practice of new forms of spatial analysis, of the way in which
power is produced and organized through our experience of new forms
of space itself.

As Foucault, however, also tends to emit dangerously ambiguous
and somgtimes quite unambiguously anti-Marxist vibrations and over-
toneg, it may not be without value to give you the essentials of a
Marxist critique and appropriation of his work by the late Nicos
Poulantzas, a description which has the merit of incorporating the
whole contemporary reflexion on the problem of the individual sub-
ject or psyche and grounding all this squarely back in the labor
process itself (State, Power, Socialism, 64-5): "Of course, this
structure of the relations of production and the labour process
does not directly institute the precise forms of individualization
assumed by the divided social body. It rather induces a material
frame of reference - spatial and temporal matrices which are the
presuppositions of the capitalist social division of labour, above
all within the production process and at the stage designated by
Marx as that of machinery and large-scale industry. This primal
material framework is the mould of social atomization and splin-
?ering, and it is embodied in the practices of the labour process
itself. At one and the same time presupposition of the relations
of production and embodiment of the labour process, this framework
congists in the organization of a continuous, homogeneous, cracked
and fragmented space-time such as lies at the basis of Taylorism:
a_crosg—ruled, segemented and cellular space in which each fragment
(individual) has its place, and in which each emplacement, while
corresponding to a fragment (individual), must present itself as
homogeneous and uniform; and a linear, serial, repetitive and
cumulative time, in which the various moments are integrated with
one another, and which is itself oriented towards a finished pro-
duct - namely, the space-time materialized par excellence in the
production line. In short, the individual, who is much more than
a p?oduct of the juridical-political ideology engendered by com-
modity relations, appears here as the focal point, identical with
the'humag body itself, at which a number of practices within the
soclal.dlvision of labour are materially crystallized." May I also
say, since you have done me the honor or organizing some of these
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proceedings around my own work, that this may better explain what
I myself have tended to describe in terms of reification, a con-
cept I have often been criticized for its abstract, or enigmatic,
or poorly defined status. Henri Lefebvre has however best de-
geribed the paradox of capitalist reification: it is e process,
he says, which at one and the same time homogenizes and stand-
arizes everything from philosophy and culture to daily life and
practices, and simultaneously fragments all those things into
monadized enclaves.

My brief literary illustration will try to show this, but we
must now go very fast and I can do no more than summarjze the more
extensive reading I would otherwise have been able to offer you
of the Flaubert text which has been distributed, and which is an
initial description of the house in his tale Un coeur simple:

Cette maison', revétue d'ardoises, se trouvait entre
un passage et une ruelle aboutissant & la riviére. Elle
avait intérieurement des différences de niveau qui
faisaient trébucher. Un vestibule troit séparait la
cuisine de la salle ol Mme Aubain se tenait tout le
long du jour, assise pres de la croisée dans un fauteuil
de paiile. Contre le lambris, peint en blanc, s'alig-
naient huit chaises d'acajou. Un vieux piano supportait,
sous un barométre, un tas pyramidal de boites et de
cartons. Deux bergéres de tapisserie flanquaient la
cheminée en marbre jaune et de style Louis XV. ILa
pendule, au milieu, representait un temple de
Vesta, ~~ et tout 1l'appartement sentait un peu le moisi,
car le plancher était plus bas que le jardin.

This house had & slate roof and stood between an alley-
way and a lane leading down to the river. Inside there
were differences in level which were the cause of many
a stumble. A narrow entrance-hall separated the kitchen
from the parlour, where Mme Aubain sat all day long in
a wicker easy-chair by the window. Eight mahogany chairs
were lined up against the white-painted wainscoting, and
under the barometer stood an old piano loaded with a pyra-
mid of boxes and cartons. On either side of the chimney-
piece, which was carved out of yellow marble in the Louis
Quinze style, there was a tapestry-covered arm-chair, and
in the middle was a clock designed to look like a temple
of Vesta. The whole room smelt a little musty, as the
floor was on a lower level than the garden.

What I would have wanted to show you, had I had time, was first
the emergence of homogenous space in the opening sentence, which
does not describe the house but rather its coordinates, as an un-
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even grid of parallel lines stretching out geometrically to infin-
ity, alley versus land, and then in the next sentences, differ-
ences of levels, and in the third sentence an uneasy and asym-
metrical parallelism between kitchen and living room, servant and
mistress, which is no longer properly hierarchical, no longer a
full binary opposition, since in that sense, as two women, both

of these figures and their space are marginalized. I see this
Foucault-like penetration of the grid of market space as char-
acteristic of the capitalist cultural revolution: that it does

not happen without resistance is then dramatized in the subse-
quent sentences of the paragraph. An effort is there visible to
fight back against the grid by reorganizing space around older
sacred centered hierarchical space, first centered in the bar-
ometer, and then, pulling the armchairs together around it, on

the little temple of Vesta, a moment in which a degraded middle-
class kitsch culture manifestly seeks to fight back against spa-
tial reification, offering however only the most desolate carica-
ture of the august collective and social function of the temple in
ancient societies, as, for example, Heidegger has described it for
us in The Origins of the Work of Art. The cultural resistance of
the temple 1s however a failure, as one observes by the return, in
force, of the patterning system of uneven parallels in the last
sentence. Here I would also have wanted to comment briefly on the
only perceptural event of the entire paragraph, the "musty smell",
which I see as something of the emergence, fitful and punctual,

of the bourgeois subject and of subjectivity itself, inscribed,
with a triumphant and desoclate flourish, within a henceforth ab-
stract and reified universe,.

Now I want, very hastily, to give you a few other examples of
spatial readings, spatial politics, and how the whole revolution-
ary slogan of a transformation of space is to be understood.
Flaubert's essentially feminine and marginalized space in this
passage might well, for example, have been juxtaposed with Pierre
Bourdieu's spatial reading of the Kabyle house and the Kabyle vil-
lage in his pathbreaking study An Outline of a Theory of Practice.
He there shows how at some primary level the ideologies and values
of that kind of village society are not subjective, but rather the
result of the organization of space itself: the space of the vil-
lage and of the house is the fundamental structure by which ideo-
logical practices are here programmed, and this very specifically
includes sexual differentiation and patriarchal domination, which
is built into village and house by the specific structuring in them
of women's space on the one side and male space on the other. All
of which might be demonstrated in a far more contemporary way by
feminist studies of architecture in our own society, nost notably
the pathbresking (and properly Utopian) work of Dolores Hayden
on sexist space in the American house and city, and the way in
which space is organized to secure the social reproduction of
patriarchal practices. All of which suggests that if space is fun-
damental in social reproduction, then the transformation of space
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is & vital terrain of ideological and political struggle.

I am very anxious that you grasp the seriousness of such & pro~
posal and that you understand it as something considerably more con-
crete and political than a new methodological fad or purely intel-
lectual proposition. My next illustration will therefore be a pro-
posal for a spatial politics which emanates from one of the emer-
gent and politically very significant "new social movements": it
is a scandalous proposal and I will hope that you are appropriately
shocked, since that is often the only way people discover their own
ideological limits. I'm going to quote therefore from an article
in the latest issue of Socialist Review by the Australian gay acti-
viet and theorist Dennis Altman; it 1s an article which triggered
a reaction that stunned the editors of that journal, a spontaneous
blast of indignation and hostility, not from the Right, but from
their own left and Marxist readership:

"Publie sex" is not just a matter of taste, it is impor-
tant precisely because it questions one of the basic
agsumptions that is used to control our sexuality, namely
that it should remain totally private. When homosexuality
was decriminalized in Britain in 1967, great stress was
placed on the protection of privacy -- the result being
that threesomes, even in a private home, remain illegal....
The conservative wing of the gay movement wants to use the
concept to the right to privacy as the basic argument a-
gainst the current backlash.

This argument has its tactical uses (it clearly will be
very significant in future Supreme Court cases) but sex is
not merely a private matter: assumptions about sex and sexual
behavior underlie a great deal of state activity and regulation.
When conservatives say that they recognize our right to be left
alone in private they are really arguing that we should become,
once again, invisible. Arresting men for taking part in "pub-
lic sex" ... is part of a more general intention, namely to a
desire to restrict and repress all sexuality that cannot be
contained by traditional forms.

Without necessarily accepting the romantic view of "out-
law" sex espoused by writers such as John Rechy and Guy
Hocquenheim, it can be argued that public sex is a central
part of gay male culture, and should be defended as such.
The Meat Rack at Fire Island, the Rambles in Central Park,
the piers at the end of Christopher Street, are part of our
space and we have as much right to demand that they be pro-
tected as Irish-Americans have to close Fifth Avenue to traf-
fic for the St. Patrick's Day Parade. Too often, liberals'
tolerance for homosexuality extends only to the point where
we behave like them, or, more acurately, like an idealized
version of how they think they should behave."

This is, in effect, the return of the repressed of the classical
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city, among whose traditional "freedoms" that of sexuality, sexual
encounter, the pickup, was always included. Even the capitalist
city is still fitfully evoked in this way, as in Baudelaire's
sonnet, "A une passant," or the Sartrean look, or the American
flight from small town puritanism, ms in Dreiser. But in the
great period of the precapitalist city, as in Boccaccio, city
space is always sexualized and suffused with the use value of the
erotic. When that is replaced and repressed by the exchange value
of the capitalist city, erotic space is submerged, only to return,
for its masculine sexual object, in Altman's gay public space,

and for its feminine sexual object, in the tenderloins and red
light districts of the contemporary city. Altman's proposal, to
defend and reconquer a specifically gay public space, can then
stand as an illustration of how in general a spatial politics can
formulate its demands and of the force of such a spatial politices
in general, which is very far from being some mere intellectual

or specialized plaything.

But it also raises the question generally of how space is to
be transformed. We are, I think, all generally but perhaps not
consciously aware of how the space of the ¢ity can be punctually
transformed. Capital has of course transformed that space in real-
ity, by transforming, on Henri lefebvre's account, the use value
of the classical city into the sheer exchange value of capitalist
land speculation. The great high modernist architects, most not-
ably Ie Corbusier, then give us a very interesting counterproposi-
tion, in their conception of a new architecture which will intro-
duce into the reified space of the contemporary city the disease
germ of revolutionary new forms of space, which le Corbusier be-
lieved powerful enough to change life itself, to fan out through
the degraded city and transform its mechanical grids, and in some
properly bourgeois cultural way (one thinks of the Schiller of the
Aesthetic Education of Humankind) to replace a narrowly political
revolution and to subsume that under a whole concrete revolutionary
transformation of the world. With the death of high modernism in
architecture and the emergence of post-modernism, we can no longer
pe quite so sanguine as to the supreme power of purely aesthetic
innovation to achieve this end.

Llet's look, for a moment, in conclusion at some other, perhaps
more political forms of the possible transformation of the bour-
geois space in which we live today. I remind you, for instance,
that the privileged event of the socialist realist novel is the
strike, which in turn serves as the figure for revolution in gen-
eral. Meanwhile it is clear that this kind of event involves a
massive calling into question of the narrative categories of the
bourgeois novel, which spring from experiences of middle class
daily life, habits, temporal and spatial organization and the like,
as well ag from the predominant perspective in middle class liter-
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ature of the individual subject, private and personal experience,
and so forth. So there are two ways of considering socialist
realism and the strike which it attempts to represent: it can be
grasped, in its content, as a punctual disorder, a catastrophe,

an overthrowing, a subversion into rubble and fragments, of a

calm and messive daily order (and then it will always be described
as bad literature, since among other things this challenges the
very categories of what the older bourgeocis novel can do). But to
look at socialist realism this way is to look at it precisely from
the vantage point and with the values of the class it challenges.

Or -~ and here I think we begin to move beyond the subversion
model - it can be understood as the transformation of older cate-
gories of bourgeois daily life and social relations into new ones.
let me try to illustrate this with a few examples. Eyewitnesses
have, for instance, pointed out how in the New Haven of the late
19608, the appearance of tanks coming down Whalley Avenue into
Broadway completely transformed the space of the city, turning its
familiar urban objects into a very different kind of landscape.

A subversion is certainly involved here, but also a transformation
into a new, albeit more forbidding, kind of space. The older cam-
pus town space of New Haven is defamiliarized, and poetically trans-
formed into something rare and strange, if you like: but the cate-
gory of defamiliarization is only partially satisfactory precisely
because it includes no sense of the radically different final space
into which the older city has been transformed.

If now we take the rather different experience of the demon-
stration - a massive protest march, say, which moves in an orderly
fashion from 76th Street all the way down Broadway to Madison Square
Garden: here too an immense transformation of the city is in pro-
cess. The marchers occupy the center of the now empty street and
look up at the buildings from out of this central canyon: all of
the older functions of city space have here been subverted and
transformed, pedestrian space transcended, the relationship of
office building walls and windows to their outside utterly in-
verted. Yet here also a new type of space -~ which it might be too
hasty to call that of festival or carnival - is constructed and
substituted, at least momentarily for the older kind.

Take finally the well-known festival of the word, in the Paris
of May 68: people pausing to talk passionately to strangers on
street corners, the inversion of indoor space onto the new external
space of what used to be streets and pavements, again as fundamental
a transformation of older city space as the more ominous kind we
find in the ruined city, where human marginals use the sidewalks asg
beds, challenge and subvert the behavioral and juridical propri-
eties of the street and of movements and relationships in it, and
so forth. One might indeed want to go on here to signal some of
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the differences between these historic transformations: it would
seem, for instance, that the Utopian space of the Popular Front,
with its great marches from the Bastille to the Nation, has a rath-
er different organization than the more static massive and millen-
ary occupation of public and external space in the 1960s.

Each, at any rate, invents a new kind of space out of the raw
materials of the old, and returning to the strike, nothing is clear-
er than this process as it seizes on that most peculiar of all pri-
vate spaces, the factory and the shop floor. The older closed and
forbidden backroom spaces of the managers' offices are opened up, the
relationship to the machinery itself transformed, the very opposi-
tion between public and private challenged and undermined by the
presence of workers and whole families who come to live, eat and
sleep, within what used to be a carefully structured spatial arrange-
ment for hierarchical and alienated labor.

I now return in conclusion to my initial proposal, in which the
union of a cultural politics and a politics of everyday life was to
be found in the crucial area of space and of a revolutionary trans-
formation of space itself. Who says space says the city, and the
work of lefebvre, to which I already paid homage, underscores this
connection very strongly, since for Lefebvre the urban is the very
definition of some new and more adequate properly Utopian concep-
tion of communism itself. Such a slogan is of course to be under-
stood dialectically, in both a very concrete and a very abstract
sense. It is thus on the one hand the call for an urban politics:
indeed, lefebvre's proposal that the principal unifying theme and
demand of a left politics today be the conception of a universal
right to housing is an extraordinarily explosive, subversive and
imaginative program, which at once transcends the 18th century en-
lightenment limits of welfare type proposals, such as health care
and unemployment insurance and voting rights, and has a concrete
content which that related program of a guaranteed annual income
does not project. This program is ultimately atructurally irrec-
oncilable with the private property system, and particularly the
system of real estate property, while on the other hand it points
in the direction of greater employment by increased construction.
Whatever its ultimate strategic merits, slogans and programs like
this are politically energizing, Utopian and revolutionary in the
most immediate sense, and are models of the kind of cultural poli-
tics and cultural revolution which we intellectuals ought to be
proposing, debating and exploring at the present time. This is at
least where my own work finds itself at this point, and I appreciate
your interest (as well as your patience) in allowing me to sketch it
out for you today.

Department of French
Yale University
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DOES JAMESON HAVE ANY USE FOR ALLEGORY?

Carcl P. James

As a theorist primarily concerned with history, or rather, Hig-
tory capital H, Fredric Jameson would seem to spend an inordinate
amount of time and space on what seems to be a rhetorician's prob-
lem, to wit, the naming, definition, and defense of allegory. At
least since Marxism and Form , where he closely examined allegory in
the workg of W. Benjamin and E. Bloch, he has been concerned with a
Marxist critical stance toward allegory as.a tool of hermeneutics.
More recently in The Political Unconscious” allegory emerges as the
primary mode whereby History becomes text and, conversely, as the
way the texts of history are to be read. Everything points to the
political unconscious itself as an allegorical structure. As we
shall see, Jameson's attempt to transcend a tropological reading
or understanding of literature and ultimately its informing His~-
tory, fails to the extent that he must employ ~ or that he ends up
not being able or wanting to extricate himself from - a methodology
predicated on the tropological movement of allegory. Some impli-
cations of his strategy for reading allegories and his allegorizing
of strategy will be sought out here in an attempt to go beyond a
mere cataloguing or recognition of certain critical aporias in a
particular critical corpus, and to examine some implications of
allegory's role in urging criticism to wander outside a dialecti-
cal mode.

The problem of proposing to stand anywhere at all outside dia-
lectical criticism is obviously the ultimate crux; the totalizing
necessary to dialectic thinking excludes even the provisory valid-
ity of any erasure of telos. To History, nothing is marginal, no
stance irrecuperable, no argument unenfolded into its bosom. Short
of denying History - a life-long clamor bound to be cut off by, of
course, History - criticism of dialectical methodology must, in
order to observe the workings of the machine, agree to stand some-
where inside the circle and accept all the (temporary) bling spots
and dangers of being crushed threatened by such a position.” A
criticism grounded in dialectical thinking thus will engage a rhe-
toric that serves its mission of totalization and must figure, as
well as derive from, the "essentially hermeneutic, or demystifying
and at the same time restorative, nature or dialectical thinking"
(MF, p. 307). The primary problem in Marxist literary criticism
remainsg how to interpret literature as a product of history; it
must complete the circle of world into word by going from word to
world, back into general time through individual manifestations.
The ultimate meaning of any textual production, literary or other-
vise, lies beyonduit in History, in the Real that is not a text,
that is Non-Text.  Traditionally allegory has been understood as
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posing in a text a reflection, figuration, or symptom of a meaning
that, ?ecause of a moral or theological nature, is not directly
gcce551b1e. Allegory depends on a meaning blatantly exterior to
1?3 text, detachable in a way other than the way signifier and
signified or any sign and its relatum are detachable.g Since for
Mgrxism History is the ultimate outside and text motivator and
literature one of its mediators, Jameson gives the name "allegory"
to the process of mapping the inroads History takes into literature.

Mysterious as these Holzwege and Umwege may remain, a rhetorical
stand has been taken.

Yet Jameson's use and defense of allegory often seem reluctant;
thu§ the double-edged question of my title. Certainly the theo-
loglC?l origins of allegory in Biblical exegesis and the concomi-
Fant impossibility of shedding allegory's metaphysical underpinn-
ings play their role here. "Allegory and Communism make strange
bedfellows" (MF, p. 116), Jameson wrote at the beginning of his
study of Ernst Bloch's hermeneutics, going on to dismiss charges
that Marxism is a kind of religion by simply encompassing religions
among other ideologies: "The revealing analogy, in other words, is
at Fhis point not so much that of Marxism with religion, as that of
religions with Marxism"™ (MF, p. 117). Thus is the need for alle-
gory - a legitimate use for it - as "a hermeneutic technique of
gréat flexibility and depth"™ (MF, p. 117) defended against the
taint 9f're1igion. In The Political Unconscious a similar strategy
o? legitimation is engaged in order to refute Althusserian objec-
tions that allegorization is a form of "expressive causality! that
reducgs the multiplicities of reality to oversimplified narratives
that impose their own categories of cl?sure and character on "a
Pro?ess without a telos or a subject.® Jameson, on the contrary,
1331sts we not reject out of hand allegory as an interpretive tac-
tic despite its reductiveness and ultimate goal of the assimilation
?f the layers of meaning one into the others. Such a rejection would
in effect strike out History because, if in itself History is not
textualf there is nothing we can do in order to understand it but
allegorize it, give it its capital H. Even though he wishes to
avoid —’without discrediting it unduly - a Lukacsian model of alle-
gory which supplies a one-jo-one translation of elements from real-
ist to allegorical levels, Jameson clearly reads history as being
structured like a narrative, "a single great collective story"

(pu, p. 19): This is to say that, analogous to lacan's dictum that
the unconscious is structured like a language, Jameson's political
unconscious is that which reads history and sets it up as a "single
vast unfinished plot. . . that uninterrupted narrative" (PU, p. 20)
whose t?ages find their way into the textual forms of the conscious.
The political unconscious is already, unavoidably, allegory.

Allegory as a critical tool that plumbs the depths of meaning,
the strata of History that underlie artistic endeavors, appeals to
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the Marxist whose task is to demystify the textual, fieticious,
rhetorical manifestations by which History makes its way uncon-
sciously into concrete forms. As allegory has traditionally been
understood as a paradoxical combination of truth and fiction {and
this generic aporia constitutes, I believe, the appeal of allegory
to postmodern criticism), the latter covering over the former,
Jameson's idéologeme is an avatar of allegory wherein the "symbolic
resoluiion of a concrete historical situation" involves two levels,
a rhetorical one where the paradox is a conceptual antinomy, and the
historical, underlying 1level whose contradiction (stemming from
fragments of various forms of production existing in the same epoque)
is true. The ideologeme is, of course, only part of a vast alle-
gorical schema of History and its texts that Jameson works out in
The Political Unconscious. The political unconscious and its struc-
Tures correspond conceptually to the four-fold allegorical systems
of Dante or the medieval exegetes. Jameson today wants recourse to
a multi-level allegory in order to preserve the final or anagogical
level, the level that unifies all of mankind in a common purpose.

He argues his teleological model against Bloch's similar project

in order to cast off those9clinging religious affinities of Bloch's
or any allegorical system.’ Certainly much of the recent eritical
reevaluation of allegory began with Northrop Frye who wrote that
1511 commentary is allegorical interpretation, an attaching of ideas
to the structure of poetic imagery," that "actual allegory [occurs]
when & pogf . . . tries to indicate how a commentary on him should
proceed." As part of his excellent analysis of Frye's use of
myth and archetype, Jameson criticizes Frye's more modernist ver-
sion of allegory for not going beyond the ethical of self/body/ego
level and its "recontain[ing} . . . the end of history and the cul-
minating struggle of the collectivity" (PU, p. 73); Frye's would be
an anagogy of a transformed, libidinalized, cosmic body, a refigura-
tion of the individual and a depolitization of community. Neither
does Althusser's history without telos, where an anagogical level
in interpretation would be superfluous, coincide with Jameson's be-
lief (and I use tha§1term advisedly) in the "essential mystery of
the cultural past,"’  history's non-textuality, that must be dug
out and read multiply using an appropriate methodology. We must con-
clude then, at this point, that the ultimate usefulness of allegory
for Jameson is, first, as a literary convention of encoding and de-
coding that, given a special twist, becomes a fine tool of dialec-
tical hermeneutics; second, as a model for History's textualizationm;
and third, as a generalized mode of thinking that turns out to be
the "properly Marxist" mode of thinking and interpreting evoked
throughout The Political Unconscious which, masquerading behind the
various defenses of allegory, is minimally Jameson's self-defense
(EZ Marxism is the proper Marxism) and maximally a theory of liter—
ature as history's sllegory and of History as the anagogy all human
forms exist to textualize.
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We turn now to a closer lock at this allegory which in its owm
turn tends to recontain the entire genre. Some difficulties of com-
patability between allegory and the "properly Marxist" (beyond the
religious taint mentioned above) present themselves if we shift into
a different rhetorical (but not necessarily ™more properly rhetori-
cal") examination of Jameson's own text. Firat of all his use of
the term "proper" and especially its intensification into "more
properly" becomes hallucinatory in its frequency. The use of this
term is disconcerting in a Marxist who would, one would think, seek
a rhetorical strategy that avoids all implication of personal proper-
ty and possession, the "properly Marxist" being, in the final analy-
sis, the exclusive right-ness or ownership of a proper-ty by the
individual K. Marx. This of course relates to a restrictive herme-
neutic and Jameson's initial rejection of the "supplementary" (PU,
p. 17) (a canny double strike at both the convential use of supple-
mentary and its expanded semantic in Derridean and poststructural-
ist criticism), and posits at the outset the possibility of one
and only one right and true interpretation. In this line of think-
ing allegory is exclusively a tool of recovery and of legitimati-
zation of a/the proper power. As a Marxist, Jameson never allows
himself to regard allegory as a mere trope, but in the dialectical
gymnastics he engages to preserve the usefulness and necessity of
allegory, he overlooks allegory as an act of self-interpretation;
he never considers the terms of an allegory to be rhetorically in-
terchangeable, or at least unstable in their position as signifiers
and signified. He sees the allegorization of deriture as a failed
attempt at rigorous formalism: "I suspect, as I have suggested else-
where, that even this extreme and rigorously absolute formalism is
not really as formalistic as it means to be, and that in reality -
far from constituting a repudiation of interpretation - it is it-
self an allegorical interprepatioq’whose 'gsignified' or allegorical
key is simply that of language or ecriture in the text iteelf.’
Reversing the terms, the fictional narrative and its key, consider-
ing History as allegory's fiction, would be strictly forbidden in
a system where the place of History must retain its priority, temp-
orally and existentially, over the "allegorical narrative signifieds
[which] reflect a fundamental dimension of our collective thinking
and our collective fantasies about history and reality" (PU, p. 34).
To allow History as fiction, aside from the "impossible" textuali-
zation, would invalidate diachronicity and permit such rhetorical
aberrations as "the child father to the man," James' son father
to James. Although aware of the ™way in which any genuine dialec-
tical criticism must ultimately turn around and question the sources
of its own instruments" (MF, pp. 398-99), the places of world and
word and the "brutal passage from some inner truth of existence to
the external world of history" (MF, p. 400) must retain a one-way
street, rhetorically speaking. But to neglect allegory as a signi-
fier betrays a misunderstanding or forgetting of the basic movements
of allegorical thought, its enabling dialectic by which "real® forms
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are turned into symbolic actions.!3 Reading allegory “properly"
prevents Jameson from radicalizing either allegory or History;
ellegory is a safe house, if not a prison house, of methodology.

For Jameson allegorization is a process of getting from the
individual to the general, the synchronic to the diachronic, the
Symbolic to the Real. "For it is clear that class consciousness
itself . . . is an allegorical mode of thought to the degree to
which for it individuals are seen as types and manifestations of
social groups to which they belong" (MF, p. 399). Allegory remains
preeminently thematic, its tropological force thematized as the
symptom of a specific historical moment when there occurs "a break-
down in the autonomy of individual consciousness." Such an event
will be textualized allegorically and accounts for the origin of
narrative; "the deeper subject of thﬁ novel itself is precisely
the coming into being of allegory."1 But the proper signified of
allegories, if it be History, will always already be hidden, the
Real or absent cause. This impossibility of completely reading all
the terms of allegory in turn sets up dialectic hermeneutics as an
unending (but still telic) quest which tends in two directions.
Either the melancholy allegorist such as Benjamin suffers in “a
world in which things have been for whatever reason utterly sundered
from meanings" and gives an overparticular, hyperconscious reading;
this is allegory as pathology (MF, pp. 71-72). Or the utopist
sweepingly projects the ultimate coinciding of things and meaning
in an anagogical stage of time; there is "a kind of allegorical
structure built into the very forward movement of the Utopian im-
pulse itself, which always points to something other, which can
never reveal itself but must always speak in figures, which always
calls out structurally for completions and exegeses" (MF, p. 142).
A1l the Marxist allegory reader can do is intertextualize, relying
on the documents, official or fictional, of history, in an attempt
to understand how literature or any text translates History.Properly
allegorizing or properly reading an allegorical text is his supreme
wish, a wish whose fulfilment can never be empirically verified.

To say then that the allegorist is deeply involved in wish-
fulfilment is not only consistent with Jameson's analysis of the
allegory in the Balzacian novel, but is also consistent with the
insatiability of allegory itself, its never completed representa-
tion. Thus, in the case of Balzac, the author's wish to be "bio-
graphical subject, Implied Author, reader, and characters" at one
can be allegorically transformed into a narrative apparatus (PU,
pp. 155ff. ). As a critic living in a later, post-ironic time,
Jameson produces a theoretic apparatus in order to fulfill a wish
that is not directly stated but follows from a quote he takes from-
Ernst Bloch: "Art is a pluralism which . . . follows the indirect
and multivocal movement of the allegorical,"'® which, in Jameson's
paraphrase, is "an opening onto otherness or difference" (MF, p. 146).
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His understanding of allegory is, of course, based on a lacanian
version of psychoanalytic theory in which desire is translated into
symbolic action via the hierarchized processes of the Imaginary,
Symbolic, and Real; the psyche reads the surrounding world alle-
gorically, developing from the ethical (self-image centered) to the
allegorical (symbolic participation in the established community)
to the anagogical (the unseen cause) stages of allegory. Jameson's
avowed desire is to demonstrate how art partakes of History through
allegorical processes. His underlying desire will have to be the
corollary desire to allegorize History itself so that it cannot be
contained in art.

Where Bloch used an aural image of allegory - "multivocal' -
Jameson uses a spatial metaphor - an "opening onto." Elsewhere he
speaks of the novel as a place "to open up a space . . . to 'manage’
those [brute] facts of empirical history" (PU, p. 164)}. These in-
gtances of restating in terms of space are part of a distinct set
of metaphors borrowed from art history. 'If there is any one word
as frequent as "proper" in Jameson's critical vocabulary it is "per-
spective," and in PU his master critical scheme is termed a series
of "horizons." "Point of view" and "focus" are further favorites
which fall into this category. The difficulty of using these com-
monplace terms is not their overuse per se but their ultimate val-
idity for a Marxist criticism. While Jameson determines that "point
of view is a certain kind of defining pivot point between the Bal-
zacian and the modernist narrative (PU, pp. 156ff.) and uses this
argument as exemplary for radically historicizing modes of narrative,
he never shifts the problematic to the discourses of criticism,
especially not to his own langusge. In fact, he manages to decon-
struct the subject and assert a unified, centered, vision in the
same sentence: "From a Marxist point of view, this experience of
the decentering of the subject and the theories, especially psycho-
analytic, which have been devised to map it are to be seen as the
signs of an essentially bourgeois ideolo%g of the subject and of
psychic unity or identity" (PU, p. 125). The Marxist, it would
seem, has to maintain an angelic eye, must seek an ideal point of
view that could see onto the “absolute horizon of all reading and
all interpretation" (PU, p. 17). The very first page of PU asserts
this horizon as "the political perspective" (PU, p. 17, my emphasis)
that escapes supplementarity.

Were perspective, point of view, focus, and horizon to be radi-
cally historicized, their place as central humanist concepts, formed
in the Rensissance and quite literally pictured in space, and their
use in bourgeois art criticism'9 would limit their use as critical
metaphors and call for a different vocabulary cast in terms of post-
modern physics, art, or psychoanalysis. Insisting on focus and per-
spective locks one into a Cartesian mode of frameworks, minds' eyes,
and egocentricity; this mode of linear projection is consistent with
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all projects where everything must be laid out, rearranged, criti-
cized, and interpreted in order to be experienced. A perspective,
ag defined by Renaissance art, is a representation that is valid
only within a set space {a square or rectangular frame), is monocu-
lar, and arbitrarily asserts a point de fuite on a horizon at which
vision stops. The idea of a proper perspective implies multiple
points of view of which only one is valid, and within the context

of Renaissance pictorial perspective the horizon defines the proper
point of view. If however we step outside the frame, outside this
particular representative convention with its fictionalized viewer,
and apply even normal individual binocular vision to the "space"

of the world, we recognize that a horizon, by definition, is un-
attainable, ever-receding, having no proper place whatsoever except
at an individual moment for an individual subject. Using the hori-
zon metaphor, even under an essentialist alibi as "absolute," seems
then a particularly unhappy choice for either a post-structuralist
critic or a post-humanist Marxist. A collective political uncon-
scious, a historical 'bensee sauvage," posited on perspective remains
rooted in the individualistic vision. The subsequent horizons are
the spatialization of the critical strategy whereby the allegori-
zations, the textualizations, of History are read; like the shifting
horizons, all the instruments of understanding are merely provisional,
ready to be scuttled before the ultimate horizon, a ptolemaic edge
of the world. The Real is always somewhere beyond in a self-defined
u-topia.

In spite of his insistent use of "perspective" and his leaning
toward a "proper . . . point of view," Jameson's desire remains to
understand how collective rather than individual conditions are text-
ualized. For that he invokes allegory, a mode that deals in grand
sweeps and generalities end finds in its impersonality and stereo-
typicality an escape from the "subjects of history." His defense
and use of allegory, however, seem stuck in the perspectivist optic.
In an earlier article on allegory and film he defines the allegori-
cal nature of the narrative as two different "pictures" that can be
read from the same surface: "the film [Dog Day Afternoon] is an
ambiguous product at the level of reception; more than that . . [it]
is so structured that it can be focussed in two quite distinct ways
which seem to yield two quite distinct narrative experiences."

Such a pictorial system, if literalized, would resemble the late
Renaissance practice of anamorphosis in which two pictures appear

6n the same surface but each must be viewed from a radically differ-
ent point of view. The double reading of such images, the one ob-
vious as seen by a viewer adopting the conventional stance at a
certain distance from the canvas, and the other hidden, often to

be viewed through a hole in a surrounding frame or in a curved mir-
ror, corresponds to the double figuration of the allegorist. Of

the two narrative experiences of the film only one can be read
“properly" as suggesting "an evolution, or at least a transformation,
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in the figurable c¢lass articulation of everyday life."2! At the

end of the article Jameson schematizes the "Analogon® (Sartre's term)
by which the external sociological system is inscribed internally
(i.e. hidden) in the film. The diagram suggests a focusing on Anal-
ogon, a visual triangle where what lies between the “eye" and the
"horizon" defined by class and representation is the "illusion of
reflexion or representation.” Although the political unconscious

is a fully articulated critical apparatus, it shares with the chart
of the Analogon a perspectival structure where the "illusion of
representation” and the successive horizons of interpretation tend
toward a single point of focus, a necessarily totalizing or panop-
tican perspective that claims to be properly Marxist.

If Jameson's use of allegory is inextricably tied to point of
view, would it be possible to throw out the latter without abandon-
ing the former? If we look again at anamorphotic pictures we re-
alize there are ways to have distortions look "normal," to abandon
the privilege of point of view. The anamorphotic artists (condemned
by Descartes) were considered marginal, engaging in parlor geames,
but their questioning of space prefigured the critique of repre-
sentational space that came in the nineteenth century with the non-
Buclidean geometries.22 These changes in spatial concepts parallel-
ed the discovery of the unconscious and the dissolution of the
cogito and its concepts of an orderly hierarchized universe. Alle-
gory, which moves between concrete and symbolic axes, no longer
deals in "proper" meanings and "keys" but is produced as readings
of readings. This intertextual function ought to suit Jameson quite
well.

Yet in the end allegorical reading attains its importance for
Jameson only after having been secondary: "Our reading ‘'set' toward
the social and historical interpretations which can be allegori-
cally derived from the narrative is thus something like a lateral
by-product . . . but this allegorical by-product, once established,
reorients the narrative around its new interpretive center. . .
Thus established, the allegorical reading becomes the dominant one"
(PU, p. 163). Here in his valorization of allegory Jameson clings
as elsewhere to the vocabulary of priority, centeredness, and domi-
nance. It is important to him to redirect a by-product toward the
center so that interpretation will find its proper place and at the
same time will realize that desire for an opening onto otherness
or difference, the decentering movement that marks a multi-perspec-
tive.

Perhaps Jameson's avoidance of negative hermeneutic prevents
him from deconstructing allegory as a trope and forces him to use
allegory primarily as a tool of thematic interpretation. Yet he
depends on that unproblematized, unhistoricized version of alle-
gory as a by-product. The parergona123 implications of "by-pro-
duct" are essential to his need to escape point of view; but para-
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doxically, he prefers to install allegory as the central, dominant
reading in order to approach the "properly Marxist." Allegory re-
taing its levels; it operates on the ethical?% (related to the in-
dividual, to point of view) horizon and on the anagogical (absolute
horizon, angelic eye) level simultaneously. In any text allegory
figures an antinomy, the same sort Jameson seeks out in narrative
in order to locate underlying historical contradictions. "The co-
presence of thematic, exhortative discourse with critical analytic
language points to an inherent characteristic of allegorical modes.
If we were now to cast Jameson's use of allegory into his own dia-
gram for textual antinomy, we would have the following:

genres and periods + a universally applicable tool of analysis
vs.
interpretation by + time / history / change
allegory

By leaving unexamined allegory's undermining of time - its rhetori-
cal tendancy toward reversal of its terms (signifier, signified)
and its total disregard for temporal change (time in allegory is
either duration or non-time, anagogy) and by depending on allegori-
cal readings to dislodge historical contradictions in a text, Jame-
son uses a fixed theory of allegory in analyzing historical change.
The historical contradiction in such a critical text is that it
functions in an older, Renaissance/Cartesian optics (or mode of
critical production) and at the same time in a Lacanian framework
where the self and its point(s) of view are to be understood as
relicg of the psyche. The latter refuses to read the "proper mean-
ing“2 of the former and produces an allegory of criticism. The
pre-modern framework of The Political Unconscious and its wished-
for post-modern space combine to make & most striking schizo-text.
Or maybe we should just call it Modern.

Department of lLanguages
and Comparative Literature
Roosevelt University
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Notes

1Marxism and Form: Twentieth-Century Dialectical Theories of
Literature (Princeton UP, 1971). Henceforth MF.

2The Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socially Symbolic Act
(Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1981). Henceforth PU.

3Jameson himself commented on the entanglements that threaten
even those inside: "The peculiar difficulty of dialectical writing
lies indeed in its holistic, 'totalizing' character: as though you
could not say any one thing until you had first said everything;
as though with each new idea you were bound to recapitulate the
entiresystem. So it is that the attempt to do justice to the most
random observation of Hegel ends up drawing the whole tangled,
dripping mass of the Hegelian sequence of forms out into the light
with it" (MF, p. 306). If the Marxist critic has difficulties,
the critic's critic is doubly demented in her undertaking.

u"History is not a text, not a narrative, master or otherwise,

but that, as an absent cause, it is inaccessible to us except in
textual form, and that our approach to it and to the Real itself
necessarily passes through its prior textualization, its narrativi-
zation in the political unconscious" (PU, p. 36). Jameson's in-
sistence that History is not a text will be reflected in his use

of allegory; allegory always involves an element of ultimate un-
understandability, an anagogical moment where only the trope itself
can project its own telos.

5On the "detachability" of allegorical meaning, see Morton
Bloomfield, "Allegory as Interpretation,” NLH 3 (1972}, 301-317.

6

In spite of the many pages devoted to allegory, Jameson never
attempts a basic theory of allegory nor does he specifically relate
the levels of allegorical exegesis with the Greimasian schemas he
works out to account for textual aporias and the overlapping of his-
torical periods. Michael Clark has spoken of "Jameson's occasion-
ally cavalier attitude concerning the theoretical means toward his
interpretive ends" ("Putting Humpty Together Again," Poetics Today
3:1 [1981], 159-170, here p. 163). Leaving these ties to be made by
the reader implies a hedging that will betray the fundamental prob-
lematic of this entire critical project.

7L. Althusser, Ré%onae % John Lewis (Paris: Maspero, 1973),
pp. 91-98. Quoted in PU, p. 29. 1 am here paraphrasing Jameson's
interpretation of Althusser's implied critique of allegory, PU,
pp. 28-32.
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8

"The cultural text is taken as an essentially allegorical model
of society as a whole, its tokens and elements, such as the literary
‘character,' being read as 'typifications’' of elements on other
levels, and in particular as figures for the various social classes
and class fractions" (PU, p. 33).

FWhich he examines in MF, pp. 116-169.

1%pnatomy of Criticism (Princeton UP, 1957), pp. 89-90.

11PU, p. 19. Jameson underlines mystery, but I think essential
deserves an equal or double underlining to emphasize History's nec-
esparily, fundamentally, originarily (etc. for essentializing term-
inology) sublimated place. This notion of hiddenness would be in
opposition to Althusser's ongoing, end-less, movement of History
vhich, denied an anagogical dimension, remains visible, clear, and
recapturable at any subsequent moment. Not only does mystery already
imply the need for a Marxist (i.e. history-oriented) hermeneutic,
but it also implies allegorical criticism, and its dialectic or re-
covery and dis-covery in subsequent levels, as its methodology.

1 . .

Q"Modernlsm and its Repressed: Robbe~Grillet as Anti-colonial-
ist," Diacrities 6:2 (1976), 7-1k%, here p. 9, and also The Prison
House of Language (Princeton UP, 1972), 182-183.

‘BIn his "Figura" (Scenes From the Drama of European Literature
[New York: Meridian, 19591, 11-76.,) Auerbach recognized ihe impor-
tance of historical truth in the medieval interpretationof Biblical
events that were given the four-fold interpretation. And in his
work Dante guaranteed the validity of his allegory by connecting
it to people of the real world. In a sense this idea of allegory
is diametrically opposed to Jameson's because for Jameson it is in
the Real that the anagogical level exists.

1h .
"La Cousine Bette and Allegoricsl Realism," PMLA, 86 (1971),

241-254, here p. 252.

15For some, the incompletion of allegory lies in the signifier:
Angus Fletcher refers to the "unfinished allegorical progression,"
the lack or an "inherent 'organic' limit of magnitude,” and the
arbitrary closure of allegory (Allegory: The Theory of a Symbolic
Mode [Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1964], T74=178); and Joel Fineman: "Dis-
tanced at the beginning from its source, allegory will set out on
an increasingly futile search for a signifier with which to recup-
erate the fracture of and at its source, and with each successive
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signifier the fracture and the search begin again; a structure of
continual yearning, the insatiable desire of allegory” {"The Struc-
mmofﬂh@ﬁwlmﬂmﬂomwuﬂmIQU%N,Wé&hwe

p. 60; this article also appears in Allegory and Representation:
Selected Papers from the English Institute, 1979-80, ed. S.J.
Greenblatt |Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 1981}, 26-60}. In Jame-
son's interpretation, the materiality of the forms allegory takes
is of lesser interest than the signifieds because the latter must
be sought while the former are determined by the author's position
in the class struggle; Jameson is interested not so much in the
fact that Balzac chose an old maid and her suitors as in how these
characters came to allegorize the contradictions of history.

16Ernst Bloch, Tubinger Einleiting in die Philosophie, 2 vols.
(Frankfurt/Main, 1963-6%), 11, pp. 46-47; quoted by Jameson in MF,
p. 147.

17There is not room here to adequately treat Jameson's appro-
priations of Lacan. See, however, his "Imaginary and Symbolic in
Lacan: Marxism, Psychoanalytic Criticism, and the Problem of the
Subject," YFS, Nos. 55-56 (1977), 338-395, as well as PU, Chapter 3.
For furtheT discussion of Lacan and allegorical structure, see the
Fineman article mentioned above, Note 15.

18Michael Clark has also pointed out this inconsistency in Jame-
son's contextualizing of divergent analytical methods into a pre-
history where contradictions are merely provisional ("Putting
Humpty Together Again," p. 164). Presumably once the absolute hor-
izon is attained, all points of view dissolve; or does the "properly
Marxist" take over?

19Even today "point of view" criticism persists; a late example
is the work of Michael Fried in which he determines modernity in
terms of "theatricality," theatricality being based on the (non)ex-
change of visual focus between viewers and figures in painting.
See his Absortion and Theatricality: Painting and Beholder in the
Age of Diderot (Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1980) for his
basic statement. :

20“Class and Allegory in Contemporary Mass Culture: Dog Da

Afternoon as a Political Film," College English, 38:8 (1977), 843~
859, here. p. 8u8.

2 Ibid.
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22 :
Modern and postmodern artists have dealt critically with point

of view in various ways. Marcel Duchamp used a glass ground and a
three-dimensional anamorphosis for his major works and in his writ-
ings referred variously to the "allegorical appearance" or "allegori-
cal apparition” in art (see Duchamp du signe: Ecrits {Paris: Flam-
marion, 1975]). Contemporary artist Jan Dibbets photographs wall
drawings to produce anamorphic images that perplext the viewer about
illusions of distortion. All Held's canvasses show overlapping geo-
metric forms, seen from many different perspectives, outlined in an
indeterminate space. Curiously enough, one of his large white on
black paintings was visible in the room of the central "frame-up"
scene in the film American Gigolo.

251 am referring to Jacques Derrida's "Parergon" in La Verite
en peinture (Paris: Flammarion, 1978) and its setting into circula-
tion of the problematic of inside/outside in aesthetics as first
questioned by Kant.

24 : .

“'"pllegories are always ethical, the term ethical designating
the structural interference of two distinct value systems." Paul
de Man, Allegories of Reading (New Haven: Yale UP, 1979), p. 206,

2 .
5De Man, Allegories of Reading, p. 209.

26 . . .
"The Manipulation of point of view is a form of infinite re-

gress inscribed within the metaphor of selfhood: {De Man, Allegories
of Reading, p. 217). This is the metaphor that expands into alle-
gory in Jameson's text as "the aberrant proper meaning of metaphor
aga;?gg which the allegory constitutes itself (Allegories of Reading,
p- .
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THE JAMESON-EFFECT

James H. Kavanagh

A ph%losophy does not make its appearance in the world
as Mlne?va a?peared to the society of Gods and men. It
only exlst§ in so far as it occupies a position, and it
iny occupies a position in go far as it has conquered
it in the thick of an already occupied world. It there-
fore only.exists in so far as this conflict has made

it something distinect, and this distinctive character
can only be won and imposed in an indirect way by a
det9u? involving ceaseless study of other, exi;ting
pogltlons. This detour is the form of the conflict
which determines what side a philosophy takes in the
battle aqd on the . . . battlefield which is philosophy.
Because if . . . philosophy . . . is this perpetual war
s e ey then no philosophy can exist within this theo-
?etlcal relation of force except in so far as it marks
itself off from its opponents and lays siege to that
part of the positions which they have had to occupy in

order to guarantee their
: power over the
impress they bear.! eneny whose

This year's meeting of the English Insti i i
on "Marxisy, History, and Textual?ty." Ov:;tzsz ;z;iud:ﬁeamzzzzign
of the audience heard four talks admonishing them in ;arious ways
to_a?tend to the political implications of their work, to the ii—
pll?lt conceptions of history carried therein, and to’the ideo~
loglcgl nuances of textual criticism. After a final talk by Frank
Lentrlchhla,‘uyging a strong reading of Kenneth Burke as openin,
paths to political responsibility in criticism, one listener coﬁ-
Eented to the effect that, when he was an Assistant Professor with
tﬁrien and Wellek as senior colleagues, no one could have imagined
tha twenty years later the most prestigious professional gather-
1ngs‘would.hgve as a central theme the unabashed propagation of
xzlezie;;;zlgal discoizse. Well, largely through the work of one

y ameson e unj j
There is a lesson ab;ut ideoi2251g::i? has becane the commonplace.

I want to mark this transformation, this re-openin i
of theo?etlcal and ideological practicé as a non—fﬁivisi Egl?tiiz}d
accoTpl1shment, of which the present conference is but one more
zzigtt. Yes, we must recognize the historical conditions of possi-
bility -- the'struggle of the Vietnamese, the re-emergence of cap-
1?&%1sm's SOCIA% and economic conditions, etc. -~ that set the cgn
dltﬁons of possibility for this discursive subject "Fredric Jame~ )
:on t? be the bearer o? a possible ideological project; and we must
ecognize, too, that this project was effected so powerfully because
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a lived subject (however fictional and precarious) made a disciplined,
comprehensive, and immanent appropriation-critique of virtually
every critical language issuing from the erevices of the Western
jdeological apparatus, persuasively turning the attention of each

to Marxism, such that it is fast becoming unimaginable to do liter-
ary theory without taking Marxism sympathetically into account. True,
this transformation in the relatively marginal field of literary
theory has not yet had, and may never have, any wider historical
significance (which only means it is an unfinished accomplishment,
finally not tied to a single subject, whose further effects we can-
not know in advance); still, given the state of the field twenty
years ago, it is no mean feat.

I say all this to foreground my own political responsibilities
and felt problems in framing a critical commentsry on Fredric Jame-
son's work. Without pretending entirely to disinvest myself of an
unconscious, I can easily enough forgo (or at least defer) the con-
siderable private satisfactions that, as a former gtudent of his,

T could derive from an Oedipal attack (poorly disguised by pre-
factory praise). I have somewhat more difficulty deciding how to
negotiate the public and political situation we share as allies,

a situation symbolic (with all that word's Jamesonian resonances)
of the exhilirating yet curiously discomfiting predicament of Marx-
ism in the literary academy, to which I alluded above. :

A simple way of describing this problem is to say that I do not
want to frame any criticisms of Fredric Jameson's work in Marxist
literary theory, a work which provides one of the real conditions
of my possibility, in such a way as to give aid and comfort to
those who would like to resist, if not prevent, the development of
any work in Marxist literary theory. but questioning this simple
formulation reveals an even bigger problem, a source of the most pro-~
found unease -- namely, that in the public forums in which such a
strategic problems arises, I do not see anybody trying to prevent
The development of Marxist literary theory. Lest there be any mis-~
understanding: I have no illusion that Marxist discourse is domi-
nant, or even widespread, in literary studies; but Marxism is not a
Theory just like any other®, and that it seems.to have won even an
acknowledged, publicly unchallenged right to a place in an influ-
ential discipline is a fact whose exceptional significance can be
measured against the previous absolute denial of such a place to
Marxism in any discipline, and the continued denial of such a place
in any mass-cultural ideological apparatus. I see this apparent
integration of Marxism into an institutional literary discourse,
tied as it is so closely to Jameson's work, as & mark at once of
that work's success, and of its problem; indeed, I would suggest
that Jameson's work can be seen as an index of the curious politi-
cal-ideological space which this work produced, and in which it
intervenes.
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‘I am not here repeating the rather well-worn criti
?arglnallzation of academic Marxism, denouncing the ;Zi%?;eZZeigzt-
ing closure of'a high-theoretical, and therefore safe, Marxist dis-
course, unfolding within a privileged environment, hermeticall
seglgd from the famous "outside world." Such a seemingly radiial
crlthue'actually prevents posing the most difficult questions
For Marxism would emphatically deny that there could ever be s&ch
an absoluFe Bep?rat%on of the academic from the "outside" world
% segaratﬁon which implicitly posits this latter "real world" a;
‘aoclety, such that the University itself is again, in a familiar
1deolog1?al fas@ion,‘put outside of society, made ";nreal." But
inseizh in a lever81ty whose motto is: "In the Nation's Service";
tionsh?y m;an lt: To aqd?ess the very real problems of the rela-,
tlons ip ? Mgrx1st'act1v1ty within the very real ideological appa-
raty es o t?ls social w?rld, to Marxist activity, or the supposed

ack of it, in other social apparatuses (trade unions, mass organi-
zations, ete.) requires specifying the relationship among such
apparatuses, a relationship which never is, as bourgeois ideology
;ﬁw&ys wants to proje?t it, one of total autonomy. In fact, as a

rx}st, I do not believe for a second that there is no Mar;ism
out in that American "real world," nor that it has been totally un-
?ffect?d by what we do in the academy. The perceived over—whglm—
ingly jobv1ou§" absence of Marxism in the real world ia the effect
oi ?n ideclogical media apparatus, an effect that we err in taking
%v ace value. After a}l, who would guess, from watching the CBS

ening News, that American universities are crawling with Marxists?

It is precisely because an achi i
. L > evement -like Jameson's is polit-
:c:irlndg itroyg, albeit undeniably limited, sense, that it ragses
a mo insig ;rbingdsez of problems than those suggested by an abso-
e/outside dichotomy., For neither do I believe tha i
. s t
:hzins:clil world where t@e dominant media apparatuses disseminige
" Mas an Earrage 9f anti-Communist ideology attacking the "virus
of rizsm, there is no staunch anti-Marxism in the literary acad-
toyﬁi . e?e-must be'qg1§e a few listeners to the constant demands
cours: :ﬁzc;:e, goi%ilclﬁe, and material-ize literary-critical dis-
not like what they are hearing. Indeed, everyon
- . N e
gz::; that guch voices are agdlble and effective at tﬁe Depirtment
tove fz;:ntgg zarelyldls;ernlble in the journals and conferences
t acro~-level of our discipline's ideological dissemi
ggtgozh;-ngtst as one would see 'in many local union galls the SZix-
er appear on television. It is almost as if th
° ; ) t . ere h
gzzgcarzgztzgz g§ver;19g in the literary academy of the extrafaczi
ship of ideological forces: Marxism appears ev
:ﬁzzeita§d §nt1-Mafxlsm s?ays in the shadows. I wzﬁid sugggg{
hat certs. ameson's contlnua% appropriation of non-Marxist theories
in 8 cer ain way -- H?at'we might call the "Jameson-effect" -~ that
o Marx‘cru?1a1'1n winning phis peculiar, seemingly secure space
ism in literary studies; I would contend, too, that this
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wJamegon effect® is inevitably an ideological effect, producing a
kind of theoretical and professional diegetic space in which deter-
mined opposition to Marxism cannot be seen. ’

I think this is the frame in which Jameson's work, and espec-
ially The Political Unconscious, deserves to be analyzed. One
can easily identify the eclecticism of this book, and begin analy-
zing the liberties it takes with specific elements of various non-
Marxist theories in order to appropriate all these theories for the
Jamesonian "totality." But any argument about a specific moment
of the book -~ whether it be the use of lacan's notion of the "Real,"
Althusser's "structural causality," or Frye's "Romance" -- remains
beside the point if it does not engage with at least as much seri-
ousness and commitment the explicitly stated (and actually achieved!)
end to which the book turns all these concepts -~ the construction
of a Marxism that can be the meta-ideology for all non-Marxist
discourses, the positing of a political interpretation that reveals
jtself as the horizon of any interpretation. So what if there's
a little free play with a few post-gtructuralist signifiers? Is
this not, like any other use of these concepts, a transformative,
productive deformation/appropriation of raw materials, to be judged
by the skill with which it is executed, and the effect it produces?
The critic who would argue with Jameson's particular version of,
say; Lacanian concepts, must show how that version disrupts the
intended effect, and/or must indicate how more skillfully, and to
what other purpose and effect, s/he proposes another transformed
(knowing full well that everyone's Woriginal! is already trans-
formed) version of the concepts in question.” As Jameson quite
correctly remarks:

no interpretation can be effectively disqualified on its
own terms by a simple enumeration of inaccuracies or omis~-
sions, or by a list of unanswered questions. Interpreta-
tion is not an isolated act, but takes place within &
Homeric battlefield, on which a host of interpretiye op-
tions are either openly or implicitly in conflict.

Thus, in response to objections that the way in which his "Marx-
ian interpretive operation" posits "History" ‘as the "untranscend-
able limit of our understanding in general and our textual inter-
pretations in particular," no differently from the way other theories
assign final priority to their favorite limiting "absolutes" {e.g.,
Language ), Jameson explicitly acknowledges "the ultimate sense in
which History as ground and untranscendable horizon needs [i.e.,
can have] no particular theoretical justification” (pp. 100-102).
Jameson's point is that objections and alternatives must identify
and take responsibility for their positions on an ideological-
historical battlefield of interpretive struggles. On this un-
avoidable terrain I can certainly urge no more important task than
"the unmasking of cultural artifacts as socially symbolic acts"
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within the "single great collective story . . . [of the] struggle
to wrest a realm of Freedom from a realm of Necessity" (pp. 19-20).

. yor can one avoid this point by insisting on the fundamentally
imaginary narrativization of history at work here; Jameson already
recognizes (as his play with character-izing capitals emphasizes)
that: "history is not a text, not a narrative, master or other-
wise," and he is only insisting, quite correctly, that one must
choose3 if not "History," then another intervention in the cease-
less, imaginary work of narrativization through which we must, and
do, produce a coherent diegetic space in which our lives become
un@erstandable and liveable. Jameson persuasively produces his
"History" as imaginary (i.e., as narrative), without specifying

whgt magter-narrative s/he -~ explicitly or implicitly, but in-
evitably -- produces as an alternative. -

From this perapective (sharing Jameson's ideological goals),
one can only criticize a work like The Political Unconscious by
relativizing it within a more comprehensive framework, one that
dQes not reject, but that subsumes and explaing the work's contra-
qlctory ideological and political effects. 1In critically theoriz-
ing Jameson's work, one must preserve its formidable historicizing
and politicizing force, and indeed drive that force beyond the
self-limitations of his discourse. For this task there is in
Jameson's narrative only one theoretical "character" or actant
that counts ~~ that “other Marxism® which for better or worse
appears here as elsevwhere under the sign of "Althusserianism."
gnother caution is now necessary: I have no interest in defend-
ing a "reified" Althusser against an equally imaginary Hegel, and
I agree with Jameson that much Althusserian discourse has con-
structed an effigy "Hegelianism" through which something else (i.e.,
Stalinism) could be attacked (PU, pp. 50-51). On the other hand,

I ?angot, any more than Jameson, escape the unfortunate stable lin-
guls?lc reification through which important debates over positions
are inflected in terms of names. In that sense, I have no more re-
lgctance about identifying myself with the "Althusserian" pogi-
tion as I read it, than he does with the "Hegelian" position.

i Nor am I interested, as one might expect, in identifying the
inappropriate transformations of concepts that Jameson makes in
or@er explicitly to reject en gros the "Althusserian” for the "Heg-
e11§n" problematic while attempting to subsume the former -- or
assign a "local place for [its] operations" (p. 35) -- in the latter.”l
For the present analysis, Althusserianism appears the least when it
is ?xplicitly "explained" and ostensibly put in its place in The
Political Unconscious; these are moments, really, in the production
of the discursive space of the "other." More interesting are those
?om?nts‘~— virtually everywhere else in the book -- when Althusser-
lanism is not excluded and not absent, but invigibly present, "in-
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side the visible itself because defined by its structure . . . [an]
other space , . . in the first space which contains it as its own
denegation; [an] other space [that] is the first space in person."8

Indeed, the paradox of Jameson’s book is that, after explaining
away Althusserian theory, it produces Althusserisn literary criticism
#in person." The Politicel Uncenscious, in Althusserian terminology,
becomes Althusserian theery while not recognizing it. This mis-recog-
nition takes the specific form of seeing Althusserianism "held" in
one place while not seeing it burst forth all over. The repressed
returns unnoticed. The point of my critique, then, could not be to
denounce Althusserian errors, but to indicate how this contradiction
enasblesand constraing Jamesonian discourse (and what I call the Jame-
son-effect), and what might be at stake in this determinate mis-
recognition.

I will take up only a few examples of Althusgerian theory's in-
visible presence in The Political Unconscious. One involves the
omission of important concepts in Jameson's account of Althusserian
Theory, at the very moments when they seem most relevant. For ex-
ample, Jameson spends five pages (pp. 39-U44) "correcting" with the
concept of mediation the Althusserian critique of "expressive caus-
ality," without addressing the concept of overdetermination that
surely should be posed .as the Althusserian "theoretical analogue”
of "mediation." Nor do we find any serious treatment of the"science/
ideology" distinction that is Althusserianism's founding, and ina cer-
tain sense "weakest," moment.” An absence more immediately relevant
to Jameson's interpretive theory is that of any extended confron-
tation with the literary work of Pierre Macherey, Renee and Etienne
Balibar, and Terry Eagleton. We also do not find in The Political
Unconscious any discussion of Althusser’'s theory of the four social
#instances."

What makes these absences significant is that these same con-
cepts appear later at work within Jameson's own discourse, even if
not mentioned explicitly or inflected in another (often but not
always "Hegelian") vocabulary. Thus, Jameson uses the work of "a
number of contemporary theorists" including Poulantzas, in positing
a "social formation" that incorporates different "modes of produc-
tion," to conc¢lude that

The temptation to classify texts according to the appro-
priate mode of production is thereby removed, since the
texts emerge in a space in which we may expect them to be
erisscrossed and intersected by a variety of impulses from
contradictory modes of cultural production all at once.
(pp. 94-95)

It seems difficult not to remark Jameson's not remarking the concept
of overdetermination he puts to work in this passage. Which "con-
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temporary theorist," with which concepts, provided iti
possibility for Poulantzas's and Jamegon;sptheoretizﬁi ;gzgétlg?:iff
larly, when Jameson introduces his chapter on Balzac by noting how
?he n9vel "worgs" on its raw materials, "transforming their 'telling'
into its 'showing,'estranging commonplaces against the freshness of
some unexp?cted 'real,' foregrounding convention itself as that
through which readers have hitherto received their notions of events
psychology, eXxperience, space, and time" (p. 151), .one might expect ’
a footnote on Macherey and/or Eagleton where there is only Roland
Bgrthes. And w@en Jameson "produces" a concept of dialogical ¢lass
Q1§cou?se, "adding" to Bakhbin's notion of the dialogical "the qual-
1flcat19n Fhat the normal form of the dialogical is essentially an
an?agonlstlg one, and that the dialogue of class struggle is one in
wh}ch opposing class discourses fight it out within the general

gnlty of a shargd code" (p. 84), one might see re-produced here the
1n§ert10n of "linguistic conflict in its determinant place as that
which produces the literary text and which opposes two antagonistic
usages——unequal but inseparable--of the common 1anguage."1o But
again, Jameson's text does not seem to recognize what it produce;.

Pe?haps the most striking example of Jamesonian discourse fairly
screamlpg an Althusserian concept while avoiding Althusserian theory
occurs in hlg recent interview in Diacritics, where he distinguishes
between the 1nterp?etive interventions we make in teaching under-
%raéuates to qugstlon the implicit cultural patterns of reception

whlch‘our tradition calls ideologies,” and the "laboratory experi-
?en§s in ?he study of cultural dynamics . . . loosely analogous to
scientific research'" that we do in graduate teaching and research.'!

?he science/ideology distinction re-produced here i i
lgr.lnterest for this analysis, not justpbecause its foimgiagizzlgz
similar ?o one that I recently made in those explicit terms,!2 but
bgcause it is precisely the science/ideoclogy distinction so’deter—
m1§ately repr?ssed here that can provide a means for re-appropri-
ating Ja@esonlan ?iscourse in a more comprehensive frame that sub-
sumes while explaining its important effects. Jameson's work must
be understood as gexactly what it claims to be) an attempt at con-
s?ructlng a meta-ideology, a project which can only be re-hisbori-
cized and retpoliticized within the operations of a discourse that
Fespectg a d}fference between the theoretical-scientific and the
1@eol9g1c§l instance. Only such a Marxist discourse, whose neces-
sity is signaled by its determinate absence (or "invisible presence")

in Jameson's own work can assi th i i i
litical "local validity gn that work its historical and po-

To generalize, then, I would su
: 2 ggest that Jameson's attempt to
giiroprlate‘a dlluted_Althusserian theory as a subset of an eiplic—
th y_pr?clalmed Hegelian Marxism continually transforms itself from
e inside. The Althusserian parasite hollows out the Hegelian host,
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whose outer membrane remains intact only because its elasticity pre-
vents an explosion by continually remodeling the organism in the
shape of the beast itself. The question of which discourse assigns
nsectoral validity" to the other in The Political Unconscious becomes
virtually undecideable. Could it be otherwise? Jameson, after all
ja doing Marxism and doing it well, and whether we like it or not,
the latest important shifting of the Marxist problematic was not
effected by Lukacs or Hegel ihowever correct it is to insist on
registering previous movements); what has transpired under the sign
of "Althusser™ in our moment can no more be successfully "corrected"
by reference to Hegel than could what transpired under the sign of
"Lukacs" in the 1920s. This suggests, of course, that what is at
stake here is not "Althusserian" versus "Hegelian" Marxism, but the
construction of Marxism itself.

And this observation returns us to the "Jameson-effect" alludedto
above. What makes Jamesonian discourse effective, and what gives
it its own form of self-limiting ideological closure, is that it
continually produces a Marxism that is recognized as something else.
The "silence" of a determined anti-Marxism in the literary academy
is related to this determinate mis-recognition of Marxism. Jameson's
work is an ideological gesture, a "socially symbolic act," that helps
to produce this situation in the very powerful and important sense
that he defines so well: it produces a "lived" space in which the
narrative resolution of an sporia or antimony stands in for the po-
litical resolution of & social contradiction. But this gesture is
also the product (and allegory) of the social situation itself, in
which none of us knows how to recognize Marxism (8ince Marxism is
unrecognizable without a politicized working-class). That this is
an ideological effect makes it a no less real effect. Ve live in it.
I do not know that anyone can now propose an alternative in this ab-
solutely crucial ideological "instance." 1In a social-ideological
combinatoire in which Marxism will be mis-recognized whichever posi-
Tion it occupies, the situation of the literary academy, where
Marxism is mis-recognized in prominence, is certainly preferable to
that of the mass media, where it is mis-recognized in exclusion.

So what? What's the point of such an analysis if the ideologi-
cal gesture identified seems importantly "necessary" in the given
conjuncture. Indeed, there is no point to such an analysis, if we
remain on the level of the ideological. But if, and only if, we
move to the level of theory, where there is an alternative, can we
see the precarious incompleteness of the ideology that seemed so
full. The narrative production of Marxism as universally-totalizing
meta-ideology can be possible and persuasive precisely as long as
the political production of social contradictions does not register
Marxism as an absolute threat. A Marxist ideology can give us a
means of living effectively in the present situation; Marxist theory
tells us that the present situation will change. It is important to
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gnov that'the possibility of narratively and ideologically "resolv-
ing" the incommensurability of Marxism conceived as an "untrans-
?endable horizon that subsumes . . . apparently antagonistic or
incommensurable critical operations, assigning them an undoubted
secto;a? validity within itself" (p. 10), and Marxism conceived as

a position on a "Homeric battlefield® (p. 13) will disappear (per-
haps to re-appear again in another Utopian moment). It is important
?o know{ to be able to theorize, the link between the Jamesonian
1deo}ogl?al moment with its historical and political conditions of
poss}b}llty,'and other moments that changing historical and political
condlplons will make necessary. It is important to know, for those
yho will be on Phe battlefield, where "gsectoral validity; is assigned
}n a soTewhat dlffe?ent manner. To help us toward this knowledge
"azﬁsoﬂ 8 pr9perly ideological discourse must be completed by an ’

“o er" Marxist theory that recognizes the "sectoral validity" of
untranscendable horizons" on the battlefield of theory.

5

Department of English
Princeton University
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Notes

1Louie Althusser, Essays in Self-Criticism (London: New Left Books,

1976}, pp. 165-66.

2Indeed, a mark of this difference is that Marxism, unlike any
other theory, could never become dominant -- at least not as a re-
sult of a theoretical debate alone.

3Again, I am speaking only of anti-Marxism, not non-Marxism.

uOf course, counterposing an "original" or another, version of
"source" concepts can be a means for the critic to show that Jame-
son's versions did not achieve the intended effects, and it can also
be a means for the critic to make sure that Jameson's version does
not achieve the intended effect. ‘"intended" here is used in the
sense of objective or discursive intentionality.

5The Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socially Symbolic Act
{Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1981), p. 11

61 would remark, too, that my reading of the Althusserian posi-
tion precisely takes the force of registering the "something else"
{Stalinism) at stake; registering that, it seems to me, renders
insufficiently historicized and politicized the polemic that con-
Tinues attacking the Althusserian position for errors concerning
the "Hegel" or "Lukacs" just identified as beside the point. If
Althusserianism is not attacking Hegel but Stalin, then what do we
have to say about that. One can certainly argue that displacing
onto Hegel the attack on Stalin costs too much for Marxist ideology,
but such an argument does nothing to subsume and further politicisze
the {presumably important) effect of the attack on Stalinism itself.

71 would contend, though, that Jameson constructs a weak Althus-
serianism appropriate for his purposes, especially in the way he
represents the Althusserian critique of "historicism" and “"expres-
sive causality." The question asked of Althusser's critique of
Hegel can also be asked of Jameson's critique of Althusser: What is
at stake politically in Jameson's specific construction of an
"Althusserianism" to be attacked? The answer is not so clear?

8Louis Althusser and Etienne Balibar, Reading Capital (London: -
New Left Books, 1970), pp. 26-7. In its original context, this
quote actually describes another kind of "space," but it helps to
make my point here.
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THE POLITICAL UNCONSCIOUS OF JAMESON'S
THE POLITICAL UNCONSCIOUS

James Iffland

Awaiting with patience the publication of Fredric Jameson's The
Political Unconscious! was very difficult for me, as I am sure it

was for all those who had felt the exhilarating impact of his earlier
work. While more than a year after its appearance I can readily say
that it fulfilled many of my expectations, I must admit that it also
proved highly disconcerting -- for reasons that will be explained in
the critique that follows. The latter, it should be stressed, has
been carried out in a spirit basically sympathetic to what Jameson
has tried to do in The Political Unconscious. In fact, I hope to
make use of several of its aspects in a project of my own currently
under wey. Thus, in a certain sense this critique also represents
an effort to remain faithful to a key precept of dialectical think-
ing as Jameson has described it in Marxism and Form: the need to
scrutinize and question the very conceptual instruments one uses in

.8tudying any given historical phenomenon.

Turning now to this task, what ultimately proves so troubling
about Jameson's book is precisely that which will be most attractive
about it for many of its readers. As Hayden White states on the
dust cover : "No one else encompasses as many positions within a dis-
ciplined critical practice." While there can be little doubt about
the first part of the statement, the second needs a closer look.
Indeed, the principal question I wish to raise here regards the de-
gree of success achieved in Jameson's attempt to fuse or amalgamate
an enormous range of analytical tools, critical methodologies, and
interpretive approaches —- all with roots deep within & wide array
of ideclogical matrixes -~ under the roof of what might be described
(somewhat polemically) es a smiling, all-embracing, rather pater-
palistic Marxism. Or put another way, what I would like to look at
is Jameson's "comic" approach to an entire host of currents both
within and outside Marxist thought, always managing to "redeem" or
"galvage" their "positive" dimensions, always managing to overcome
their contradictions and limitations, by dint of dialectical prowess.

Please note that I am not suggesting in a spirit of dogmatic
"purism" that Marxist criticism cannot use components from non-Marx-
ist approaches, or -~ for that matter -- that different strains
within Marxism cannot be successfully reccnciled. Rather, what I
wish to ask is whether all of the diverse theoretical perspectives
in evidence have in fact been made to "fit together" in Jameson's
latest work. To express it more bluntly, I wish to ask whether the
latter has not ended up being, in large messure, a cenfusing mélange,
full of communicational "moise" which has as its consequence the
weakening of the book as a Marxist project.
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9 .
Jameson's avoidance of this issue ma i
) i y symptomatize the (correct)
ideological assumption that few in his audie i isti
d c nce t -
L ey ake this distinc

10,.
Pierre Macherey and Etienne Balibar, "Literat
. n ure as an Ideo-
logical Form: Some Marxist HypothesesJ'Pr;xis 5 (1980), p. 57.

1, .
Interview," Diacritics, Fall, 1982
t . , pp. 72-3. On page 88 of
the same interview, Jameson again alludes’to this distincgign be-~
tween graduate and undergraduate teaching when making the point

that the problems of cultural theor
of Biomchomotey Y are no less complex than those

See my "Marxism's Althusser: Toward a Politi i
m Mar : ic f
Theory," Diacritics, Spring, 1982. ° of Miterary

v

13
?o be sure, we are fortunate to work in an ac i i

spa?e in w@ich reason and argument count (can we unggigi;ngoziii
s001a}1y w1tbout thinking about "science"?) and anti-Marxism is
?elatlvely silent in the literary academy because, as an ideology
i;adoes not have anything very effective (i.e., persuasive) to sa}

t would staunchly oppose the Jamesonian meta-ideology -- a dis-
course that hag,.in & sense, "stolen its voice.” But under changed
social and political conditions, this social space for the relative
autonomy of reason will disappear, meta-ideology that "lived" in
thgt space will count for little, and anti-Marxism will find some-
thing to say, will find a voice, persuasive or not.
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THE POLITICAL UNCONSCIOUS OF JAMESON'S
THE POLITICAL UNCONSCIOUS

Jamea Iffland

Awaiting with patience the publication of Fredric Jameson's The
Political Unconscious' was very difficult for me, as I am sure it

was for all those who had felt the exhilarating impact of his earlier
work. While more than a year after its appearance I can readily say
that it fulfilled many of my expectations, I must admit that it also
proved highly disconcerting -- for reasons that will be explained in
the critique that follows. The latter, it should be stressed, has
been carried out in a spirit basically sympathetic to what Jameson
has tried to do in The Political Unconscious. In fact, I hope to
make use of several of its aspects in a project of my own currently
under way. Thus, in a certain sense this critique also represents
an effort to remain faithful to a key precept of dialectical think-
ing as Jameson has described it in Marxism and Form: the need to
scrutinize and question the very conceptual instruments one uses in

.studying any given historical phenomenon.

Turning now to this task, what ultimately proves so troubling
about Jameson's book is precisely that which will be most attractive
about it for many of its readers. As Hayden White states on the
dust cover : "No one else encompasses a8 many positions within a dis-
ciplined critical practice." While there can be 1little doubt about
the first part of the statement, the second needs a closer look.
Indeed, the principel question I wish to raise here regards the de-
gree of success achieved in Jameson's attempt to fuse or amalgamate
an enormous range of analytical tools, critical methodologies, and
interpretive approaches -- all with roots deep within a wide array
of ideological matrixes -- under the roof of what might be described
(somewhat polemically) as a smiling, all-embracing, rather pater-
nalistic Marxism. Or put another way, what I would like to look at
is Jameson's "comic" approach to an entire host of currents both
within and outside Marxist thought, always managing to "redeem" or
"galvage"” their "positive" dimensions, always managing to overcome
their contradictions and limitations, by dint of dialectical prowess.

Please note that I am not suggesting in a spirit of dogmatic
"purism" that Marxist criticism cannot use components from non-Marx-
ist approaches, or -- for that matter -~ that different strains
within Marxism cannot be successfully reconciled. Rather, what I
wish to ask is whether all of the diverse theoretical perspectives
in evidence have in fact been made to "fit together! in Jameson's
latest work. To express it more bluntly, I wish to ask whether the
latter has not ended up being, in large measure, a confusing mélange,
full of communicational "noise" which has as its consequence the
weakening of the book as a Marxist project.
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I

Before examining Jameson's practice and its ramifications in
some detail, let us turn to a series of passages in which the theo-
retical underpinnings come into view. A principle enunciated in
the Preface to the work serves, in effect, to justify virtually all
t@at ensues: "In the spirit of a more authentic dialectical tradi-
tion, Marxism is here conceived as that 'untranscendable horizon'
that aubsu@es such apparently antagonistic or incommensurable criti-
Fal.operatlons, assigning them an undoubted sectoral validity with-
in itself, and thus at once cancelling and preserving them" (p.10).
The "ecritical operations" he refers to here are "the ethical, the
psychoanalytic, the myth-critical, the semiotic, the structural,
agd the_theological" ~~ thoge interpretive methods or approaches
with yhlch Marxism must contend in the cultural arena of the late
twentieth century. Refusing to consign these rivals to what he
cglls t?e "ashcan of history" because of "their faithful consonance
with this or that local law of a fragmented social life, this or
t?a? subsystem of a complex and mushrooming cultural superstructure"
glbld.), Jameson prefers to follow the more positive path by assert-
ing Fhat Marxism is fully able to absorb them within itself, re-
taln%ng their valid elements while simultaneously discarding what
we might call their "ideological chaff."

As one would expect from Jameson, this "enveloping strategy" is
not carried out with blithe paiivete; to the contrary, he is fully
aware of the tremendous pitfalls that must be avoided in executing
1t: Let us‘look, for example, at this passage from the chapter
which comprises the book's theoretical introduction:

One of the essential themes of this book will be the con-
tention that Marxism subsumes other interpretive modes or
sys?ems; or, to put it in methodological terms, that the
11m%t§ of the latter can always be overcome, and their more
pos%tlve findings retained, by a radical historicizing of
their mental operations, such that not only the content of
the analysis, but the very method itself, along with the
analyst, then comes to be reckoned into the "text" or
phenomenon to be explained. (p. 47)

"Always.h%storicize" has been identified by Jameson as the "moral of
the POllFlcal Unconscious" (p. 9). Here it is the key to success in
the "coylc" resolution of the problems inherent in the appropriation
by Marxism of non-Marxist perspectives. Once these have been thor-

oughly historicized, their solid contributions can then be i1i
without further dif%iculty. en utilized

It a@ould be noted ?hat the historieizing operation does, of
course, %nvolve.a negative function: Jameson is very adroit at bar-
ing the ideological limitations, at pointing out the theoretical
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blind spots, of those analytical methodologies or hermeneutic sys-
tems he wishes to annex. The characteristic gesture that follows

is that in which Jameson attémpts to "one-up" the latter, arguing

that Marxism is always capable of overarching them:

It projects a rival hermeneutic to thos already enumerated;
but it does 60...not so much by repudiating their findings

as by arguing its ultimate philosophical and methodo-
logical priority over much more specialized interpretive
codes whose insights are strategically limited as much by
their own situational erigins as by the narrow or local
ways in which they construe or construct their objects

of study. (p. 20)

These other hermeneutical systems are not only ceded their dose of
"gectoral validity" within Msarxism, as we saw earlier, but actually
gain by the association. In a passage apropos of Frye and Propp

we find this typical comment: "The dialectical critique of these
methods is...not a merely negative and destructive one; it leads,
as we shall see, to their fulfillment and completion, albeit in a
very different spirit from the one they initially propose" (p.110).

All of this will undoubtedly produce sighs of relief among non-
Marxist scholars and critics who find that their life's work is not
being summarily repudiated as so much bourgeois mystification. No
less favorably will it be greeted by Marxists bent on stamping out
the last embarrassing vestiges of "vulgar" or "dogmatic" Marxism in
the field of cultural studies. But when one proceeds beyond this
set of undeniably attractive theoretical principles to see what they
give license to, it begins to take on a somewhat different light.

II

This is clearly not the context in which to indulge in an ex-
haustive documentation of the charges made in my initial remarks;
instead, I will restrict myself to pointing out what I see as the
major fault lines in the project, those areas most symptomatic of
its peculiar problematic. :

The first of these in need of close scrutiny is the three-tiered
hermeneutical system outlined in the chapter entitled "On Interpre-
tation: Literature as a Socially Symbolic Act." Having first as-
serted that "Marxist critical insights will...here be defended as
something like an ultimate semantic precondition for the intelli-
gibility of literary and cultural texts," Jameson goes on to pro-
pose that :

...such semantic enrichment and enlargement of the inert
givens and materials of a particular text must take place
within three concentric frameworks, which marks a widening

“bo-
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out of the sense of the social ground of a text through
the notions, first, of political history, in the narrow
sense of punctual event and a chroniclelike sequence of
happenings in time; then of society, in the now already
less diachronic and time~bound sense of constitutive
tension and struggle between social classes; and, ulti-
mately, of history now conceived in its vastest sense of
the sequence of modes of production and the succession
and destiny of the various social formations, from pre-
historic life to whatever far future history has in store
for us. (p. 75)

The "phases" (or "horizons") of the interpretive process which cor-
rgspond to these three "concentric frameworks" all have their par-
ticular mode of conceiving or reconstructing the text. At the first

level the "individual work is grasped essentially as a symbolic act";

at the second, as an "individual parole or utterance" within the
"great collective and class discourses," the object of study being
the "ideologeme, that is, the smallest intelligible unit of the
essentially antagonistic collective discourses of social clagses";
and finally, within the "ultimate horizon of human history as a
whole," "both the individual text and its ideologemes know a final
transformation, and must be read in terms of what I call the ide-
ology of form, that is, the symbolic messages transmitted to us by
the coexistence of various sign systems which are themselves traces
or anticipations of modes of production® (p. 76)

. Each of these modes of viewing the text is certainly suggestive
in its own right. Where misgivings begin to arise is with regard
to the whole matter of the articulation of the three levels, the
way in which they might be seen as dovetailing in an intelligible
fashion. It is, moreover, a question of articulation between the
coycrete methodologies prescribed for dealing with the text con-
ceived as a different object of study. For here we begin to wit-
ness the accumulation of diverse approaches alluded to earlier.

At the first level the anthropological structuralism of Lévi-
Strauss is the key analytical tool (though he also comes very close
t9 Pierre Macherey in many respects) in that "the individual narra-
tlvez or the individual narrative structure, is to be grasped as
the imaginary resolution of a real contradiction" (p. 77). When we
move to the next, we find the Saussurean distinction between langue
and parole transferred to the domain of class discourse, but the
real theoretical protagonist at this level is Mikhail Bakhtin (who
was thoroughly opposed, by the way, to Saussurean linguistics).3
Jameson adopts the Russian critic's notion of the dialogical nature
of‘all discourse, pushing it further when he suggests that the
voices that (conflictively) resound within a given work are those
of antagonistic classes. Though there is an attempt to relate the
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status of the text as a symbolic act and as a parole in polemical
class discourse (see p. 85), loose ends still remain--perhaps par-
ticularly as regards the role of ideologemes. Since the latter are
conceived as the "ultimate raw material® {p. 87) of the literary
work {and are basically narrative in nature), presumably they should
be worked into the discussion of the first level (that of the "imag-
inary resolution"”). (Does the author construct his symbolic act
out of ideclogemes?) Whereas in the realization of the symbolic
act there would seem to be a certain autonomy involved, at this
second level the process of literary production would seem to con-
sist of the simple elaboration (if not reproduction) of pre-exist-
ing ideclogemes-~to the point where the analyist's job is largely
that of merely identifying them (see pp. 87-88). The notion of a
class langue would also appear to need to be congidered in a defini-
tion of the first level, insofar as it would function as a kind of
governing structure within which the symbolic act would be effected.
(And what is class discourse ultimately? Simply an agglomeration of
ideologemes? Would we not have to introduce the notion of a "syn-
tax" into it?)

The tendency to leap from level to level, from method to method,
rather than meshing them together is seen most strikingly, perhaps,
on tasking up the third "horizon." For now the text, rather than an
Yimaginary resolution" or an elaboration of ideologemes, is '"re-
structured as a field of force in which the dynamics of sign systems
of several distinct modes of production can be registered and appre-
hended" (p. 98)}; the prime focus, as indicated above, is now "the
ideology of form, that is, the determinate contradiction of the
specific messages emitted by the varied sign systems which coexist
in a given artistic process as well as its general social formation™
(ibid.). Once again, the ideas Jameson is developing here are highly
attractive; the problem arises when we try to reconcile this new
object of study with the others.” How do we fit together this over-
lapping of sign systems belonging to different modes of production
with the notion of the work as a single parole in a class langue?
Agreed, if we accept Jameson's contention that any given histori-
cal moment is typified by a conjunction of several modes of pro-
duction, that there is an ongoing process of Ycultural revolution®
(as he calls it, now borrowing vocabulary from Mao) at work at even
the most outwardly calm historical conjunctures, then any given
work is likely to bear its traces. But what is the precise relation
between this clash of "macro sign-systems" (my term) and that going
on between the "macro sign-systems" of class discourse as posited
earlier?

Note that I do not wish to suggest that the text cannot be all
three of these differently formulated objects of study. Rather my
question is how is it all three? How do we avoid applying what would
seem to be three quasi-autonomous approaches (as formulated here)
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when §ea1ing with a single work, potentially ending up with three
relatively unrelated results?

Needless to say, the chapters focusing on specific works could
have been the format in which these problems of articulation could
have'been worked out more palpably. A single text might have been
studied from all three perspectives, showing how the different meth-
o@ologies and conceptual frames can be linked in practice. After
his initial theoretical postulation Jameson does state that the

.:.general movement through these three progressively

wider horizons will largely coincide with the shifts in

focus of the final chapters, and will be felt, although

not narrowly and programmatically underscored, in the

methodological transformations determined by the his-

torical transformations of their textual objects, from

Balzac to Gissing to Conrad. (p. 76, emphasis mine)
From what we might call the pedagogical point of view, it would have
been much better had Jameson "narrowly and programmatically under-
scgred" the movement through the three horizons in his actual anal-
ysis, thus helping the reader toward a better grasp of the difficult
theoretical scaffolding on which it depends. The fact that he
focuses on a predominantly different horizon in his treatment of
?ach.of the authors makes one wonder whether he himself would find
it difficult to apply all three to one.

III

But'even if we assume for the time being that this three-tiered
system is not a house of cards, that the couplings between horizons
and methodologies, though vague, do actually exist, we would still
have to confront the bewildering array of disparate theoretical ele-
ments Jameson tries to splice in not only in this introductory chap-
tgr, but the later ones as well. As noted above, this is not done
W}thout modifying and discarding, without pointing out the limita-
tions of that which is to be appropriated. Nonetheless, one asks
oneself whether these "divergent and unequal bodies of work" (as
Jameson himself calls just some of them, see p. 13) can really be
accommodated within any cohesive perspective, let alone a Marxist
one; whether the unwanted ideological "baggage" can really be left

aF the door when a particular theoretical facet is allowed into
his hermeneutical system.

@gain, a detailed documentation of what I am referring to would
require many more pages than I can allow myself in this context.
A simple 1ist of the names that crop up in the text would perhaps
be tpe best way of starting this partial effort: Northrop Frye,
Derrida, Deleuze, Guattari, Macherey, Bakhtin, Saussure, Lé%i-Strauss,
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Althusser, Greimas, Lyotard, Freud, the Church Fathers, Ernst Bloch,
Lacan, Poulantzas, Weber, Hjelmslev, Propp, Kenneth Burke, Nietzsche,
Heidegger, Foucault, Husserl, Wittgenstein, Lukacs, Brecht, Hegel,
Todorov, Sartre, ngkheimer, Adorno, Habermas, Norman Holland,
Ricoeur, Durkheiam.

The macaronic effect that the juxtaposition of these names pro-
duces is, no doubt, unfair in a certain respect. The careful reader
will surely identify the "family resemblances" between many of these
figures, the codes many of them share, the common points of depar-
ture, etc. For example, the connections between Derrida and Nie-
tzsche, between Althusser, Macherey, and Poulantzas, between Freud
and Althusser, Freud and Lacan, between Saussure, Levi-Strauss,
Propp, Greimas and Todorov, between Hegel and Lukdcs, Sartre and
Heidegger, etc., etc. Insofar as we seem to have a "museum of
modern thought" represented here, it might be said that they are all
related in varied, albeit subterranean, ways.

It must be conceded, nonetheless, that many of the theorstical
perspectives present here make fairly strange bedfellows.? Indeed,
much of Jameson's energy throughout the work is invested in trying
to reconcile these different theoretical stances, showing how they
are not ultimately incompatible (and not only with Marxism, but
simply with each other). Thus, for example, in vanting to adopt
aspects of contemporary thought within an anti-hermeneutical vein
which runs contrary to the thrust of his own project —- e.g., post-
structuralism, Deleuze and Guattari--Jameson argues that it is pos-

‘sible to construct a "new and more adequate, immanent or antitrans-

cendent hermeneutic® {p. 23), or that in his interpretive chapters
he has "found it possible without any great inconsistency to respect
both the methodological imperative in the concept of totality or
totalization [Hegel, Lukédcs], and the quite different attention of
& 'symptomal' analysis of discontinuities, rifts, actions at dis~-
tance, within a merely apparently unified cultural text [Macherey,
Derrida, etc.]" (pp. 56-57, emphasis mine).

The whole second chapter is dedicated to reconciling the meth-
ods of Frye and Propp, one "semantically" oriented, the other
"syntactically"; one focusing on what the text means (in the older
hermeneutical sense) and the other on how it works {in the anti-
hermeneutical sense of Deleuze) (see p. 108). We find him "solv-
ing" the problems synchronic approaches to history (e.g., Foucault)
pose for those involved in concrete political practice (see pp. 90-
91); or, "at one stroke," those of the "synchronic system" and the
"typological temptation" characteristic of "stagist" approaches
(classifying Milton as "pre-capitalist," for example) (see p. 95).
The notion of cultural revolution turns out to be "beyond the
opposition between synchrony and diachrony" (p. 97), and now we
have a "new use of concepts of periodization and in particular that
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older schema of the 'linear' gtages which is h
celled all at once” (ibid.). g of e here preserved and can-

Weber's and Marx's seemingly contrary ideas regardi
shown to be basically conaistent with eagh other (ge:d;;% ;Eéfgoﬁre
?hoggy Lacan's work is "still genetic" and "couched in terms of tﬁe
1nd}v1dual subject, [it] is not incompatible with a broader his-
torical framework" (p. 153). 1In one of the final propositions of
the york Jamegon argues "that a Marxist negative hermeneutic, a
Mgrxlst practice of ideological analysis proper, must in the’prac~
t%cal work ?f read%ng and interpretation be exercised simultaneously
y1th 8 Marxist positive hermeneutic, or a decipherment of the Utopian
impulses of these same still ideological cultural texts" (p. 296).

) W%thin these operations of reconciliation, adaptati
priation a very large amount of very sophistiéatedpfoot:gékazge:ppro-
on (as one'would expect). Though Jameson is eager to employ post-
structuralist concepts, he must point out that this does not imply
at a}l a "wholesale endorsement of post-structuralism, the anti-
Marxiat character of which is increasingly evident in France today"
(p. 60). As for the Freudian hermeneutic which is of such great
use, he must admit that "terms and secondary mechanisme drawn from
it are to be fognd strewn at great distance from their original
iource{pressed 1nto_the service of quite unrelated systems, and not
east 1n‘t§e'follow1ng pages (p. 62). Before using Frye's arche-
typal CrltlclS@ ("a virtual contemporary reinvention of the four-
fold hermeneutic associated with the theological tradition," p. 69)
Ja@e§og 1s_forced to admit that "ideology leaves its mark én myth ’
:rltlclsm 1ns?far as t?e latter proposes an unbroken continuity be-
ween the social relations and narrative forms of primitive societ,
and the cultural objects of our own" (pp. 68-69). Lest we be sur-y
prlged at his willingness to adopt--if only partially--certain theo-
retical constructs adopted from religious sources, he says (apropos
?f some commgn?s taken from Ricoeur) that "any comparison of Mari—
ism wlth‘rellglon ig a two-way street, in which the former is not
Xec;ssar}ly dlscr?dlted by ite association with the latter" (p. 285).
rzl_o? his extension of what he concedes is a Durkheimian theory of
igion to cyltural production in general, he is quick to point
out thgt "serious reservations about the 'adaptation' of vhﬁt is
izs:gglzliz ; bourgeois'and conservative social philosophy must be
foieed pgst~sz§3c:ur:;§;:toggzi%ion2;g§ also, as we shall see shortly,
P p. . After showing us tha
E::k:e}mten framework appro§ches the "rather Hegelian gonceptizntgg
siatic mode of production" (p. 295) in the mature Marx, Jameson
suggests that we can accept it "under erasure" (p. 29%). ’

Surely this celerity in ifyi i iti

. is qualifying, in self-critiquing, i int-
ing out'the llml?s of his borrowing, i; a sign of trugness’tzntgzlnt
imperatives of dialectical thinking on Jameson's part (as well as of

7.
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simple intellectual honesty). Moreover, there can be no doubt that
he is oftentimes successful, by means of dialectical brilliance,

in these "raids" on non-Marxist domains {or on conflicting domains
within Marxism). Nevertheless, it is very hard to do away with the
strong impression of Jameson as a kind of "bricoleur," as someone
who simply "grabs whatever comes in handy" in any given moment of
his enalysis. At one point it may be lacan's notion of the Imagi-
nary and the Symbolic, at another it may be a Greimagian semantic
rectangle; at one moment it may be Kenneth Burke's concepts of
"Qfeam," *prayer,” and “"chart," at another Barthe's notion of
ngeriture blanche," or Brechtian "estrangement" or Heidegger's
mworldness of the world" or Sartre's doctrine of "bad faith® and
"guthenticity." In sum, there does not seem to be any intellectual
system from which a part cannot be lopped off when the need arises.

v

Commenting in Marxism and Form on the often-made assertion that
Sartre's Critique of Dialectical Reason is an attempt at reconciling
existentialism and Marxism, Jameson has said that it

...has glways seemed to me to betray a fundamental
naiiwete about the relationship of thought in general,
and political thought in particular, to our being

as a whole, to that total human reality of which it

is an expression. Intellectual systems are not here
opinions which can be tinkered with, adjusted, man-
ipulated until we somehow manage to fit them together
properly... It seems to me, indeed, that the situation
is quite the reverse of what is implied above: the very
project of such a 'reconciliation’ is the sign that it
already has been effected in lived reality, that some-
how a lived synthesis of the two systems exists al-
ready, preceding, motivating, and founding the purely
intellectual working out of the synthesis in the
domain of thought. (pp. 206-7)

Surely Jameson would respond in more or less the same way to the bulk
of the preceding remarks. In The Political Uncongcious he is not
indulging in mere "bricolage," fiddling with parts of incommensur-
able systems until they mesh together. A "ived synthesis" was
already achieved before the project even began.

While anyone familiar with the work would agree that it is the
fruit of a profound meditation on the questions involved, it would
be a misteke to assume that the mere attempt to reconcile such di-
verse matter is & sign that a synthesis has already been effected--
in objective terms, that is te say.
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It is at this juncture that I would like to turn back to one of
Jameson's own analytical concepts and suggest that it might be pro-
ductively used not only on his own critical project as a whole, but
on all critical endeavors of whatever orientation. The concept I
am referring to is that of narrative as a symbolic act, as an
"imaginary resolution" of real contradictions. Could this concept
(and the analytical tools that go with it) not be applied to criti-
cism itself? Cannot it too be, in essence, a "symbolic act"? Is
fiction the only realm where imaginary resolutions are effectuated
througp feats of (ideological) prestidigitation? Cannot "symptomal®
ahalysis be applied to an entire host of intellectual practices?

If such be the case (and I think it is),?2 the question arises
as to what "imaginary solution" is Jameson (or his text, he might
say) trying to bring about. As the reader will probably surmise
from the brunt of my earlier commentary, the “imaginary resolution"
Jameson strives after, the tension that he would want to make melt
away, is that between Marxism and all the philosophical systems,
critical methodologies, etc. he brings to bear in The Political
Unconscious. '3 Throwing the text into "eloguent disarray™ (to use
Macherey's term) is precisely the attempt to show that Marxism is
capable of expanding infinitely, of absorbing into its breast the
"positive" or "valid" aspects of virtually any intellectual system
(once, of course, the "magic wand" of historicization has been
passed over them). Or looked at from a slightly different angle,
the thesis the book seems to put forward is one found, again, in
Jameson's observations on Sartre: "...one of the most striking
charagteristics of Marxism as a philosophy is underscored in Sartre's
experience, which is not an atypical one: that Marxism as such, for
whatever reason, does not seem to exclude the adherence to some
ot?er kind of philosophy; that one can be both a Marxist and an
existentialist, phenomenologist, Hegelian, realist, empiricist, or
whatever" (Marxism, p. 207). Despite the fact that all of the lat-
?er would be considered ideologies (with their concomitant roots
in class positions) by most forms of Marxism, Jameson suggests that
there can be no contradiction between them and Marxism because
they have to do with "two wholly different types of reality, which
?ach'mode of thought properly governs" and which "miss each other
in mid-air, as it were, fail to intersect at any point” (ibid.,

p- 20@). To the contrary, Marxism does tend to hit the others in
m}d~a1r, usually with devastating effect; to make them appear to
miss each other requires, if I may say so, doctored radar screens.

In speculating about the impulse behind this ideological pro-
ject (again using Macherey's terminology), one might first be led
to observe that it gives the impression that Jameson, despite his
adherence to a Marxist perspective on literature, feels ineluctably
attracted to a series of critical approaches and intellectual cur-
rents outside its general perimeters. The richness and variety of
contemporary criticism -~ from Frye to Derrida —- being what it is,
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its temptations prove too overwhelming to withstand. Though the
project will probably be praised as an effort at "enriching" Marx-
ist criticism, it alternatively might be described as a case of
"wanting one's ceke and eating it too."

If we again take one of Jameson's dictates and apply it to Jame-
son himself, we might arrive at a somewhat different, though comple-
mentary, conclusion. Both in Marxism and Form and The Political Un-
tonscious, Jameson is constantly stressing the importance of taking
Into account the "situational nature of all thought" (Marxism, p.340),
that & "work is precisely not complete in itself but is handed down
to us -as a kind of gesture or verbal thrust incomprehensible unless
we are able to understand the situation in which the gesture was
first made, and the interlocutors to whom it was a reply" (ibid.,

p. 377).

"Ruthlessly historicizing" Jameson himself involves recognition
of the fact that the "interlocutor" towards whom his "verbal thrusts"
or "gestures" are immediately directed is essentially the American
academy~-up until now either disdainfully indifferent or, more often,
openly hostile toward Marxism in any form. Barely concealed beneath
the surface of The Political Unconscious is the (perfectly under-
standable) desire to come to terms with that gpecific, rather for-
bidding, audience, with the "word of the other" (in Bakhtin's terms).
The form it takes is the rather common one (within capitalist sceci-
eties) of trying to give Marxism a "human face," that is, trying to
show that it is not so '"scary" or "alien," that it shares common
ground vith an assortment of disciplines within liberal academe,
that it is capable of transcending the crude and grimly mechanistic
models of its "vulgar® past. The blows that most concepts of Marx-
ism would have to signify for the average liberal scholar are
{strategically) softened here with the comforting appearance of
Northrop Frye or the hermeneutic of the Church Fathers, with Sartre's
concept of "authenticity" (by now thoroughly domesticated) or Kenneth
Burke's "dreum," Vprayer," and “chart." Completely reassuring is the
fact that here "the priority of a Marxian interpretive framework”
is argued "in terms of semantic richness" (p. 10), or that the per-
spectives of Marxism will be defended "as something like an ultimate
semantic precondition for the intelligibility of literary and cul-
tural texts" or as "neceﬁsary preconditions for adequate literary
comprehension” (p. 75).7" The boggling complexities of Jameson's
theory and practice are in themselves the real proof that Marxism
deserves its place in the comforting confines of the graduate seminar,
having left behind the environs of the 1930s night school {the
dichotomy employed by Jameson himself in the Preface to Marxism and
Form, see p. ix).

A1l of this is to some degree unavoidable, given that aforemen-
tioned context which any Marxist in American academia must confront
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(and surely will be defended on "tactical" grounds -- a matter to
which I will return). It is even more unavoidable when we take

into account another paradoxical (and agonizing) facet of the Marx-
ist's situation —- that of wanting to be rewarded by the same social
system he or she (presumably) wishes to obliterate. The carrots
offered have their price, and in the case of the Marxist, it usually
consists of a "domestication® of his or her whole approach, a "sand-
ing down" of its irritating edges, a highlighting of its connections
with the entire "Western" or "humanigtic' tradition. Although I
make these remarks in speculating about certain qualities of The
Political Unconscious, I do not by any means want to single out
Jameson as a unique instance of this syndrome.

.We may examine this phenomenon in yet another way, and here we
arrive at what I have referred to in my title as the "political un-
conscious” of The Political Unconscious. Jameson repeatedly ingists
that it is necessary to "force a given interpretive practice to
stand and yield up its name, to blurt out its master code and there-
by reveal its metaphysical and ideological underpinnings" (p. 58)
~--in a word, to bring to the surface its repressed "political uncon-
scious:" While the various conjectures I have made so far all re-
late, in one manner or another, to the question of the "political
unconscious" of Jameson's text, the one I will put forward now has
to do with politics in the stricter sense. Tucked away in a foot-
note (symptomatically enough) is a comment by Jameson in which he
makes clear his own theory about how the Left should face the po-
liticael situation in the United States today:

In the United States...it is precisely the intensity of
social fragmentation ... that has made it historically
difficult to unify Left or "antisystemic" forces in any
durable and effective organizational way. Ethnic groups,
neighborhood movements, feminism, various "counter-
cultural" or alternative life-style groups, rank-and-file
labor dissidence, student movements, single-issue move-
ments ~- all have in the United States seemed to project
demands and strategies which were theoretically incom-
patible with each other and impossible to coordinate

on any practical political basis. The privileged form
in which the American left can develop must therefore

pe that of an alliance politics; and such a politics
1s.the strict practical equivalent of the concept of to-
talization on the theoretical level. In practice, then,
the attack on the concept of 'totality' in the American
framework means the undermining and the repudiation of
the only realistic perspective in which a genuine left
could come into being in this country. (p. 54)

Clearly t@is is not the format in which to discuss the merits of
what we might call a "Popular Front" strategy for the American Left.
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Rather would I wish to limit myself to suggesting that this passage
does a great deal in yielding up the "coded political resonance"
(ibid.) of Jameson's criticism, that it forms a crevice through
which we might peer into its "political unconscious.™®

For what we have in The Political Unconscious would seem to be
an "alliance politics" approach to Marxist criticism. Just as in
the American political domain Jameson would endeavor to unite all
the oppositional political forces of whatever ilk, redeeming their
progressive or proto-progressive facets through fruitful associa-
tion with the left, so in the realm of criticism does he strive to
bring together all the approaches which display Yprogressive poten-
tial," all the methodologies which with a little shaving here and
a little bending there might be brought into the Marxist camp.
While I may in fact be guilty of trying to establish homologies
here between different and incommensurable spheres (a practice
Jameson rightfully castigates), my principal concern is that of
showing that a single impulse would appear to unite Jameson's crit-
ical pragtice and what he advocates in terms of concrete political
action.] On demonstrating how all the diverse varieties of modern
criticiem and hermeneutic systems may be reconciled with (and en-
hanced through) Marxism, he would seem to be doing more or less what
he presumably would say that the Left should be doing here in the
United States -~ showing all the groups of an oppositional nature
that capitalism is, in the last analysis, at the root of all the
evils they wish to abolish and that therefore there is a natural
basis for unity among them.

Jameson would probably argue that this is precisely what is
called for within the specific context he and other Marxists within
fmerican education face. What needs to be done is to extend a

. friendly hand to all potential allies, building bridges by showing

them that what they do can be fruitfully pursued within s Marxist
context {with certain modifications, of course ). This perhaps helps
to explain why he wants to éase back from a "showdown" with advo-
cates of other approaches, to avoid drawing lines, as when he says
in the Preface that this book is not conceived as a methodological
handbook for ideclogical analysis, since such a handbook "would
necessarily settle its accounts with rival 'methods' in a far more
polemic spirit" (p. 12); or when at one point in his theoretical
chapter he says:

At this point it might seem appropriate to juxtapose
a Marxist method of literary and cultural interpretation
with those just outlined, and to document its claims to
greater adequacy and validity. For better or for worse,
however, as I warned in the Preface, this obvious next
step is not the strategy projected by the present book,
which rather seeks to argue the perspectives of Marxism as
necessary preconditions for adequate literary comprehension.

{pp. T4-75)
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Such an "obvious next step™ would also no doubt tend to alienate
those he wishes to attract.

v

These speculations lead us perforce into the entire matter of
what the proper role of Marxist cultural studies should be. Jameson
would be the first to argue against the mere consecration of Marxist
criticism as just another "approach" within the marketplace of con-
temporary academia. Indeed, in the last sentence of The Political
Unconscious he underlines the fundamental truth that "political
praxis...remains, of course, what Marxism is all about" (p. 299).

It is on this terrain, precisely, that I would like to raise
my most fundamental (and final) objection to Jameson's latest criti-
cal effort, for there are real implications in the domain of po-
litical education and praxis phich proceed out of its implicit
(perhaps unconscious) premises. Putting it in the bluntest (most
"vulgar," some would say) terms possible, Marxist criticism, be-
sides arming its readers with a certain kind of knowledge, also
should move them (subjectively) toward concrete political action.
In other words, in its highest form it should achieve the status
of agitation. This is not to assume, rather naiively, that the
workers in the auto industry, for example, are likely (within
our present social formation) to pick up copies of Marxist lit-
erary criticism and that the latter should be aimed toward them.
No, its audience will continue to be for some time the mostly
middle-class college student (and his or her professors, needless
to say); for better or worse, it is toward them that the agita-
tional force of Marxist cultural studies must be aimed, hopefully
turning at least some of them into what we might call "class trait-
ors" (or putting it gositively, into "organic intellectuals" of
the working class).?

Once more, this is not the moment for a full inquiry into what
form Marxist cultural study might take so as to perform this agi-
tational role I have projected for it. What I will say, however,
is that the course followed by Jameson in The Political Unconscious
is not, in my opinion, the most propitious. Though the rapproche-
ment with other methodologies may help to lure in an unwary liberal
or two, so many concessions have been made, so much "acclimatizing"
has come about, that the book has lost any truly agitational spark
it might have had. The interpretive chapters (on which he asks us
to judge the theoretical part, see p. 13) are often indistinguish-
able from what one could find in the work of a non-Marxist critic,
and what is in a more recognizably Marxist vein has been markedly
weakened by everything with which it has been interfused.
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Part of the problem can be explained through recourse to his own
use of the idea of sedimentation {borrowed, yes, from Husserl);
that is, even after he has thoroughly historicized the variocus and
sundry philosophical or critical concepts he takes from non-Marxist
sources, the latter continue to emit their own ideological signals
which are oftgn at odds with their new context {(or at least help
to blur it).1® His technique of "metacommentary" (as defined on
pp. 9-10 and 208-9), for that matter, can prove to be counterpro-
ductive in this sense, for one is often taking as a point of depar-
ture an approach tied in one way or another to bourgecis aesthetics.
As the British critic Tony Bennett has pointed out, one of the
fundamental problems of Marxist criticism is its tendency to enter
into competition with the latter rather than severing with its typi-
cal concerns altogether.19 Metacommentary would seem to tie you,
if only indirectly, to the problematic of what you are "metacom-
menting" on.

In concluding, I will say that much more worrying than any con~
ceptual faultiness in his "allijance approach" are its ramifica-
tions at the political level, for it would seem to me that he has
ended up doing exactly what he wants to avoid--the turning of
Marxist criticism into "just another approach,™ into an “"academ-
ically respectable" alternative to the varieties of warmed-over
Wew Criticism usually acceptable to dissertation committees (and
editorial boards). The Political Unconscious, as a Marxist pro-
ject, verges-~in brief-- on the politically unconscious.

Department of Modern Foreign Languages and Literatures
Boston University
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Notes

1The Political Uncongcious: Narrative as a Socially Symbolic
Act (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1981).

2Marxism and Form: Twentieth-Century Dialectical Theories
of Literature (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971),

Pp- 372-73 (among many others).

3I will assume, as does Jamesgon, that V.N. Voloshinov's works
were actually by Bakhtin (or at least were strongly influenced by
him). See his critique of what he calls Saussure's "abstract
objectivism™ in Marxism and the Philosophy of Language, trans.

L. Matejka and I.R. Titunik (New York: Seminar Press, 1973),
pp. 58-61 and 65-82.

uOur confusion only grows with regard to this matter when later
on the ideologeme itself is described first as a "symbolic" and
then as an "imaginary resolution' of "objective contradictions"
(pp. 117-18).

5We might, however, be left wondering how these sign systems
would be specified in actusl practice {(unless he is using the term
in a very loose sense).

6See pp. 88-89 for Jameson's attempt to clarify this question,
one which would seem to require further (or more precise) elabora-
tion., {(He gives the example of the seventeenth-century English
revolution in which the warring classes carried out their ideo-
logical battles "through the shared medium of a religious master
code" -- which in turn plugs into a mode of production.)

7Pointing out that contradiction is central to all three hori-
zons (see p. 94) does not in any way "solve" the latent ambiguities
in Jameson's system.

81t should be noted that actual concepts, theoretical apparati,

critical terms, etc. have been appropriated in one way or another
by Jameson from each member of this list (the number of authors
cited being much larger, as seen in the index).

9Frye and Derrida? Freud and Deleuze-Guattari? Lukacs and
Althusser? The Church Fathers and Nietzsche?
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10This paper was completed and submitted before the appearance
of the issue of Dimcritics (fall, 1982) dedicated entirely to The
Political Unconscious. 1 was gratified to see that the image of
Jameson as bricoleur had also occurred to Terry Eagleton: see p. 17
of his excellent critique entitled "Fredric Jameson: The Politics of
Style." His comments on what he calls Jameson's "Hegelian devotion
to the practice of Aufhebung" (p. 19) are also consonant with the
thrust of my own.

11It is very indicative that the language used here -- "lived
reality," "lived synthesis" -- is highly similar to that Althusser
uses in defining ideology, the latter being the realm of the human
being's imaginary relation to his or her real condition. (See, for
example, "Marxism and Humanism" in For Marx, trans. B. Brewster
[London: Verso, 1979}, pp. 233-34.) Jameson might also reply the
way he has to anticipated criticism in the Prologue to Fables of
Aggression: Wyndham lewis, the Modernist as Fascist (Berkeley/Los
Angeles: University of California Press, 1979):

The present study takes as its object what I have elsewhere
called the 'political unconscious' in Lewis' works, thus
necessarily obliging us to make connections between the
findings of narrative analysis, psychoanalysis, and tradi-
tional as well as modern approaches to ideology. The
methodological eclecticism with which such a project can

be reproached is unavoidable, since the discontinuities
projected by these various disciplines or methods them-
selves correspond to objective discontinuities in their
object (and beyond that, to the very fragmentation and com-
partmentalization of social reality in modern times).

It is therefore less important to justify a'disparate

range of theoretical references then it is to teke some
initial inventory of the objective gaps and disjunctions
within the texts themselves. (p. 6)

"Modern times" receive the blame for the discontinuities of con-

temporary cultural objects (thus projecting a mythical wholeness

onto earlier periods), these discontinuities (simply announced

a priori) in turn somehow justifying the application of a host of
disparate methods ~- a rather odd way of arguing the solidity of

his approach, it would sgeem.

12We already have, of course, Althusser's "symptomatic" read-

ing of Marx, baged, in turn, on the latter's "symptomatic" read-
ing of the classics of capitalist political economy (see Reading
"CaEital").
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13Also, I should add, between somewhat incompatible brands of
Marxism. (This hypothesis intersects with remarks made by Jerry
Aline Flieger in "The Prison-House of Ideology: Critic as Inmate,"
another piece which appeared in the aforementioned issue of Dia-
critics [note 10], bottom of p. ¥9. As the reader will see, how-
ever, Flieger's general approach to this question differs consider-
ably from that found here.)

1“What we might call the "subversive,” "outer fringe" will be
appeased by Derrida and Nietzsche, while those who have "made it"
past New Criticism into structuralism will be pleased to encounter
Todorov, Greimas, etc,

15Obliquely related to this whole problematic may be Jameson's
assertion that there should be a wide variety of Marxisms, each
fitted to its own special circumstances: .

For it is perfectly consistent with the spirit of Marxism--
with the principle that thought reflects its concrete social
gituation--that there should exist several different Marxisms
in the world today, each answering the specific needs and
problems of its own socio-economic system: thus, one corre-~
sponds to the post-revolutionary industrial countries of
the socialist bloc, another--a kind of peasant Marxism-- to
China and Cube and the countries of the Third World, while yet
another tries to deal theoretically with the unique questions
raised by monopoly capitalism in the West. It is in the con-
text of this last, I am tempted to call it postindustrial,
Marxism that the great themes of Hegel's philosophy ... are
once again the order of the day. (Marxism, pp. xviii-xix)

Bringing it down to an even more specific level, we might be tempted

to say that there should be a special brand of Marxism within this

"postindustrial®™ type that suits the particular needs of the gradu-

ate school seminar within the American university.

16

That he himself recognizes the possible link-up is seen in his

last comments cited above where he suggests that "alliance poli-
tics™ is the equivalent on the level of praxis of the theoretical
notion of totalization, and that an attack on the latter is an
attack on the former.

171 by no means wish to "write off" students from proletarian

backgrounds; rather, I am simply recognizing that within our society

they constitute a minority in higher education.
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18Nhat, for example, is really achieved by using Heidegger's
concept of the "worldness of the world"? Why should we "keep faith"
(a symptomatic term!) with any aspect of the patristic hermeneutic
(seep. TH)?

19Tony Bennett, Formalism and Marxism (New York: Methuen, 1979),
pp. 12-17 and 170 (among others). (Bennett is actually following
through on objections raised by Pierre Macherey and Etienne Bali-
bar, as well as by Raymond Williams.)

2OSince it would be unfair of me to escape without giving at
least some idea of what I would suggest as a more productive path
(something I would like to do more fully at a later date), I will
say that some attempt should be made to recuperate the rhetorical
power (in the good sense ) of some of the earlier Marxist writers
on culture, particularly--and perhaps symptomatically--those who
were also more revolutionaries than literary critics. I am think-
ing of lenin, Trotsky, Gramsci, Lunacharsky, perhaps even Mao. I
am not speaking necessarily about their analytical techniques (per-
haps "crude" by "modern standards"}, but rather of the fact that
they never lost sight of the political mission of their critical
writings, of the fact that their criticism was a political act
designed to move people. Pursuing this end may mean a return to
the night school {or analogous environments), but maybe we are ulti-
mately better off there than safely ensconced in the seminar room.
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THE MARXISM DECONSTRUCTION DEBATE

Michael Ryan

) ; wil} argue that the debate between marxists and deconstruc-
t%onlsts is in part a false one, at least from a marxist perspec-
tive. The work of at least certain deconstructive crities like
Paul De Man is relevant to a marxist critique of ideology; and
decgnstruction theorists like Christopher Norris are wrong to
claim that deconstruction is antithetical to marxism. Similarly
the marxist critics of deconstruction frequently misread basic ’
deconstrgction concepts like "textuality" (which they take to
mean a'klnd of literariness, when in fact it describes a spati-
allzatlon-and a relationality that is in many ways congruent with
such m§r¥1st notions as practice and mediation), and they mistake
an gntl-ldealist and anti-positivist affirmation of the irreduci-
bility of the practical mechanics of rhetoric to pre-marxian con-
cepts.of idea} thematics or unmediated objectivity as nihilistic
when in fact it is in keeping with a marxist interest in the way’
pragtlce mediates both ideality and materiality. I will firat
review the debate between marxists and deconstructionists; then,

I will say why I think a deconstructionist 1ike De Man can be use-
ful to marxistas.

‘Marxists have criticized deconstruction for ignoring the his-
to?l?al and social dimension of texts while pursuing a neo-New
Critical formalism that autonomizes literature and deifies rhetoric
T9 the de?onstructionists, on the other hand, marxists are dogma- )
tic totalizers or naive referentialists who regulate the libersl
freedom of reference by pinning it down to one meaning or one
mmwminmeuumwmmlmﬂm But conservative or anti-
marxist deconstructionists cannot justify within their own frame-
work the.fa?t that their rejection of marxist socio-historical
refergntlallsm is itself a symptom of a socio-historical referent--
the %1beral philosophic tradition of freedom from external con-
straint or determination (in this case, freedom from reference).
F9r thf? marxists, the deconstructionists are guilty of an irra-
tionalist mystification that demolishes the rational basis nec-
essary for a'criticism of capitalism and for the construction of a
rat19nal society. Too frequently, however, the literary critical
marxists, back-to-basics appeal is indistinguishable from contem-
porary cul@ural conservatism in its attack on modernity. In addi-
t19n, marxist moralism can breed intolerance. As Terry Eagleton
points out, marxists too easily reach for their totality whenever
t@ey hear a word like "undecidability," which suggests that reality
might not be totalizable; that is, subsumable to a knowledge that
yould be ebsolute and without remainder. (But then, "totality"
is a debatably marxist category to begin with; at least, it appears
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nowhere in Marx, and Marx's texts, in that they advocate a post-
speculative practice that rewrites Hegel's model of ideal total-
jzation in terms of material historical conflict and change, pro-
mote, if anything, a sense of non-closure, historical different-
jation, and the radically agonistic and discontinuous nature of
social reality.) I will now review the debate between marxist and
deconstruction c¢ritics, concentrating on Norris, Eagleton and Jame-

gon.

Christopher Norris in his Deconstruction: Theory and Practice
(London: Methuen, 1982) reduces all deconstruction to an assertion
of the rights of language or rhetoric over Reason. He is wrong to
do so because Derrida's work is not formalist in the Yale School
gsense. As Eagleton points out, Derrida's recent assertion in an
interview that he does not deny a role to intention, meaning, and
go on, will prove embarrassing to certain of his anglo-american
proselytes. More importantly, Norris, in a gesture symptomatic of
the Yale approach, ignores the fact that the concept of textuality
in Derrida does not refer to literary texts. It names an irre-
pressibility of reference that undoes the opposition between text
and world, and therefore it is one term in Derrida's larger pro-
ject of undoing such binary oppositions as life and death, theory
and practice, mind and body, nature and culture, and so on. Like
Marx, Derrida believes that the order of knowledge and the process
of the world are stitched into each other; there is no realm of
pure ideas. Norris and the Yale School deflect this quasi-materi-
alist and historicist insight into an assertion of the autonomy
of rhetoric.

This distinction is necessary because marxist literary critics
argue that deconstruction antinomies in texts must be read as ex-
pressing or reflecting social contradictions. Because there always
is a strong relationship between how knowledge is conceived and
practiced in a society and the way social institutions are arranged,
the marxist argument has some validity, although it would be nec-
essary to reserve some relative autonomy for problems of knowledge
and communication, as I shall argue in a moment. Every time a text
deconstructs, it does not, unfortunately, reflect or express a
crisis of capitalism. Nevertheless some versimof the marxist argu-
ment is necessary as a response to the apolitical reification and
desocialization of rhetoric operated by the Yale School. The marx-
ist argument is much weaker in regard to Derrida because, to a
limited extent, he already is interested in the relationship be-
tween textual and social contradictions. In "Limited Inc.," he
relates the work of the language police, that is, scientistic ana-
lytic philosophers, to capital's containment of crisis. In of
Grammotology, he writes of the way proper names are instituted
yithin a system of linguistico-social differences." It is in-
dicative of Norris's allegiance to the Yale approach that he
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jignores the word "social” when he comments on this passage in.his
book. And not surprisingly, those texts in French where Derrida
does deal with institutional questions remain untranslated,’ no
doubt because they are too historically specific to make the cross-
cultural leap.

Having reduced Derrida to a rhetorical idealist, it is easy
for Norris to claim that "deconstruction is inimical to Marxis?
thought at the point where it guestions the validity of any science
or method set up in rigid separation from the play of textual mean-
ing" (p. 83). Now, "Marxist thought" is a broad category that in-
cludes many discourses besides literary criticism, discourses that
share certain lines of attack with derridean deconstruction. I
think immediately of Antonio Negri, the political theorist of the
Ttalian Autonomy Movement, whose Marx Beyond Marx, a reading of
the Grundrisse,® finds a thematic of scission, difference, and
open—endedness in Marx that would not be incompatible with some de-
construction conclusions. Derrida, himself, in the preface to )
Dissemination, notices in Marx "a space,at once general and infin-
itely differentiated." "Thus is sketched out the dissymmetrical
gpace of a postscript to the Great Logic . . . No doubt as appar-
ently and derivative as a postscript can be, it is nonetheless a
force of historical non-return, resistant to any circular recom-
prehension within the anamnesic domesticity (E{innerung) of Logos,

which would recover and proclaim truth in the fulness of its speech.”

Norris, significantly, never discusses Marx. His suggestion that
"it was Nietzsche who first brought such a sceptical critique to
bear on the systematic edifice of Hegelian philosophy™ seems to in-
dicate a lack of knowledge of the early Merx. And his contention
that "once criticism enters the labyrinth of deconstruction, it is
committed to & sceptical epistemology that leads back to Nietzsche,
rather than Marx, as the endpoint of its quest for method" would
appear to be questioned both by Derrida's dissociation of decgn-
struction from scepticism and by his own positive and better in-
formed remarks concerning Marx's method in the preface to Dissem-
ination: "While Marx recognizes . . . [that] the fact that 'every
beginning is difficult, holds in all sciences’ (Preface to the
first edition of Capital, 1867), he has an entirely different re-
lation to the writing of his introductions. What he seeks to avoid
is formal anticipation. So does Hegel, of course. But here, the
expected 'result,’ which must precede and condition the introduction,
is not a pure determination of the concept, much less a 'ground.'"

By "Marxist thought,"” Norris means only post-structuralist lit-
erary criticism, especially the work of Terry Eagleton. His.c?iFa
ique of althusserian science (as practiced by Fagleton in Criticism
and Ideology) is accurate, and this is confirmed by Eagleton's re-
nunciation of his earlier althusserian position in his recent book
on Benjamin. But there is also much in common between the marxist
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and the deconstruction critiques of idealism, and Norris fails to
pursue this possible articulation in large part because he defines
deconstruction too narrowly as the affirmation of "an open-ended
free play of rhetorical transcoding -- with the ideal of an infin-
itely 'plural' text" that is "resistant to the purposes of Marxist
criticism” {p. 79). What he fails to point out is that dissemina-
tion and textuality (the over-running of all semantic and categori-
cal boundaries by a referential displacement that never can be ab~
sorbed into a final ground that does not itself exist in a web of
reference) bring out the non-natural, non-self-evident character
of all institutional, displinary, methodological, categorical,
logical, and semantic frames. As Derrida suggests in Deconstruc-
tion and Criticism (p. 84): "A text . . . is henceforth no longer
a finished corpus of writing, some content enclosed in a book of
its margins, but a differential network, a fabric of traces re-
ferring endlessly to something other than itself, to other differ-
ential traces. Thus the text overruns all the limits assigned to
it so far . . -- all the limits, everything that was to be set up
in opposition to writing (speech, life, the world, the real, his-
tory, and what not, every field of reference -~ to body or mind,
conscious or unconscious, politics, economics, and so forth)."
Derrida's argument is in fact against the sort of Yale School au-
tonomization of language that Norris promotes. One cannot dis-
tinguish between text and world. To say the world is text is to
say equally or undecidably that the text is world. What this means
is that Derrida's critique of categorical frames in philosophy
articulates with the critique of ideology in the social world.
Such frames keep things in their proper place, and that, essen-
tially, is the task of ideology.

If deconstructionists like Norris feel obliged to define de-
construction in antimarxist terms, marxists seem no less moved to
safeguard marxism (at least in its althusserian-rationalist and
hegelian-universalist varieties) from the threat of anarchy decon-
struction seems to pose. As with deconstruction, however, it is
necessary to maeke a preliminary distinction between varieties of
marxism. Literary eritical marxists like Eagleton and Jameson
either argue with great verbal violence against deconstruction or
feel a need to absorb it into a benevolent and paternal totality
that ignores its accurate critique of totalization. Social sci-
entists like Dennis Crow and John Yrchik, because their funda-
mental disciplinary principles are not threatened by a strong de-
construction school in either political science or sociology, can
use it positively as a critical standpoint without antagonism or
neutralizing cooptation. Crow uses it to criticize the ideology
of public administration, and Yrchik argues deconstructively that
business strategies of self-management for workers constitute in-
clusions that actually exclude workers.
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8till, literary critical marxists do contend~w1th de?ogetrggtlon
more successfully than the Yale Schoolers deal w;th marX1zifioation
capitalism is not destroyed by a successful marxist demysscessi.‘ul
of a literary text, neither is marxism destroyed by a ;u:ealism o
deconstruction of the notion of history! or refergntla realisn o
whatever, in a literary text. Indeed, if one defzneg T& e e
discontinuous series of historical m?vemgnts f?r socia 91 %1ind
multiple fronts (rather than as Norr}s, in a d}s?lpllgarihgn e
way, does; that is, as a school of llterary criticism ’thetic
comes evident that there is something 1u§1cruous gnd pa blo her
about the whole endeavor. Literary critical marx1§tsi on e
hand, seem to deal with deconstruction all too facile {3 o e
without fully appreciating its critical conte?t. Adop ion1izing .
sorption are the results, but each runs.the ?1sk of neu'¥§Vism e e
deconstruction critique of rationalist 1deal}sm and post 1like
could disrupt certain literary criti?al mgrx1st mont@en)s e ot
totality and science (defined as ratlonal%st abgolutism),
that do indeed merit critical deconstruction.

Fagleton and Jameson deal with deconstructlog in ilffe;;zﬁ
ways; Eagleton adopts it, while Jameson abgorbs it. . Oziion "
Jameson, Eagleton is disposed to contenq ylth decons rult on o
its own terms and to change his own positions as a resut‘ S e
confrontation with it. He successfully uses @econstruc lo?'mCritﬁs
in the excellent chapter on the ideology of.llFerary formdln Criti.
cism and Ideology. In his book, Walter Egnqa@ln or Towai g iion
Revolutionary Criticism, Eagleton both criticizes decgns rzitivelv
and suggests that it can be a radical force. ge sounds p? i Y
derridean in the last section of the book, a dlSCuSlei othat vihore
political potential of irony and par?dy, when he asser se hat o
is always something that escapes comic emplotment, a pur
of difference that is non-dialectizable.”

In The Political Unconscious, James?n also.accepts 9er§§1n di&
construction arguments, put he rejects its ultimate radica i yez
absorbs it into a totalizing eriticism. NeYertheless, he argz
that marxists should learn from deconstruction by ?rgatlgg ni
anti-transcendental hermeneutic models; and by deflnln% ; e:lzgzn
as strategies of containment, Jameson suggests (wlthou‘ ivf agesg
the idea) a way in which the deconstru;tlon of categorical fr
and the marxist eritique of ideology might work together.

Fagleton and Jameson are nonetheless too hasty in their s:bl§~
tions of deconstruction. FEagleton uses parts of it veri succtsgen
fully in a critique of ideology, b9t in order po @o.so teiﬁzszCh Zs
it all specificity and claim that it is only slgnlflcag | Lnasnuch
the textual aporias it locates must ?e referred to soc1af S
dictions. Jameson fails to distinguish Fhe Yale Sch091 roz R
and therefore, he claims that dissemination (the derridean term
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that names the way any intended meaning can go astray, be misinter-
preted, or give rise to unintended effecta) is merely a reflex of
the irrationalism of the capitalist marketplace whers commodities
shuttle about without any apparent rational control. Both critics
fail to historicize deconstruction, and as & result, they miss the
opportunity of seeing how and why it is in itself a radical ques-
tioning of the philosophical underpinning of capitalism.

Rather than say, as Eagleton does, that deconstructive anti-
nomies must be referred to social contradictions which they express,
it might be more accurate to say that the problem which rhetoricity
and undecidability pose for the efficiency-oriented positivism and
the domination-oriented idealism of bourgeois philosophy has a
specificity and a political implication for society that is suffi-
ciently important in itself without being referred to other areas
of contradiction in capitalism. To say that linguistic and philo-
sophic problems are not in themselves social or at least socially
important in terms of structures of domination is not ultimately to
be very marxist. The interruption of the idealist and positivist
desires for either & purely thematic or a purely objective and un-
mediated referent by rhetoricity and undecidability is related to
the interruption of capitalist positivist efficiency and idealis-
tically legitimated bourgeois domination by the intractability and
irreducibility of the practical dimension of capitalist society —-
the proletariat (which includes not only workers but anyone ex-
cluded from capitalist property and power). This relation is not
merely analogical. The domain of knowledge {that includes liter-
ature and criticism) is itself a terrain of political struggle,
and this struggle is not merely theoretical. It has to do with the
practical philosophic and academic institutions that reproduce dom-
ination. The marxist project entails determining what forms of
knowledge and what uses of knowledge can be enlisted in the struggle
against the hegemony of those forms and uses of knowledge that main-
tain and further capitalist efficiency and capitalist domination
(positivism and idealism as they are currently used, for example,
which is not to say they do not also have socialist uses). This
struggle is connected by institutional relay to the political and
economic institutions of capitalism, from the .academy to the law
office, the think tank, the corporation, the government agency,
and so on. The struggle therefore has a regional and tactical
specificity that need not be "referred" to "social contradictions"®
if it is to be politically relevant. It is in iteelf a social con-
tradiction inasmuch as the word "social" includes a human attribute

like knowledge. Nevertheless, it is true that the notions of rhet-
oricity and undecidability need to be given a political description
that flushes out their radical political import as interruptions

of the sorts of knowledge appropriaste to capitalist efficiency and
domination. Only in this way will the implications for the reat of
the capitalist system of the social and political problem that re-
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sides in the specific region of knowledge called "criticism" become
clear.

Jameson mistakenly characterizes diaS§Minat%:21?:ta;ai;:zgizzzl-
f the capitali a.ce .
igt category that reflects the chaos o Toe
;o begingwith, that chaos is only apiarint :niegnii ngzz;gzlgetgr_
i is in fact structu
rational; consumer culture is 19 Ured I % etciciency
i d "rational® way by strictly enforce' awe
Z;Segr:?itability. It is not in the least dlsseylgatorgz ::zizzz?on
in the non-derridean sense of free play. .In gddltlon,thli Taotiries
is a concept that undermines the rationalis? 1di§:ogirkei Rhdiivid
i logy claims ;
consumer market culture., That ideo " 2 L etion
i i themselves in a rational prop
of rational choices that balance 1 . P rmony
i hoice ideology assum
f supply and demand. The rational ¢ U ° T
gf coggczous intention and effect, aﬁdlihe c§:§§§: OfBiiszzmiﬁgzigtand
ribes why such harmony is never ully poss o s
Siscdisseminition might be ideology-crltlzgl 12122120;2:;:nc:éd?nin
; iy s . a ,
t first realize that it is not an irration n
Zzgition, one must understand how consumer culture, ra:her than be
ing irrationalist, is in fact rationalist to an extremse.

il to historicize decon-
inally, both Eagleton and Jameson fai t
struiigin y’There ig a tendency to see deconstruct;on erro¥e§23iy
hi i iti tional procedures.
as a non-historical critique ?f al} rat . e ooy ideology
using the word "rationalist" in d%sc?581ng :
::zguse tge kind of non-ethical ecientls§1c ﬁeas?n thattgzdigziltes
that ideclogy arose at a determinable point in time ~€'c T
century —- and its transformation into bo?h'technocra 1l rationa”
ism and market ideology value free o?jectzv%sg caﬁ ?Zep ; ted mes
torically. Thomas Spragens calls this trad1§1on 1i §abelieve gis
Although Derrida does criticize classicai phltos:phgé Fertially
iti ithin i i i historical context, .
critique, within its immediate gentiel?
i i that promotes a mor
a radical response to liberal Reason 2t p c
ized, historical, and ethical way of thinking. 'A§d asTig ;::2e,
let me say that his critique is not French :peczi:céecentered and
i i eem m
market ideology of the United States may se et
i i tralist bureaucracy, bu
open in comparison to French statg 9en 4 ® :
bgth derive their ideological legitimation from'tlbe:;ieﬂii::nOb—
one from its technocratic side, the other from its Wi
jectivist side.

Derrida's work might thus be relevant to ?he marxist p?ojzzt
of criticizing the rationalist congept:il basislg€e¥g§§§::1znalist
ial institutions and of constructing the post-ilber X C
22:ce;tual infrastructure for socialist degzcriglz ;::Z;;ztigiz.
a
But can the Yale School also generate results v
d the Yale Schoo
+? Although I suggested that Derrida and 1
Eﬁ:iege diatingugehed, it is not true thatlthglg :grtw?angszgiggs.
. : . . u .
with his. The difference is primarily C ; e
:zejofocua and 1imit his philosophy to the professional and insti
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tutional requisites of literary criticism, and they ignore his
political leftism in favor of the diluted intellectual liberalism
that is the dominant ideology of the American academy. Nevertheless,
I will argue that their work also has something to offer marxist
political criticism.

By political criticism, I mean a criticism that directly relates
critical reading to social problems. Such criticism is inter—
discplinary in character, and it operates in a pragmatic or per-
formative, rather than in a purely constative, register. Marxist
literary criticism becomes political criticism via the deconstruc-
tion (textualization) of institutional frames and boundaries that
separate literary criticism from social criticism and literature
from politics, law, sociology, and so on. What deconstruction means
for marxist literary criticism is that the critique of ideology
and culture must also address political, economic, and social
issues. The deconstruction notion of textuality can help clarify
why this is necessarily so; it implies that the text does not stop
at the limita of the text; it is actively implicated in a world
that is itself "textual," that is, constituted as an open-ended,
discontinuous circulation of relations to something "other," which
is itself caught in a web of "other"-relations. To put this in a
more sociological vocabulary, what seems self-identical or founda-
tional in the world -~ freedom to choose, for example —- is, like
a word or a meaning in a literary text, merely one effect of multi-
ple determining strands whose operations are irreducible to any form
of identity, unicity or foundation. If polities and economics are
"texts" from this point of view, it is not because they are pre-
sumed to be fictive; rather, it is because they are operated by the
same discursive and categorical tensions between identity and differ-
ence, structure and play, order and disorder, that one finds in
literary texts and that supposedly define "literature" as of a
different order than the "real world." Literary structures and
world structures blend in a way that resists absolute categorical
division, and that makes the question of whether texts refer to the
world or not inconsequential. Just as there is no outside of the
text to refer to, so also there is no outside of the socio~histori-
cal world from which reference could come. The web of differential
relations in a text are stitched into the differential relations of
the world, relations that we mistakenly take to be isolatable
things, pergons, events, literary artifacts, ete. For example, the

liberal concepts of the individual and of property dissolve into a
series of differential social relations and forces and loge their
de@MRﬂaMme%hmlmummrﬁmtMswmmﬁhm
Deconstruction reveals differentiality where liberal capitalist ide-~
ology declares self-identity.

Derrida's deconstructive philosophical critique of liberal Rea-
son ia important to marxist political criticism because it under-
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mines the ideological end discursive underpinning of liberal capi~
talism. The Yale School, because it derives from Derrida's work,

can, I would argue, also aid in the critique of liberal Reason in

a way that opens an interdisciplinary connection with a political

eccnomic problem of late liberal capitalism.

Ironically enough, perhaps, it is the purest of the Yale School
deconstructionists who flushes out most successfully what Roberto
Mangabeira Unger in his book Knowledge and Politics calls the
antinomies of liberalism. Paul de Man, in his deconstructive read-
ing of Rousseau's Social Contract, one of the great statements of
liberal theory, makes no pretentions to political criticism. Yet
vhat he is essentially doing is providing a rhetorical description
of the deconstructive antinomies between individual and society
and between cognition and volition in liberal social theory. In
what amounts to a critique of ideology, de Man demonstrates how
deconstruction in Rousseau's text reveals differences that under-
mine the metaphoric totalization that creates the illusion of
identity in words like man, self, property, and state. More po-
litically pertinent is de Man's contentlon that a single entity,
like a piece of property, belongs to two divergent and incompatible
systems of meaning in Rousseau's text; thus, there can be no stable
identity of property. The only rhetorical and political recourse
for Rousseau is to create a giver of laws whose imperative-perform-
ative utterances resolve these antinomies through an exercise of
authority. Without seeming to intend it, de Man has provided a
rhetorical analysis of what underlies a very real problem in con-
temporary liberal capitalism -~ its inability to resolve its in-
ternal antinomies between self and society, private and public,
cognition and volition, rights and responsibilities, in any other
way than through the recourse to a metaphoric and political instance
of authority. When liberalism deconstructs due to irresolvable
antinomies, the fascists reach for their total State (the techno-
cratic side of liberal Reason) or for their totally free, though
heavily policed, market (the value-free objectivist side of liberal
Reason).

To pursue this one step further, one could say that the notion
of rhetoricity might have radical potential for political critieism.
De Man's rhetorical analysis implies that texts of nonfictional
prose in the liberal tradition from Hobbes to Milton Friedman can
be read as interpretations rather than explanations, as rhetorical
as much as descriptive statements. Inasmuch as it reveals the
rhetorical or discursive character of texts that pretend to be
sciences of society, rhetoricity becomes a lever for deconstruc-
ting ideology.

To conclude, Jameson and Eagleton are in part right to say that
textual aporias must be referred to social contradictions, but
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it seems to be equally true that social ideoclogy has a rhetorical
dimension the revelation of which can be directly useful to marx-
ists. The displacement of the text-world opposition has led to an
jdealist autonomization of rhetoric, but that displacement can also
lead to an examination of the textuality of the world: for example,
the antinomic undecidability of terms crucial to liberal capitalism
such as authority and freedom. I would suggest, then, that, while
including deconstruction, as Jameson and Eagleton do, in a broader
socially-oriented criticism, we might also want to push literary
critical deconstruction beyond its current, rather obvious, limits,
exploiting the rhetorical analysis it offers in order to expand its
ideology-critical potential. Zillah Eisenstein suggests in her

book, The Radical Future of Liberal Feminism, that liberal feminists,
when they pursue the logic of their arguments far enocugh, are ob-
liged to reach radical conclusions. The same might be said of de-
constructive literary criticism. Pursued far enough, the arguments
of liberal deconstruction lead, I would contend, to & radical future.
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JAMESON AND THE DIALECTICAL USE OF GENRE CRITICISM
"
June Howard

In the chapter of The Political Unconscious from which I take
my title, Fredric Jameson asserts that genre criticiesm is "thor-
oughly discredited by modern literary theory and practice,” but
also that it has "always entertained a privileged relationship with
historical materialism.”' This dramatic polarization sets the stage
for Jameson's own effort to reconstruct and rehabilitate genre
criticism on the basis that -- in his compressed formulation --
the notion of a genre "allows the coordination of immanent formal
analysis of the individual text with the twin diachronic perspec-
tive of the history of forms and evolution of social life" (p. 105).
I would agree that the assumptions of genre criticism as generally
practiced have been powerfully challenged, and that one finds
among contemporary critics a widespread suspicion of and even wider
disinterest in generic approaches. Perhaps responses to this paper
will prove me mistaken -- but I will assume nevertheless that to a
good part of my audience genre is only a minor concern. I hope,
then, that you will find it informative to see Jameson's version of
genre criticism placed in the context of issues in genre theory,
and to see his work analyzed and critiqued with particular ref-
erence to its consequences for genre theory. I would argue, as
you might suppose, that genre is anything but a minor concern to
Jameson himself: genre, and the closely related topic of literary
history, are crucial to Jameson's thought, not only in the essay
I have already referred to -- "Magical Narratives: On the Dialec-
tical Use of Genre Criticism" -- but throughout his work.

The suggestion that genre criticism is discredited should not
be taken to mean that it is not widely practiced. Even among ad-
vocates of genre criticism it is common, if not uncontroversial,
to admit the disrepute of the approach and the difficulty of artic-
ulating a coherent genre theory; yet literary criticism seems un-
able to do without the concept of genre. As an editor writing in
the journal Genre put it recently, "certitude 'about genre has now
all but vanished, and we are left with a concept which, like Henry
James' description of the novel ag & genre, is a baggy monster.

We, like James, know that the genre monster is out there, but we

can never seem to describe it adequately or confine it."é Virtually
all works of literary criticism make genheric aseriptions at some
point, even if merely by referring to "poems" or ™ovels".

And one can easily find a multitude of articles and books which
take some group of works and argue for a meaningful continuity a-
mong them, explicitly or implicitly constituting them as a genre
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(or mode, or type -- it ig the operation of classification and not
the vocabulary which is in question here). Often, when one begins
to examine the assumptions informing such analyses, one finds not
only that they contradict the other genre criticism which is, how-
ever, not confronted as incompatible, but that they frequently
mobilize different ideas about what constitutes & genre at differ-
ent moments in the same discussion. There is no lack, however,

of wider classificatory schemes ~- one can choose among a dizzy-
ing variety of taxonomies, each incommensurable with the others.

~ One can choose, for that matter, among different schemes genre

theorists have proposed for classifying generic systems into their
kinds. The theoretical confusion that characterizes so much genre
criticism is, in many ways, enabled by the disrepute of genre
criticism and genre theory -- an atmosphere which discourages
examination of categories which nevertheless continue, unexamined,
in use.

A strategic text with which to open an investigation of these
issues is Tzvetan Todorov's The Fantastic, which is, as its sub-
title indicates, A Structural Approach to a Literary Genre.
Todorov's generic model (in my rather unsystematic observation)
has been in recent years more influential than any other critic's
except Northrop Frye's. Todorov in fact begins his own discussion
of genre by summarizing and critiquing Frye, in the process touch-
ing on a wide range of problems. He finds Frye's sets of classi-
fications "not logically coherent, either among themselves or in-
dividually" (p. 12). Separately, he argues, they are incoherent
and unjustifiable because the categories on which they are based
are "arbitrary"; typically, Todorov states directly and simply
what is perhaps the most basic objection to a systematic generic
typology: "why are these categories and not others useful in des-
cribing a literary text?" (p. 16). I suspect that when confronted
by (especially one of the more elaborate) generic systems many of
us have shared his skepticism-- why should this particular order
somehow inhere in the tremendous diversity of actually-existing
literary works? Todorov finds Frye's categories particularly un-
acceptable because they are not literary categories; they are,
he accuses, "all borrowed form philosophy, from psychology, or
from a social ethic" (p. 16). Todorov's own proposed generic model
draws its categories from linguistics -- which, given his struc-
turalist frame of reference, seems to him more legitimate, but
which we will want to acknowledge as another loan. Indeed, it is
difficult to imagine any defense of an ideal classification sys-
tem that would not rely on non-literary justifications. Pace
Todorov, that does not necessarily invalidate such systems. We
will find some justifications, those which draw on the explana-
tory systems which we prefer, more persuasive than others. But
surely no argument can demonstrate conclusively that literary
kinds must derive from a particular cause; the ontological status
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of an ideal generic typology must slways remain questionable, must
always to some degree rely on our acceptance of arbitrary, a Briori
categories. '

Todorov argues that Frye's sets of classifications are not co-
herent as & group because they are not logically coordinated and
because "many possible combinations are missing from Frye's enum-
eration" (p. 13). I would suggest, however, that one of the at-
tractive features of Frye's system is that it offers multiple
descriptive categories, and thus accommodates our intuitive sense
that generic expectations and recognitions are extremely compli-
cated and, in fact, function in a rather untidy and unsymmetrical
fashion. But the systematizing impulse of genre criticism seems
persistently to do away with such multiplicity. Todorov attempts
to legitimate Frye's incomplete combinatoire by proposing a dis-
tinction between "historical" and "theoretical™ genres, between
genres "resulting from an observation of literary reality” and
those resulting from "a deduction of a theoretical order" (pp. 13-
14); thus the missing terms are theoretical possibilities Frye
omits because they have not come into actual, historical existence.
But he subsumes historical genres into his abstract system by con-
struing them as "a part of the complex theoretical genres" (p. 15).
Thus they animate preexisting possibilities established by the ab-
stract potential of language, and thus multiple methods and levels
of generality once again disappear into an ideal order that is
unified if perhaps not fully describable.

The task of genre criticism, then, is to describe what it can
of the system of literature, articulating the criteria for accur-
ate classification in & structure in which *a genre is always
defined in relation of the genres adjacent to it" {p. 27). Thus
The Fantastic would seem to equip us to decide whether or not a
given work properly "belongs" to the genre. Such claims, so char-
acteristic of genre criticism, open Todorov's theory to a host of
serious theoretical questions. If generic order is immenent in
literature, does that not mean that a genre is immanent in the
works that constitute it, exists somehow "in" the literary text?
And if the work belongs to a genre, is it not. in turn contained
by it, and must not its very feature be generically bound?3 How
can SECh homogenous belonging exist in a system defined by differ-
ence?* Once we have classified a work, have we somehow "accounted
for" and explained it, or is this a purely tautological operation
since the traits that placed the text in a given class are by
definition those that characterize the class? Are particular
interpretive procedures prescribed and others proscribed by a
classification —- is it necessary, is it legitimate, to limit a .
work's meaning to what is evoked by the procedures specified for
a particular genre? Does the value of a work depend on its con-
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formity to norms established for the genre?5

Todorov attempts to avoid at least the prescrip?ivg }mpllca—
tions of & taxonogic approach, assertiqg that th§‘§1gn1f1§ance of
the concept of a genre or species in literary criticism dlfgers
decisively from its significance in, for exgmyle, botany a? 200~
ology because in literature "every work modifies the sum of poss-
ible works" (p. 6); "a text is not only the product of a prg;e
existing combinatorial system (constituteq by all that is lﬁ (r—7)
aturé in Eosse); it is also a transformetion of that system" (p.7).
Yet such statements make it all that more appafent that Todor9v
views literature as an ideal system, deployed in or@erly fashlonl
in some mysterious, closed realm and able to shift 1nstantan§ous y
to mccommodate new contributions. This model depends on an image
of static structure and an image of literature that are gearcely
viable any longer. Todorov himself, in work later t@an The‘ggn—
tastic, acknowledges that the efforttto define wﬁizelznzp;gielc—

uniquely literary in literature seems, r s
giiiegnio fagluri. We are perhaps most familiar with the challenge
to the absolute distinction between literaturg and other usesdof
language in the current blurring, or even denial, of the boun ;yyt
between literature and literary criticism. Not on%y structuralis
poetics, but poetics itself -- which agsumes an object of study .
defined by "literariness" -- is put in question ?y the cyallengi o
the privilege of literature. As Gustavo Pgrez Firmat points oub,t
poetics can be redefined as the study of discourse as & wh91e,' 33
there is no reason to believe that such study "would organize it~
self by reference to works" (284). From suc? a perspective genre
eriticism as classification looks very much like a dead end.

Given these difficulties, it is not surprising that critics
tend to retreat to more empirical and historicgl approac?es to
genre. Many studies which fail to specify'thelr t?eoFetlcal assump-
tions seem to rely simply on impressionistic description of simi-
larities between works, sometimes prompting ome to asg whethe? all
similarities are necessarily significant. As Perez ?1rmat ?01nt§
out, rigorously speaking one cannot define a genre without 1ient1—
fying features "common to all members of the clgss and only to
them" (271). These empirical analyses are partlcglarly vu%ner—
able, too, to the accusation that they have e;plalned nothing a-
bout works, but merely reported what is immediately obgerva?lg
about them. Yet such studies also often go beyond notlr}g gimilar-
ities to discuss a genre as an entity, as a creatgre whl?h waxes
and wanes; grows, mutates and declines; or otherwise man1fest§ a
concrete, transhistorical existence. Apparently Purely descrip-
tive analyses and taxonomies implicitly gppeal, wth gome regu-
larity, to a priori if rather unsystematic typologies.

Perez Firmat himself, as we might expect, argues a more reso-
lutely historicist position. The final, irreducible credentials
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of genre criticism are constituted by the evidence that writers
and readers do in actual practice make use of generic categories.
There is certainly a place for a criticism that codifiés the know-
ledge of contemporary writers and readers about the literary kinds
of & given period. From this perspective genre is not immanent

in literature or in literary works but itself constitutes a kind
of text; it is, es Perez Firmat puts it, "a verbal message" avail~
able "in treatises on poetics, interspersed in works of litera-
ture, scattered about in prefaces, letters, anthologies, end other
assorted documents."/ Genre is thus constructed in critical dis-
course rather than existing independently in literature.

It is scarcely disputable that some such body of knowledge
forms an indispensable part of the reader's equipment for encoun-
tering texts, and that generic ascriptions and classificatory oper-
ations accomplish much toward meking texts intelligible (and thus,
as contemporary critics have made us well aware, toward circum-
scribing and naturalizing them). The comparisons between works
which characterize genre criticism also enable a rich inter-
textuality which is an important context for interpretation. Rec-
ognition of this activity of the critic in generic operations is
appealing and widespread; one can find it, for example, even in
the work of that ardent typologizer Frye, who writes at one point
in Anatomy of Criticism that the "purpose of criticism by genres
is not so much to classify as to clarify such traditions and
affinities, thereby bringing out & large number of literary rela-
tionships that would not be_noticed as long as there were no con-
text established for them." But, of course, unless one believes
that such relationships have an objective existence, that generic
observations have validity of some sort, one will scarcely trouble
to make them -- so that the question of the source of genres has
here been neatly sidestepped. In fact most genre criticism pro-
ceeds by some similarly elusive movement between implicit claims
for "theoretical" genres and evidence for "historical" genres.

Genre is, certainly, a "text" in the sense that Perez Firmat
describes. But to confine oneself simply to collecting and sum-
marizing contemporary views of genre, remaining agnostic about the
validity of the similarities and differences that are described,
is to consign such original articulations of generic affinities
and systems to the theoretically naive and the daring. Taken to
its logical end, such an approach legislates itself out of exis-
tence, since it cannot defend the creation of the very genre form-
ulations it takes as its object. And such a genre criticism seems
a rather uninteresting and antiquarian enterprise —- a project of
collation rather than analysis.

We lose too much by so thoroughly yielding up the concept of
genre to the case against classification. We can, without claim-

ing to intuit a vast a priori system of theoretical possibilities,
“Th-
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suggest that languages and literary fo?ms actuglly ex1st.1n social
practices and have a weight, an objective real%ty of th?lr ouz.
They offer a slow, stubborn resistance to the'lnnovator. genr :,
like history, are made by people -- but'not glmply as they w%i .
Genre criticism necesserily intervenes in this process, butJl

also attempts to penetrate its complexities analytically. .am?son
offers a more deeply historical account of genre asanew bagis for
that analysis.

"Magical Narratives" Jameson takes a very commonsense view
of gégre ag his point of departure: "Genres are es§ent1a1éy liter-
ary institutions, or social contracts bgtween a writer an ? spe~
cific public, whose function is to specify the proper uae-ol a
particular cultural artifact" (106). Genre here is cer?agn ¥ toxt
neither a Eriori nor immanent in literature.. It is a klp ; ext,
but, crucially, a text constituted in determinate historica dc.:on—
ditions. Jameson goes on immediately to syow that those condi-
tions can change: as literature is imcreasingly cut l?osg fromt
concrete situations of performance, it becomes more dlfflcultt of
venforce a given generic rule on their reader§. yo sma%l part o
the art of writing, indeed, is absorbed by this (1mposs?ble)
attempt to devise a foolproof mechanism.for t?e sutomatic ex- .
clusion of undesirable responses to a given literary utteranzgi
{pp. 106-107). And increasingly, as art itself becomes comm t;—
fied, traditional genres come to be seen as ?a brand-name sys'lm
against which any authentic artistic expression must necessari y
struggle” {p. 107). Not just the configuration of genres, no
just the content of the generic text, ?ut the very nature oftgen—
eric operations is historically specific. We begin alrea@y o see
how the "social institution" of genre can for'Jamegon mediate
between individual works and literary and sogla} hls§ory. .Here
already too we encounter Jameson's charactgrlstlc, élglect%ca}
intellectual strategy: rather than advocat}ng a P031t10n within a
debate, he reveals the very terms of the QLscyss1on as symgtomat;c.
Thus the present problematizing of genre in lltgrary'practlce an
in literary theory is itself to be understood historically.

Jameson reads the literary eriticism of Georg Lukacs as gimilarly

jagnostic rather than prescriptive, and in the'process introduces
is %2 a far more interesting and sympathetic tylnker than'one gen-
erally meets these days under that name. Viewlng'Jameson‘s ?ork
from the perspective of genre brings out sharply 1?3 continuity
with Lukacs', a body of work, Jameson writes, "domlna\f,ed by con-
cepts of genre from beginning to end" (p. 105). We might compare
Jameson's assertion in Marxism and Form that "Lukacs' york'may be
seen ag a continuous and lifelong meditation 9n'narrat1ve,'. and
his description of his own project in The Political Unconscious:
"to restructure the problematics of ddeology, of the unconscious
and of desire, of representation, of history, and o? cultu;al pro-
duction, around the all-informing process of narrative, which I
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take to be. . . the central function or instance of the human
mind" (p- 13).

It is in Lukacs' genre criticism that we first see projectsd the
possibility of a literary history which has the kind of penetration
and broad significance envisioned in The Political Unconscious.
Jameson's work taken as a whole begins to construct a literary
history conceived (as he might put it) in the vastest sense. In
a recent lecture, for example, he takes on the topic of "language
and modes of production," correlating the stages of capitalism
and what he calls the cultural and aesthetic dominants of those
periods, defined primarily in terms of literary forms. In this
paper I will not have much to say about the wideast horizons and
most exciting ideas of The Political Unconscious (about, say, the
dialectic of ideology and utopia). But the mission of that work,
Jameson tells us, is to restore the traces of the "single great
collective story" (p. 19) of human history -- and both the grounds
on which he bases the "new hermeneutic" (p. 21) that enables us
to read that text, and the materials that figure in his partial
retelling of that narrative, are inextricably bound up with con-
cepts of genre.

Essential to Jameson's treatment of genre is the recognition
he finds in Lukacs that "what is . . . important is the influence
of & given social raw material, not only on the content, but on
the very form of the works themselves" (Marxism and Form, p. 165).
His provocative phrase "the ideology of form" embodies the habit-
ual method of Jameson's genre criticism: to rupture the division
between form and content and produce insight out of a constant
movement between the two categories. The new classification of
classification systems Jameson offers begins with that division:
"When we look at the practice of contemporary genre criticism,
we find two seemingly incompatible tendencies at work, which we
will term the semantic and the syntactic or structural . . . ."
Semantic approaches, apprehending a genre as what Jameson calls
a "mode," "aim to describe the essence or meaning of a given genre
by way of the reconstruction of an imaginary entity . . . which is
something like the generalized existential experience behind the
individual texts" (pp. 107-108); Jameson takes Northrop Frye as
the exemplary practitioner of this approach. The syntactic ap-
proach, for which Vliadimir Propp's Morphology of the Folk Tale
serves as the exemplary case, apprehends genre in terms of "fixed

_ form"; it "proposes rather to analyze the mechanisms and structure

of a genre such as comedy, and to determine its laws and its limits.
Analyses of this kind . . . aim less at discovering the meaning
of the generic mechanism than at constructing its model" (p. 108),

In his characteristic manner, Jameson will not choose between
these approaches, but treat them as symptomatic. Each is shown to
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"repress its own historicity® (p. 110) im claiming to provide a
comprehensive account of genre, concealing a crucial absence --
for Frye, what Jameson names the "ideologeme,” for Propp, the
problem of the subject. As "Magical Narratives” proceed§, des~
criptions of romance as a genre, genre theory, philosophical
issues, literary texts and interpretations of texts are recounted,
analyzed, read symptomatically, opened to history and to con-
frontation with each other in an intricate and even dazzling play
of references and perspectives. As Jameson tells us at the be-
ginning of The Political Unconscious, he follows "the path of the
subject," focusing on the act of interpretation: "texts come be-
fore us as the always-already-read; we apprehend them through
sedimented layers of previous interpretations" (p. 9). The par-
ticular path by which "romance" is unravelled through %ayer upon
layer of interpretation does not demonstrate a generalizable
method, for the process of historicizing each generic category
will necessarily be specific. I will therefore not work on their
direction and significance.

Jameson demonstrates that Frye's notion of romance depends on
an opposition between good and evil which can be reconspituted as
an "ideologeme," that is, "the smallest intelligible unit of the
essentially antagonistic collective discourses of social classes™
(p. 76). This crucial concept, which constitutes the object of
study at the second horizon of Jameson's interpretive scheme,
provides a perspective from which narrative can be seen as a so-
cially symbolic act -- it is to be understood as "a form of soglal
praxis, that is, as a symbolic resolution to a concrete historical
situation” {p. 117). Thus Frye's ethical antinomy is reconstructed
as a social and historical contradiction. One encounters ideolo-
gemes both, to put it simply, as stories {that is, as f9rm) and as
concepts (that is, as content); as Jameson puts it, an ideolo-
geme is "a historically determinate conceptual or semic complex
which can project itself variously in the form of a 'value gystem'
or 'philosophical concept,' or in the form of a protonarrative, a
private or collective narrative fantasy" (p. 115). It remains to
be seen whether this formulation will prove a workable one in the
long run for Jameson and other analysts; it may go the way of most
of the neologisms of contemporary critical theory, or it may offer
a productive framework for exploring the artifacts of what Terry
Fagleton calls "general ideology," and the relationship between
that complex web of beliefs and practices and literary form.

The invention of the "ideologeme," at any rate, leads Jameson
directly to a relatively simple concept which I consider his most
important and potentially influential contribution to genre eriti-
cism: the notion of generic discontinuity.'? Ideologemes neces-
sarily carry in their very forms "socio-symbolic messages,” gnd
when they are deployed in a new context, these messages persist;
thus any text constructs its apparent unity of such structurally
heterogenous elements. The older ideclogeme is, as Jameson puts
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it, "sedimented into" {p. 141) the new form. We may find this
geological metaphor (like, for that matter, the notion of the ideo-
logeme) somewhat too static; the older messages are, after all, re-
peatedly refashioned as they are appropriated. But the metaphor

is vivid, evocative of the weight, the massive resistance I have
suggested characterize literary form. It seems to me potentially
capable of fruitful combination with the insights of "production
theory" work and with work deriving from that perspective on, for
example, the relation between gender and genre.

The notion of generic discontinuity is, in the context of this
paper, vital because it is so clearly and utterly incompatible
with genre criticism as classification. It follows from Jameson's
argument that, as he puts it, "properly used, genre theory must
always in one way or another project a model of the coexistence
or tension between several generic modes of strands." And -- as
he continues -~ "with this methodological axiom the typologizing
abuses of traditional genre criticism are definitely laid to rest"
(p. 141). As Jemeson insists more than once, his concern is not
with ideal aesthetic or mythic continuities but with historical
gpecificity, his purpose and the project of genre criticism is
to gtimulate the perception not of identity but of difference.

Jameson's analysis of the structural approach to genre, on
the other hand, leads him to discuss how texts are constrained by
“the semantic raw materials of social life and language" (p. 147)
and thus to the point that the historical situation must not be
seen as causal, but as a "limiting situation" which may "block off
or shut down a certain number of formal possibilities available
before, and to open up determinate new ones" {p. 148}, This too
is an important and useful formulation, bearing on the whole
question of how one goes about the necessary task of rupturing the
apparent autonomy of the literary text. But the connection be-
tween "fixed form" and this argument seems to me less consequent
than that between the mode and the ideologeme. Jameson strives
to produce a symmetrical analysis, in which each generic approach
is revealed as completed by an analytic concept from the comple-
mentary category; and I want to suggest some reservations about
his genre theory which bear, precisely, on the question of this
symme try.

Jameson suggests, at the beginning of his discussion of the
semantic and syntactic approaches to genre, that they derive from
antinomies inherent in language itself (p. 108). 1In the original
version of "Magical Narratives" he suggested that the dual nature
of genre meant that a genre (implicitly -- a true genre) was nec-
essarily susceptible of analysis either in terms of a mode or a
fixed form (a strategy, we might note, which recurs in his defini-
tion of the ideologeme). In the essay's revised form in The Polit-
ical Unconscious Jameson justly recognizes this as a "disappointing
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hypothesis" (p. 109), and merely allows the two approaches to set
him on "the path of the subject." At the end of the chapter,
however, he returns to linguistics to suggest that the relations
of form and content conform to "Hjemslev's four-part mapping of
the expression and the content of what he sees as the twin dimen-
sions of the form and the substance of speech" (p. 147). Per-
haps today Jameson can discuss this model and explain more fully
the benefits of adapting it to genre theory; the schema seems to
me a reversion to the assumption that an abstract structure nec-
essarily constitutes "a genre." If texts can all be related to
generic concepts, but never belong to a genre, what purpose does
it serve to outline a model for the complete description of a gen-
re? I do not dispute the existence of two tendencies in genre
criticism, nor even of two tendencies in language study (p. 108n);
I do question their legitimacy as sources for a model of genre.

I much prefer Jameson's other concluding methodological axiom,
that "all generic categories, even the most time-hallowed and
traditional, are ultimately to be understood (or 'estranged')

as mere ad hoc, experimental constructs, devised for a specific
textual occasion and abandoned like so much scaffolding when the
analysis has done its work" (p. 145). I would like to ask Fred
Jameson whether he feels, as I do, a tension between these imper-
atives.

I wonder, too, whether Propp and Frye would be willing to agree
that Jameson's theory is the "fulfillment and completion" of
theirs even if it is acknowledged that this completion is "in
a very different spirit from the one they initially propose™
(p. 110). Jameson's impulse to tidy up his generic categories
seems at one with his impulse to claim that all the theories he
has examined are subsumed and transcended within his own. The
attraction of such symmetry is undeniable, but I am less confi-
dent than he that all the local arguments he has faced can be sc
contained, as I am less confident that generic traits can be
assembled into a unified generic model, or that the great collec-
tive narrative of history contains the local stories of individual
men and women. I suspect that it is here, in Jameson's struggle
to contain all the intellectual energies released by his analyses
in a stable, unified Marxism, that its own "political unconscious"
is revealed.

Department of FEnglish
University of Michigan
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IMAGINING THE REAL: JAMESON'S USE OF LACAN
Michael Clark

&t several points in The Political Unconscious: Narratives as
a Socially Symbolic Act, Fredric Jameson cites the work of qacques
Tacan as an important influence on his own effort to estab}1sh the
object of study claimed by his title, a "political uycoﬁsclous."
He situates this object at the intersection of two distinct propo~
sitiona: that the political is unconseious, and that the uneon-
scicus is political. The first of these propositions derives from

Jameson's association of ILacan's use of the "Real” with Althusser's

definition of history as an "absent cause” and from the relation
of both of these ideas to the Freudian connection between language
and the operation of the unconscious. Following lacan's argument
that the Real is inaccesaible except through the traces of its
effects upon the Symbolie, Jameson claims that History, too, can
never be perceived or experienced except through its'effects upon
the various devices by which we mask its ultimate pylority -~ most
notably, the narratives that encapsulate and dramatize the various
ideological fantasies operating at any particular period. Like
the Freudian unconscious, which Jameson claims ia."exemplary"

of the political unconscious (PU 282-3), History is a "repressed
and buried reality" that lies beneath the surface of t§e§e narra-
tives, and Jameson claims that the doctrine of the political un-
conscious "finds its function and its necessity" in the detection
and restoration of that repressed reality (see PU 20).

The second proposition, that the unconscious is ?olitical, de~
parts signifieantly from the Freudian model because 1t.ex§e§de the
idea of an "unconscious" beyond the boundaries of the individual,
to which Freud restricted it. This rejection of the category of
the individual is, of course, typical of much post-structural
thought and has its Marxist precedent in Althusser's attack on
Marxist humanism, Jameson again follows Althusser here by citing
Lacan's critique of the Freudian ego and, most importantly, his
deflection of questions regarding the unconscious processes of
the individual psyche to an interrogation of the mechanisms by
which the role of the subject is constituted as the individual
confronts the systematic, trans-individual forces of language or,
more broadly, what Althusser calls the "Law of Culture" (sge Py
153).2 Although Lacan still characterizes this confrontation in
relation to the biological individual as it passes into human
culture, Jameson claims that Lacan's transposing the ground of
consciousness from what Freud calls the "other scene" of the un-
conscious to the mechanisms of symbolic structures opens the un-
conscious to the determination of history as it functions at the
material and social levels on which those structures exist for
Marxism.
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Jameson thus uses Lacan to complement the more traditionally
Marxian aspects of his theoretical paradigm at two points:
(1) lacan's use of the Real enables Jameson to orient his analy-
sis of the political function of narrative toward the fundamental
ground of History without claiming some direct access to the "real
world," an epistemologically untenable premise that undermines many
Marxisms with a naive materialism: and (2) Lacan's description of
the passage from the Imaginary experience of the autonomous ego to
the constitution of the individual as subject within the law of
the Symbolic offers a way of studying the threshold between indi~
vidual and trans-individual experience instead of simply embracing
one and rejecting the other, the alternatives presented by simpler
forms of the debate between humanigt and anti-humanist Marxisms.

The first of these points has & direct and explicit bearing
on the central methodological innovation of Jameson's book, the
three-level system of interpretation by which Jameson aims to sit-
uate narrative as a socially symbolic act. Jameson's association
of History with the Real, which Lacan says "resists symboliza-
tion abaolutely" but nevertheless serves as a "term limit" of the
Symbolic, informs his assertion that History "is inaccessible to us
except in textual form . . . our approach to it and to the Real
itself necessarily passes through its prior textualization, its
narrativization in the political unconscious" (PY 35). So Jameson
sets out to "restructure the problematics of ideology, of the un-
conscious and of desire, of representation, of history, and of cul-
tural production, around the all-informing process of narrative"
(PU 13}, and to read the literary text as "a symbolic meditation
on the destiny of community" (PU 70).

To do that, Jameson must situate the literary work within
three concentric interpretive contexts which discover the three
"semantic horizons" of the text. The first is the "political,"
at which the individual text is read as a "symbolic act" that en-
acts an "imaginary resolution of a real contradiction™ (PU 77).
The second phase, which Jameson calls the "social horizon" of the
text, strives to reconstruct the dialogical structure of narrative
discourse by situating the narrative -- with its characterological
types, its antinomies -~ within the antagonistic relation to con-
tradictory ideologies that mark its participation within the par-
ticular form of class struggle that characterizes the historical
period and culture in which the narrative was produced (see PU 84).

Ultimately, these first two semantic horizons -~ the political,
where the narrative is studied as a symbolic act; and the social,
where the text is read within its dialogic context in the class
struggle, with its antagonistic discourses -- are subsumed by a
third, History. At this phase the text is read as the intersec-
tion of several different modes of production, whose contradic-
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i e of interpre-
i ield the proper object of study for'thxs.phas ;
zzzgzn{ "eyltural revolution, that moment in which the.co§x1s§;nge
of various modes of production becomes visibly gn?agonlstl?,l e:g
contradictions moving to the very center of political, social, &
historical life* (PU 95).

The pressure of History at each horizoq is'manifest 1: thilef~
fect of "contradietion," which Jameson claims is central ‘ola el
Marxist analysis and separates it from other for?s ?f s;c1ot9§ns .
analysis (PU 85). At the first horizom, contradiction ;nc i s
s set of problems that the narrative tries to resolve in e;pz:e
as antinomies in the narrative itaelf: At the second g: ol
apparent autonemy of that resolution in the text t§ke§ i :‘ph o
within the antagonistic struggle between classes W1th13 wtlihe
narrative is only one gesture or strategy (PU 9%). 4And a e
third level contradiction appears in 1§s broad?st form as he oo
flict among modes of production as their relative prominenc
importance shift through time. ,

Used in this way, i.e. as the measure of @he effect of Hlstﬁgy
on its M"narrativization," contradiction funct%ons f9r iaz;sgn e
way desire functions for Lacan: as_an "anchoring polyt ) '3 ir
ents the Symbolic toward the Real.3 for Lacgn, the 1nd1:?tu:es
takes her or his place in the signifylng chain that const; u :
the Symbolic or, more generally, social relatlons,‘onlg tgoug
a "primal repression’ -- the experienge'of 9astratlon 12 t;e viee
Oedipal struggle -- in which the signlfzeq is 0901udad by 1 turg
nifier and permanently banished from 81gn1f1?at10n. This in »
generates the metonymic and metaphoric fugctlogs of 1a?gu?§e is
complementary efforts to overcome this prlmo?dlal lack; ef OFf'er
which must fail, necessarily, since the barrier be?ueen‘s%gnl kit
and signified is insurmountable. Neverthe%ess, ?hla orlgltarys-
relation to the signified persists as t@e informing charac eré
tic of each function, and the relation is experienced as the de~-
sire that was 'named and renounced" through the castration Ei
which the individual gives up the illusory autonomy of thg I ag:
inary and passes into the Symbolic and the‘ne?work of socla1 ?is
lations that constitute human culture. This is wh{ Lgcan c :% s
that his analysis of metonymy cen acco?nt for ??e enlgm§§ :hlc
desire seems to pose for a 'natural ph}logophy i (1L 127): b?
metonymic connection of signifier to slgnlf}er is the meagg i ol
which the signifier "inserts the lack of belqg 1n§o the objec
lation . . . [and] invest{s] it with the desire aimed at the Ziri
lack it supports" (IL 123). So, Lacan says, the 9th§ry1§e enesetz
Qhwmﬂorﬂﬁﬂgﬁtmsﬂﬂﬁwowrﬁegg#@ w&.

a stop at those points where desire crosses the s1gq1fy1ng c 1nr
and one notices that something “arranged in a certain manner gPil-
ates in a more satisfactory way, has a positive re?u1t, but sti
leaves out what one does not understand: the Real."
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This implied parallel between the function of contradiction and
that of desire is reinforced by Jameson's own identification of
the lacanian relation between desire and the Real with the Marxian
relation between desire and History. At one point Jameson says
"History is what hurts, it is what refuses desire" (PU 102), and at
another he claims that History rises up sgeinst fantasy as "that
on which desire must come to grief" (PU 183). But he immediately
rephrases this second comment in Lacanian terms: "the Real is
thus . . . that which resists desire, that bedrock against which
the desiring subject knows the breakup of hope and can finally mea~
sure everything that refuses its fulfillment. Yet it also follows
that this Real . . . can be disclosed only by Desire itself, whose
wish~fulfilling mechanisms are the instruments through which this
resistant surface must be scanned" (PU 183-4).

Jameson makes this comment at the end of his chapter on Balzac,
and it is in this chapter that the true importance of this associa—
tion of contradiction with desire becomes apparent. For Lacan,
desire is born in that Imaginary relation between the self and
other that constitutes the illusion of the autonomous ego, and
it is the catalytic factor in the Oedipal drama by which the in-
dividual is constituted as a subject within the Law of the Sym~
bolic at the same time that the signifier is cut off from the
signified and the Real banished from signification. So in addition
to marking the effect of the Real on the Symbolic, desire alsc
marks the threshold between the individual and the social, a con-
nection that suggests an extension of desire beyond the individual
subject ~- the very task that Jameson says must be achieved if
the Freudian model of the unconscious is to function within a
Marxian perspective (PU 68).

Rewriting Lacanian desire as "contradiction" allows Jameson to
make this move, Defending his use of biographical information in
his analysis of La vieille fille and La rabouilleuse, Jameson claims
that the facts of Balzac's life constitute "the iraces and symptoms
of a fundamental family situation which is at one and the same

time a fantasy master narrative" (PU 180). This "unconscious master
narrative™ is an "unstable or contradictory structure" which can

be read as "the mediation of class relationships in society at large"
and so demands the same "imaginary resolutions" of all "real politi-
cal and social contradictions" (PU 80) by which any cultural arti-
fact or individual work functions as a "symbolic act" within the
first horizon of interpretation (see PU 76). The simplest level

of resolution, of course, is that of the daydream, pure wish-ful-
fillment, but Jameson claims that even such simple fantasies in-
volve mechanisms "whose inspection may have something further to
tell us about the otherwise inconceivable link between wish-fulfill-
ment and realism, between desire and history" (PU 182). That "some-
thing" is the peculiarly reflexive character of such fantasies that
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i i "gomething like a reality principle or censorship” that re-
;ﬁgizzsthe dream %o confront the obstacles of ?he Real, agg t?z .
reality principle in turns explains the ngcgsslty for agbilgz gr
that can establish "those conceptual condltlo?s of'poisl el {rical
narrative presuppositions which one mus? 'pelieve,' those bmgct
preconditions which have been secured! in order for ﬁhipﬁu1g2)
successfully to tell itself this Pa?tlcular daydregm e éeal
Ideology thus arises in the opposition bgtwegn desire an the Mo
and serves as what Althusser calls "the imaginary rep?igen i

of the subject's relationship to his or her real conditions
existence" (LP 162, quoted in PU 181).

e narrative representation of these Imaginary ?eso}utlons .
requgses a more compgex operation which gituatea %e51re 1n"reliﬁlon
to the social as well as the Real. Within these "stronger goec;
tions, which Jameson calls "Symbolic texts" (PU 1832, t?gtsu iin—
sets out "to satisfy the objections of the nascgnt reality 5 -
ciple' of capitalist society and of the bourgeols superego oil
sorship" (PU 183), and it is at this leyel that the necessai y
collective nature of ideological narratives bgcomes %pp;;er;Bé)
These “narrative unities of a socially sgmbollc type_ ( : t;d
which Jameson calls "ideologemes," constitute the obgec? ?d sl tht
at the social horizon of the text and transcend the indivi gie tive’
which is thereby reconstituted "in the form of'the great co 1§est
and class discourses® in which the ideologeme is on%y the sma A
unity "of the essentially antagonistic c?llectlve qlscouziesrgla_
social classes" (PU 76). So just as desire establ%shes 1: elac
tion among the Real, the Imaginary, a9d the symbol}c for b gge,ﬁeal
idea of contradiction marks the indindual's experience of ° ,
his or her personal fantasies, and finally the narrative boimic -
available for the representation of that fantasy'as a symbol ¢ ac
within the norms of society. The ideology by Whlﬁh those cgn ea
dictions are "resolved" -~ Lacan might.say “namgd - there'or does
serves much the same need that castration or pr?mgl-repr;si;onr ;e
for lacan, as is suggested by Jameson's own definition o e ro
of ideology in his earlier essay on Lacan:

Ideology conceived in this sense is therefore the place of
the insertion of the subject in those realms.or orders —;
the Symbolic (or in other words the synchronic network o
society itself, with its kinship-type system of p}acis )
and roles), and the Real (or in other words'the diac ronic
evolution of History itself, the realm 9f time and'death
both of which radically transcend indiv1dua% experience

in their very structure . . . . the idgologlcal represen-
tation must rather be seen as that in@lgpensable mapp%ng
fantasy or narrative by which the ind1v1dgal subject in- N
vents a "lived" relationship with collective aystems whic
otherwise by definition exclude him insofar a8 he or s@ete .
is born into a pre-existent social form and its pre-existen
langage.
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This account of the place and function of ideoclogy in the sub-
ject's relation to the real contradictions of his experience and
to the collective systems by which society establishes its unity
against an "outside” or antagonistic group is entirely consonant
with the traditional concept of ideology as mystification and the
corollary instrumental notion of culture as a superstructure de~
signed and used to further the ends of that unity. It also closely

regembles A. de Waelhens' definition of the role of primal repres-
pion in lacan's work: it is

the act whereby the subject ~- or, to be more precise,
he who will by this act constitute himself as "subject"
-~withdrawe from the immediacy of a lived experience by
giving it a substitute which it is not, no more than

the subject is the lived experience, and which will con-
stitute the real as the real, the symbolic as autonomous
and the subject as subjectivity. (lemaire, 85)

But Jameson insists that this mystifying function of ideology, its
power to "resolve" contradictions by obscuring forces beyond its
control, is only one half of the symbolic function of cultural ob-
Jects. It is accompanied by a more positive, productive power that
Jameson calls the "Utopian vision" of the text after Ernst Bloch's
use of that term (see PU 287). At its simplest level, this utopian
character of the text serves as a "compensatory exchange" in which
"the henceforth manipulated viewer is offered specific gratifica-
tions in return for his or her consent to passivity" or, in Lacan's
terms, the individual's "subjection" to and within the Symbolic

(Py 287). Jameson rejects this simplistic separation of gratifica-
tion and manipulation into means and end, however, and insists on
"the profound identity" (PU 288) of these two dimensions of the text,
an identity that radically questions the parallel between ideology
and repression that is suggested by the broader similarities be-

tween the psychoanalytic comcept of the unconscious and Jamegon's
political unconscious.

The identity between the ideological and utopian dimensions of
the text is most apparent at the second level of interpretation.
There, the autonomy of the individual text is undermined and the
ideological closure that informed the narrative situated in oppo-
sition to competing ideologemes and the social unities they repre-

sent as those opposing discourses "fight it out within the general
unity of a shared code" {PU 84):

since by definition the cultural monuments and masterworks
that have aurvived tend necessarily to perpetuate only a
single voice in this class dialogue, the voice of a hege-
monic class, they cannot be properly assigned their rela-
tional place in a dialogical system without the restoration
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or artificial reconstruction of the voice to which t?ey
were initially opposed, a voice for the most part stifled
and reduced to silence, marginalized, its own ut?erances
scattered to the winds, or reappropriated in their turn
by the hegemonic culture. {PU 85)

The ideological dimension of this phase is, of course, the meanstby
which the opposing voice is silenced and the place of the subjec
constituted strictly within the hegemonic discourse. But as Jame -
son points out, this resolution has a Utopian character as well, )
since it absorbs the individualistic experience of the flrst leve
into the collective class system of the second.as.the @1scourse of
the ruling class findsits voice and coherence in its victory over
registant forces. This is why Jameson claims that "all class con~
sciousness —- or in other words, all ideology in‘the strongest )
sense, including the most exclusive forms of ruling-class consclious-
ness just as much as that of oppositional or oppressed classes --
is in its very nature Utopian . . . insofar as it expresses Phe unity
of a collective" (PU 289, 291). Even the instrumental func?loq of
ruling class culture —-- i.e. the means by which the contradlctlgns q
of antagonistic classes are resolved or‘silenced - can ?e ?on31dere
utopien, and the dialectical fusion of 1deology'and utopia insured
through the interpretive practice Jameson describes.

Jameson is careful to point out, however, that the collective
nature of class consciousness is not utopian in inself but gnly an
anticipation or "figure" "for the ultimate concrete collec?zve life
of an achieved Utopian or classless society” (PU 2?1). This alle-
gorical character becomes evident at the third horizon of tye text,
History, which discovers the inevitable rev?rsal of t@e domlna~.
ﬁmbymmhmem@MMdesdapwﬁthmgweﬁ@hm%
its unity through the exclusion of antagonistic positions. The
utopian character of Marxian interpretation therefo?e re-enacts
at the level of class struggle the violent decentering of the ego
that occurs for lacan when the individual passes into hgman society
and comes under the power of the Law. Just as the Imaglnary auton-
omy of the ego is constituted in an antagonistic relation of'self
to other that disintegrates under the pressure of tbe sy@bo}lc, the
illusory independence of the hegemonic class that gives it its
utopian appearance disappears under the pressure ofhﬂlstory as
that class is forced to recognize its self in the v1ol§nce of its
exclusion and domination of another class to which it is opp?sgd.
So it is entirely appropriate that Jameson concludes The Political
Unconscious with a return to Benjamin's identification of cu}tgre
and barbarism and a reminder that the restoration of the po%ltlcal
unconscious to a work of art can never constitute a "cure" 1n‘the
sense of demystification and the recovery of Truth, bgt must in
stead force the return of "class realities and the palnfu% recol-
lection of the dark underside of even the most seemingly innocent
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and 'life-enhancing' masterpieces of the canon" (PU 299).

The value of Jameson's claim about the Utopian character of
cultural artifacts is not to be measured against a lLacanian touch-
stone, of course, and Jameson does not make the association be-
tween the allegorical nature of the utopian property of class con-
sciousness and the conflictual structure of the Lacanian Imaginary
that I have suggested. But in his earlier essay on Lacan it was
just such an "insertion of the Imaginary into the model of a Sym-
bolic system" that Jameson recommended as a way of understanding
better the power and place of ideology within Marxian thought
(YFS 381), and I believe that the dialectic of ideology and utopia
proposed in The Political Uncongcious offers a way of thinking
the relation between what Lacan calls the Imaginary and Symbolic
registers of experience at the level of class and history rather
than the genetic development of the individual psyche. If so,
Jamegon's latest book will make a significant advance over prior
efforts to adapt Lacan to Marxism, most of which proceed by sim-
ply substituting class terms for the Oedipal positions of father,
child, and 8o on. For what Jameson's dialectic of ideology and
utopia suggests is that the antagonistic opposition of self and
other that lacan characterizes as the Imaginary is actually a
reflection of the role of the Symbolic or social forms in History,
and the violence that marks the threshold between the Imaginary
and the Symbolic in Lacan is not produced in the confrontation
of Law and desire in the history of the individual but is instead
integral to the very coherence of the Symbolic as it is forged in
the exclusionary gestures of dominance and mastery. From this
perspective, the Oedipal drama that Lacan claimed governed the
individual's access to the Symbolic appears rather as the exten-
sion of the struggle for power which gives birth to the solidar-
ity of the Symbolic into the earliest and most intimate moments
of what we usually consider our private existence, and the meta-
phor of class consciousness turns inside out: instead of social
unity being described in terms of an integrated psyche, even the
fundamental properties of the emerging ego are identified with-
in the strategic maneuvers of class struggle, and the individual
rewritten as History.

Department of English
University of Michigan
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JAMESON'S UTOPIAS

Larysa Mykyta

Given the increasingly unstable position of the humanities in
the present economic and political situation an attempt to make
literary criticism part of an effective political praxis seems more
than timely. Thus, the pertinence and importance of Jameson's
efforts to delimit the relation of cultural objects to their social
political and historical ground, that is, his efforts to have the
past "begin to come before us as a radically different life form
which rises up to call our own form of life into question and to
pass judgment on us and through us on the social formation in which
we live,"' cannot be denied. However, according to Jameson only
a Marxist criticism can accomplish this task whose goal is "to
restore at least methodologically, the lost unity of social life
and demonstrate that widely distant elements of the social totality
are ultimately part of the same global hiatorical process.“2 In
other words, Jameson wishes to claim that only Marxism can make
the cultural past meaningful for us by treating it as part of a
"single great collective story," a "single vast unfinished plot,"
sharing in a "single fundamental theme" which, for Marxism, is that
of the class struggle for freedom from necessity and for a class—
less society (pp. 19-20).

?

It is from such a perspective that in The Political Unconscious
Jameson makes his most audacious claims - that "Marxist critical in-
sights serve as an ultimate gemantic precondition for the intelli-
gibility of literary and cultural texts" (p. 75) and that Marxism
functions as the "untranscendable horizon” that subsumes even the
most disparate of critical methods "assigning them an undoubted
sectoral validity within itself, and thus at once cancelling and
preserving them" (P. 10).

In the construction of his methodological and theoretical frame-
work, as well as in the presentation of concrete analyses, Jameson
fashions a work that is both fascinating and frustrating in its
eclectic "intertextuality" and its all-embracing catholiciem.3 It
is a work that often proceeds by way of provocative and exciting
digressions and detours that offer tantalizing suggestions for fu-
ture analysis. In this movement it seems to demonstrate a desire
to saturate the field of literary inquiry, thus supplementing the
totalizing will brought to bear on other critical methods in order
to appropriate them to the Marxist enterprise in a manner struc-
turally resembling what Jameson describes as the expanding force
of the capitalist market system which incorporates into itself the
last uncharted vestiges of the world and of the self. Moreover it
is & work that has an aura of beauty and grandeur at least par-
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