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By Richard Johnson

Introduction g

‘ We return now to the more genersl problems posed =t the end
of the first part of this book. Do we need new ways of thinking
sbout working-class culture and what should theée be? We proceed by
identifying three main approaches. We suecest that each is, in some

way, inadequate. We end by suggesting pointers to a better practice.

The three main approaches are rocted in the larger tendencies
which we discussed in 'Culture and the Histori=sns.' Each employs
its own key terms. Within orthodox Marxism the key terms have been
'elass' 2nd 'class consciousness'. In the work of Willisms, Thompson,
Hoggart end others, 'culture' replsced 'consciousness' or forced a
re-working of its mehning._ 'Culture' sand 'consciousness' however,
remainéﬂ closely coupled to 'class'. The term 'working-class culture"'
lies firmly within this problemstic. Finally, in 'structurslist®
approaches the consciousness/class couplet hltugether disappears. As
two not-dissimilar terms in Althusser's work we might choose 'ideology'
and 'mode nf1prnductinn' or 'ideology' and 'socisl formetion'. But
the truth is that there sre no real eguivalents across these tr=ditions.
Each semantic shift represents s major theoreticsl =and political

movement..

The nbtinn_nf 'prohlématic' and the procedure of 'svmptan£ic
reading' are absolutely indispenssble tools of =nalysis =nd critiaque.
They inform this esssav thrﬁughnut. 'Prpblemapic‘ may be defiged as
'a definite theoretical structure', £ field of concepts, which qrgﬂniSEE
a particular science or individusal text by making it possible to ask
some kinds of questions and by suppressing others. In 'symptomstic
reading' a.text is read =5 much for iFs 'absences' or 'silences' ss _
for what it more directly ‘5335'.1 The problemstic(s) of & particular
text may be more or less explicit. In works of history the orgenisine
ideas snd preéunpnsiticns may lie very deep. Thgy nonetheless exist.



One aspect of critique, then, is to render explicit what is implicit,
and to consider the underlying propositions. For Althusser, concerned
with historical meterialism as the 'science of the history of social
formations', intellectuasl productions in the human sciences are
organised sround a conception of the relation of 'thousght' and other
practices (an epistemology) and a conception of the genersl nsture of
societies (& sociology). His repertoire-of critical terms - 'humanist’,
'historicist', 'empiricist', etc — designate particular faults in either
aspect or in both. ' ) )

The Althusserian 'reading' is inadequste in so far as it stops
short at the analyﬁis of '"problemstic'. For the appeérance of finality
in the method is quite illusory. Symptomstic reading provides us with
a description of a work, or of its main internal structures. The _
dismissal,lét this stage, of a text as 'historicist', 'empiricist' ete.
can only rest upon a very formal idea of 'science', in Althusser's
case, of 'Marx's Immense Theoretical Revolution'. To stop at this -
stage is merely to say, 'This is not s Marxist text according to the
way I have defined Marxism'. '

It is not possible to accept, just like that, Althusser's own
definition of Marx's uniqueness and scientific superiority, or his own
- taking of sides within Marxism as s tradition. Structurslism has
certainly recovered 3 Marx; one wmight be pardcned for doubting whether

it recovered the Marx. Reading Capitsl's conception of 'Marxism-as-
science' and 211 else including Marxist heresies ss 'deology' temds to
a 'closure', prematurely cutting off that open explorastion, which
Althusser himself has defined =s the key to science. Answers to the
question 'What is Marxism' remsin far too difficult to be = valld way
of closing debstes of substance.

Allied to this difficulty is the strongly reductive character of
some forms of symptomastic reading. The whole of =n sccount is reduced
to its problematic. This is particulsrly gross when spplied to works
af'great empirical density, to most histories for exsmple. Pre-suppos-
itions once identified, it-is necessary to return to the surface of the
text and to show the effects of theoretical structures on the detziled
treatment of events, the construction of nerrative, the portrayal of

relations, on the actual texture of the historical sccount. And there



are arguments to be conducted on this level too: ‘'within this problem-
atic it is not possible to account for this or thst phenomenon which
other research reveals'; 'the incoherences of thst part of thé account-
is related to the failure fully to theorise these sets of relations';
'theoretical rigidity has produced this ar that a2 priorism with no
corresponding research'. In other words, the adequacy of 2 particular
problematic can only be assessed at the suthor's preferred level of
analysis. In such = critique, the proposition that 'historicism!

(or any other —isﬁ} is, in genersl, flawed is itself on test.

E'
The third main difficqlty is the absence of historical critique.g

This is allied to the high 'theoreticism' of Reading Capital, its stress
en general epistemological or philosophical questions, its "speculative'

or 'retionalist' charscter. This old and correct criticism of
'structuralism' has been endorsed by Althusser himself in his Essaxs"

in Eelf—ﬂriticism. The ccrreéti#e_is simple; to recognise that

every problematic has a history or, as Althusser puts it, 'materisl,
social, political, ideclogicsl snd philosophical cnn_ditic—ns‘.3 The
adequacy of & theory cannot be judged outside these conditions, by purely

internzsl criteris.

Finally, in some usages, 'problemstic' has a tendency to simplify
or homogenize texts or theories.’- There is s temptation to look for
the 'essence' of a text. As essential unities, then, texts or theories
may be discarded wholesale. The method adopted here rests on different
assumptions. The strusgle over definitions depends precisely on the
fact that the concepts that constitute s given problematic =re not 'all
of a piece'. As elements, re—nrgéniéed, they msay cﬁnstitute the basis
for more adequate Bccounts. Elewenﬁs taken from different existing
problematics may in & new order and constituting 2 new field, yield us
greater explanatory power snd political purchase.5 -

In what follows we try to lesrn from this settling of sccount®
with our erstwhile Althusserisnism. WNo full history of our three
problematics can be attempted; but the historical nsture of the idess
we use is fully recognised.



Class and Class-Consciousness in '"Masnifesto Marxism'

~ This view of class had its origins in the collaborative. work
ﬂf the young Marx and Engels. It was an sttempt to understand their
political experiences in the early communist movement snd the novel
features of English social life, especially of the English 'proletsarist'.
The key texts are Marx's Poverty of Philoscphy (1847), The Germen
Ideology (1845-46), The Communist Manifesto (1848), (both jointly
authored) and Engels' own The Condition of the Working Class in Fneland
{1844}, especially the last two. The political snd intellectual moment

represented by Engels' Condition was as important ss the departure from
philosophical communism represented in the clsssical work of ‘the
- break', The Germsn Tdeology. Engels'encounters with Eriglish workin®é

cless movements and English radical theory, together with his strategic
location in Manchester, the 'shock city' of the Industrial Revolution,
éﬁﬁﬁlied 'the changing guestions which provoked thE“ﬂEW.thEﬂrxf.E '
Many of the themes of The Communist Manifesto are demonstratively

present in Engels' Condition; the second text is, in many wsys, =2

working up of Engels' primary insights.

Certain key elements of the classic Marxist view of the
proletariat were formed therefore, before the emergence of 3 modern
working class.” They slso preceded Marx's msture understandines of
the cspitalist mode of production znd the chsrscter and constitution
of classes within this mod2. The Communist Msnifesto view of classes

remains somewhat 'philosophicsl', based upon 2 generslised view of
-proleterian destinies (the 'negation' of bourgeois society) rather
than a full grasp of capitalism's internal dfnﬂmlﬂS.T The
politicel features of Britain and Europe before 1848 sre no less
significant. The character of their writing - the feeling of wide-
eyed discovery in Engels' Condition ('0f the vehemence of this
agitation no-one in Germany has sny idea'), the assured sweep of
The Communist Msnifesto, the intoxicated polemic ageinst Proudhon's
idealism = 211 testify to the expéctancy out of which historical
materislism was born. Yet theories geﬂerated'frmm the intellectusf
consumption of very specific events do not zlways serve well as more
generslised truths one hundred and forty years lster.



The class snd class-consciousness problematic rests on 2 distinction

"made explicit in The Poverty of Philosophy between two aspects of the
proletariat as a class. The proletariat is 2 class in its relations
with (as against') éapital; under capitzl's domination 'this mass'
scquires 'z cémmnn situation, common interests'.Er At -the heart of
this definition of class is the figure of 'the worker' or 'the
labourer': 'a class of labourers, who live only so 1cng 8s they find
work, and who find work only so long =s their labour increases cepital'. E
In this first guise the proletsriat is understood, passively, as a-
creation of capital, thrown hither snd thither by its movements; only
in a second moment does it become active, a collective agency or force
*for itself'. Proletarians acquire the capacity to strugzgle snd to
conceive of their place within capﬁtalism and history.

Some such distinction (between econcﬁic classes and political--
forces) is, analytically, indispenssble. But. these two forms of analysis
are also bound, in the originsl formulation, into a necessery snd causative
unity: they are‘ﬁfﬁﬁﬁs in one necessary historical process. The grand
design of proletarian politics is slreedy present in the economic
position of the labourer. The position of proletsrisns in their
relation to cepital produces the proletariat as s revolutionsry class.
Capitel produces its own negation, its dwn 'grave-digger'. 1In the early
texts this doctrine permits of no contingencies. As Stuart Hall hss
noted, of The Manifesto: 'what is sc fatally seductive sbout this text

is its simplifying revolutionary sweep ... abuve 2ll, its unmodified
10

sense of historical inevitability'.
There are, ‘perhaps, twn possible readings of how this argument is
actually secured in the early texts. Priority could be given to the
stress on class struggle. Though antpgonigﬁéuére founded in the direct
relations of capitslist production, outcomes sre not. The proletariat
as a political force is 'made' in protracted and repeated strugglel:
major difficulties, especislly capital's tendency to place lsbourers
in competition, must be overcome. One might call this the 'asctivist®
reeding of the early texts; it points to the priority of politics
developed in later Marx-Engels texts and in Lenin's theory =nd practice.



But this reading csnnot be sustained textuslly. The warious
forms of classs struggle always Eppear.in the guise of 'phsses' or '
"stages', 'a growing revolt': individual acts of crime, followed by
trade union combinations, fﬁllﬂweﬂ by Chartism 25 2 political party,
followed by =3 communist-led proletarisn mﬂvEmEnt.ll The stages themseves
are very little expldfed,_even in The Condition. There is no consider-

ation of the ways in which these working-class practices (forms of class
struggle within capitalism) may asctuslly modify its structure or affect

bourgeois strategies, including strategies of accumulstion. Engels in
Ihe Condition, indeed, found trade unionism sn index of the Fnglish

. 'sociél war' and a stage 2long the road to the aboelition of 'caﬁpétiticn'

but doubted its practical effects in other ways..° The whole discussion

of 'stages' is organised teleologically, not in terms of particular

effects. Attention is drawn forward toc the revolutionary future, with
little pause for study on the way.

That future, moreover, is given in the character of capitalism
itself. The proletariat is the agent of revolution, but its revolt
is not merely 'growing', it is also obligatory. E.J. Hobsbawm's

summary of the main lines of argument in The Condition is quite

faithful to Engel's text but revesls s wholé'thenretical legecy.

Socially Engels sees the transformations brought sbout by

the Industrial Revolution as s gigantic process of
concentration and polarization, whose tendency is to create

a growing proletarist ... The rise of capitslist
industrialism destroys the petty commcdity producers,
peasantry and petty-bourgeoisie, and the decline of these
intermediate strata, depriving the worker of the

possibility of becoming s smsll msster, confines him to

the ranks of the proletarist which thus becomes 'a definite
class in the population, whereas it had only been s
transitionsl stage towards entering into the middle classes'.
The workers therefore develdp class consciousness ... and s
labour movement. Here is another of Engels' major achievements.
In Lenin's words 'he was among the first to say that the
proletariat is not only a2 class that suffers; that it is )
precisely its shameful econcmic situation which irresistibly
_drives it forward, obliges it to struggle for its final
emancipation’'. ’



The problems are concentrated in the breath-taking sentence:
'the workers therefore develop class consciousness'! But this
'therefore' is plainly present in the texts themselves. It is
present in the oft-repeated argument sbout the messification and
concentration of working-class thought.14 But the most important
generator of class consciousness is the sheer force of economic
relations. The proletariat is driven to revolt. If the bourgecisie
simplifies society, it simplifies the proletsrian too. It strips him
of all incidentals. He is reduced to economic simplicity itself: to
naked necessity and need, pure lack, 'bare existence'. He has ‘nothing
to lose but his chains'. He is stripped of all illusions, including
those of nationality. WNo mean English bourgeois he, but full of
'passions as strong and mighty as those of the foreismer'.l? Moreover
the relations in which he stands, the cause of his suffering, become
more 8nd more visible. In the end the modern labourer has no choice
but to 'revolt' while capitalism opens itself to him, =2s a book, It
cannot even guarantee the mesns of his existence: -

In order to oppress a8 class, certszin conditions must be

assured to it under-which it can, at least, continue its

slavish existence... The modern lebourer ... instesad

of -rising with the progress of industry, sinks deeper and

deeper below the conditions of existence of his own class ...

And here it becomes evident, that the bourgecisie is unfit

any longer to be the ruling class in society, and to impose

its conditions of existence upon society as an over-riding

law. It is unfit to rule becsuse it is incompetent to

assure an existence to its slesve .,. becsuse it cannot help

letting him sink into such a state ... Society esn no longer

live under this bourgeoisie, in other words, its existence
is no longer compatible with scciety. 16

The historical content of this psssage is clear through the
'philosophical' forms. The fpeliné that éapitalist society orovided
no lodgement for the worker, that the position of proletarian was
simply not habitable, is 2 dominent tone of early working-class &

radicalism. It was based certainly on extreme privations but, as
Edward Thompson has stressed, =2lso on s widespread sense of loss.
This wds the experience of the sm2ll-producer-becoming~proletarian,
not yet, one must insist, the characteristic experience of the
proletarian as such. Of course, the modern workines—class was to be
made snd re-made 2nd wade again in struggles agsinst cspital, but the



content of these later stupgles was to be more the teming of

capital than its sbolition. Based upon observation of a
perticular pﬁhse, 'Manifesto Marxism!' extrapolated its featﬁres into
8 law of capitalism as such.

It is possible to add more 'theoreticsgl! eriticisms, based,
that is, in a knowledge of subsequent events and of contemporary needs.
These points are relevantly made since 'Manifesto Marxism' remains s
mid-twentieth century presence. This form of Merxism does not grasp
specifically cultural or ideological conditions of oppositionsal
working-class politics. Though Marx and Engels continually argued
against early Furopean socialisms, they remained incurious about
popular cultural legacies. Engels' portreyal of pre-Chartist
popular culture, for instance, is seif—c0nfesse§ guess—work with
high comic qualities:

They could rarely resd and far more rarely write; went

regularly to church, never talked polities, never conspired,

never thought, delighted in physical exercises, listened with
inherited reverence when the Bible was read, and were, .in their

unquestioning humility, exceedingly well-disposed towsrds the
'superior: clasges.r But, intellectually, they were dead... 17

His éﬁkuhhts of Chaftist culture are,-hy'contrast, full of excitement
and particularity. hut it is precisely the less overtly "politicel"™
elements of a culture that wost need study, since their role in politics
is most obscure. )

Other criticisms concerd the neglect of cnmplexit:,r.l8 Within
this problematic internal complexities of the clsss ('in itself')
cannot be grasped. Yet historically the labourer's dependence on
capital has taken varied forms. Divisions within the class have been
exceedingly complex. 'Simplification' seems alwsy; to produce further
internal structurations. Similarly, the simple claséfpaftv relationg
gives us little purchase on the complexities of working-clsss polities
and representation. These points will recur later in the argument.

B



Several commentstors have noted important subsecuent shifts in
Marx's theory of classes. These smount to & profound practical self-
criticism of the Msnifesto. This was necessary to preserve some

organic relation between Marxist theory a2nd the train of events in
Britain and Europe after 1848. There were, perhaps, two main moments

of revision: the first, identified precisely by Gwyn Williams; wes

the immediate aftermath of the counter-revolution in the -late 1840s.
Revision followed the disappointment of the expectations of The
Manifesto and the subsequent political isolstion of the Communists.

The most important text of this moment is The Eighteenth Brumsire of
Louis Bonaparte. -In this essay, ‘85 Hall argues, the faults of The "
Manifesto are transformed, through attempts to understand the complexity

of the relstions between economic clssses and political parties.i>.

Fernbach makes a similar point when he argues that in Class Struegles
in France '

'Marx began, for the first time, to develop a systematic set

of concepts for coming to grips with the phenomena of = poelitics
which is certainly that of class struggle ... but which is
nevertheless politics, practised in the field-of ideclogy - 20
and coercion that gives it its specific charscter'.

The second moment of revision, a longer period but still an attempt
inEEllectually to recoup political defeats, is the moment of Capital
and its preparatory worké; the rendering of the historical and
philu&ophicaf generalities of The Msnifesto into 2 much more precise

account of the ecconomic position of 'the labourer' under capitel.
Nicolaus argues that the 'Hegelian choreography' of The Msnifesto -

the 'negation' of bourgeois society by the pfuletariﬁt - w2s revlaced
by categories that allow us to understsnd the rise of intermediate
classes =2nd the complication (rather than the simplification) of

the structure of capitalist suciety.21

These revisions certainly provide the means for » full recastng
of the older problematic. Yet they resemble the more familisr tussles
with 'old Hegel' himself in that they were never completed. The
earlier simplicities were not replsced by the new comﬁiﬁxities -
rather the two co-exist, often in the ssme texts. There are, in
Hall's phrase, 'echoes' of The Manifesto in Capital. The prospect
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of proletarian revolution, no less inevitsble, merely delaved till
capital's maturity, remains one organising assumption even of The

Eighteenth Brumaire.gg Later commentators. have sometimes under-

estimated their own roles in teasing out the implications of later
formulations for earlier ones. It is not cleer that Marx was slways so
perceptive. For today, it is more important to recover the 'best®
Marx, than to continue to chastise the elements of 'economism',
‘teleology’' or 'class reductionism' in Merx at his worst. But

the historical significance of the absence-nf s developed Marxist

theory of classes has been immense. Since The Manifesto remained -

the most widely-used agitstional text of the communist movement, since
Capitsl itself gave.warrani io the earlier problematic, snd since
Engels' interpretstive work tended to disguise rather than highlight
the revisions of the 1850s sand 1860s, the theoretical resources of
working-class movements in ‘the period from the Great Depression to

the rise of Fascism were severely weskened. :

Lenin and Gramsci

It has hecome 2 somewhat routine procedure to identify = whole
middle period of Marxist theory ("second inté}nﬂfiﬂnal"] with various
species of 'economism'. Much less understood are the historical
conditions of this 'deviation'. No such history is attempted here,
but it is important to say that while the problematic #f The Msnifesto

became irrelevant in Britein after 1850, it acquired relevance sgain
in late nineteenth-century Europe, whenever large masses of pesasants,
smaell producers or semi-praletarians were csught up in industrial
transformations similar to those of early nineteenth-century Britsain,
whenever the subordination of labour to cespitasl was conspicuously
deepened and in the times of 'syndicslist' excitement that often
accompanied these transformations. Decp and rapid economic chenge
seems often to produce s neglect of political snd ideological *
conditions even in theorists whose thought generally is opposed to
this tendency. One thinks of the young Gramsci of the 'Red City'

of Turin and of the Factory Euuncils.23



It is to Lenin however that we should turn for the further
development of the Manifesto problematic. Lenin developed that
side of 'Manifesto Marxism' that emphssized the importsnce of
politieal struggles in determining outcomes. At the same time he
stressed the historie role of the proletarist 'as the builder of
socislist society'. This was, indeed, 'the chief thing in the doctrine

24 In effect, then, Lenin grafted s Marxist political theory

of Marx'.
onto the bssics of the Manifesto scheme. His analysis moves constantly
between the 'objective' or 'economic! aspect of immediate tsctical
situations =nd the 'subjective' features, matters of organisation and
consciousness. The economic/politiecsl duo is the key structure of

his thought. Yet the main themes of Lenin's writing - science and
ideology; spontaneity and .politicsl consciousness; masses snd party -
are handled in a wsy that suppresses the cultural or ideological content
or object of politics and obscures questions sbout populsr attitudes

and feelings.

This follows, in part, from Lenin's version of the science/
ideology divide. Marxism msy not be = completed science but it is a
science of a very developed order. For most situations it is
important to recapltulate the findings of Marx and Fngels - Lenin's
charscteristic polemical mode is Precisely to recapitulate thus,
confronting 'revisionism' with the flndlngs. Msrxism is a
'strikingly integral znd hsrmonious scientific theory' which needs
to be spplied to new situstions, and to be complptéd but is not in
25 This creates the dlstlnct1nn between secience
end ideology in its most closed form: true knowledge/the bumbling

need of revision.

mistakes of revisionism: proletarian knnwledgefpetty—bourgeois
conceptions; consciousness of ClHSE;'ﬁECEptlﬂﬂs' or 'self-
deceptions'. The content of ideology, in a sense, matters 11ttle,
it may swiftly be reduced to its class character:

People always have-been the foolish victims of deception

and self-deception in politics, and they alwsys will be

until they have learnt to seek out the interests of some

class or other behind sl11 morsl, religious, pelitieal snd
sgcial phreses, declarations and promises. 26



2 .

In this conception of ideology, not in-appropriate certainly fnr-
analysing 2 state with few ideological resources, the main =bsence is the
force of belief or conviction. The models continuously evoked in
Lenin's l3nguage are those of delusion or cnrrﬁptinn. The contents

- or logic of opposed positions are lost in the pejorative labels:
'revisionism', 'opportunism', 'petty-bourgeois mentality'. It is not,
after all, beliefs that move people, but 'interests'.

Much the same could be ssid of Lenin's understanding of bourgeois
strategies, especially in the West. Out of a lergely pre-war and then
Russian experience, Lenin understood the state mainly in its repressive

41

moment. Where this was not adequate, he used notions of manipulstion

or top-downward, one-dimensional control, the langusge of 'bribery

and corruption'. As he said of 'labour Eristﬂcracy'; 'they are

bribing them in = thousand different ways, direct and indirect,

overt 2nd cﬂvert'.28
‘A similar structure is to be found in the spontaneity/politics

couplet. ‘The masses learn, to be sure, from their practical activity,

and leaders may fall behind ss well as lead, but the source of conceptions

is a pre-given theory which is developed outside the class snd communicste

to it.29 There are 'spontaneous' snd 'conscious’ elements, a

distinction which}éhreﬁténs to become that of thinking head snd

politiesl muscle. Even'propaganda' (hardly = nuanced way of
thinking how pepular conceptions may be changed) is given a heavily
orgenisstional emphasis. Lenin's writing on 'perty literature!
or the need for 'an sll-Russia politicsl newspaper' understends
such projects as foci for unities, but is silent about the relations
toe be sought, ideologically, between such productions and their
readers.51 '
The obvious comparison is with Gramsci. While the very notion of
'spontaneity' disguises the fact thst the masses alresdy h=ve conceptions
of the world beyond mere 'force of habit' Gramsci insisted that 'all men
are philosophers', and sha2re in some conception of the worlﬁ.32 *'Pure
spontaneity' does not exist in history since it would amount to 'pure

mechanicity'. It exists only in the fact that conscious leadership
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Lenin's legacy jad a tendency hﬁ relieve Merxism from the conerete
study of Workimg-class culture; and to narrow the range of what was

considetfed relevant to political practice.

Later Orthodoxies: Two Examples

Two further extensions of this problematic =re espcciélly.
revesling. These gare rather dissimilsr examples, but share a
historical dilemma and s structure of srgument: first, the theory
of 'lebour aristocracy', casually present in the.lster Engels, -
developed in Lehin's writing on ‘Imperialism and Reformism, re—
introduced into English Marxist historiography by Eric Hobsbawm and

35

currently the subject of much historical debate; second, the

early work of Georg Lukaes, whose book History and Class Gﬂﬁséinusnﬁss,
36

is the fullest develupﬁent of the eclass/class consciousness position.
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The dilemma is that posed in the contradiction between the
theoretical destiny of the proletariat and the actual course of
Western working-class politics. Marxist theory has worried around
the problem of the revolutionary class manque, not only in the classic
debates around 'reformism' or 'labourism' but also in much of the
thinking around culture-ideology-consciousness. To speak rather ra_shly
there have been two responses to this situation: to abandon recognisably
Marxist analysis or to construct a second level of theory or special
explanations, to show why a 'normal' or long-term historical development
had somehow been blccked or delayed. These have been commoner
mp:m;as than attempting to reconstruct the original pruﬁlemtic.

The commonest form of second-order theory has heﬂln the recovery
of elements absent in the original problematic though often present,
in a different, less accented, form in the historfcal experiernce
which is expressed. These new elements, not theorised as part eof
the _nentral dynamics of the capitalist mode of production, are themy
understood as historically contingent factors, features of a
particular phase. They are fetters oy inhibitions on mors epganic
processes, a belief in the simpler forms of which are thereby preserved.
Features central to the constituion of the working-class appear in a
displaced or marginalised reole.

The 'theory' of lzbour aristocracy 4s an excellent example. It
has been used to explain the 'liberalisation’ of mid-nincgeenth-
century Britain, labour 'reformism' and the failure of ear}ly twentieth-
century working-classss to develop a counter-hegemonic strstegy. Two
kinds of argument are embraced in the same term: the first contres
on labour organisation and its partial incorporation within the :;l.gmlcies
of the State; thE.EEEODd posits some larger social-structural division
within the cass itself, ocommonly betwoen 'skilled' and 'unskilled'
37 Both arguments correspond to nbserra-b.le tendeneoies in
the ﬁu!ﬂ:-lﬁED history of the working glass, but also limit ¢the -
effects of such observations on the fupdamental inadeguaciés of an

sectors.

older orthodoxy. Theeries of the incorporation, 'corruptjon' or
detachment of'leadership' have actuzlly hindered a more fundamefftal
i
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reconceptualisation of the relationship between economic c¢lssses =nd
politicel parties, or a2 more adequate =nalysis of the dispositions

of the 'rank and file'. "
of labour' may not be a very helpful construction. For it was not

Similarly, ‘the mid-Victorisn aristocrecy

Just 2 unique historical phenomenon; but rather a particular form

of a more.general tendency. As Marx discovered in his deeper analyses,
the expansion and the movements of cspitel do not simply unify and
massify labour, even in the direct relations of production. Rsther,

the working class is continuously recomposed around ma2 jor internal
structurations. Thése internal divisions - within factories, within
industries, between occupations, between the sexés snd ‘between EhE
employed snd the reserve armies - ought to be an ubwect of any

primary theory of the working class. We need to start indeed,
politically and theoretically, not from the sssumption of simplification
and unity but from that of complexity and division.>’ These divisions
are based on hierarchies of labour modified by the effects of gender
relations which are reproduced mainly within the family. These forms

of division are, however, slso the object of ideological and politiesl
practices. A whole politics may be wrought on top of them. Socislist
strategles are not at s11 aided by the rooted belief that such

divisions must somehow pass swsy, or be easily transcended in- the

name of some essentisl unity.

Lukacs' History end Class Consciousness, essays written or

revised in the heat of struggles within the Hungsrisn Communist Partv

in 1922, share the general features of labour aristocrsacy theory. )

For his.eorly project was sn atterpt to graft a more developed theory

of- "consciousness' onto the classicsl root. The result is = similar
hybrid. Lukacs was a forerunner of the extreme abstractness of

'Western Marxism' asnd his borrowings were cnlldsally heterogeneous:

a classical Marxist root, a recovery of Hegel and the pre-Msnifesto Marx,
a debt to Weber and Simmel and 2 reading of part I of Capita .4U a

His starting-point was Marx's distinction between the class 'as

against capital' and the class 'for itself'. The first Charscteristic

: : 1
move was to render 'class consciousness' z '"szcred! cetegnry.4
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Despite its '"profane' origin in Chartism and Owenism, it now acquired
a wholly theoreticsl stztus. It became 'the thoughts and feelings

men would have in a particulsr situation if they were able to assess
both it and the interests arising from it', or 'rational reactions
"imputed™ to a particular typical position in the process of production’'.
How then to explain the distasnce between such s consciousness snd the
contents of proletarian heads, this side of revolution? '

'False consciousness' has fundamental forms, differently inhsbited
by the two main classes. (Lukacs accentusted the schematism of The
Manifesto by denying to other classes an effective historical rﬂle].43
These forms had been described by Marx in Capitsl as the mechanism of
'fetishism'. Relations between people ascquire, under cspitslism, a
*phantom objectivity', appearing ss things. By = series of daring
homologies, the féstures of 2 fetishized consciousness were discerned
throughout capitalist society: 1in its bureaucracy, its sexuszl
relations, its economic idenlngies, its jurisprudence snd, especislly,
its philosophy and epiétemolng}f-q4 -

The bourgeoisie inhabits this world with 3 necessarily partial
vision, having knowledge of practical management but nect of the
totality of processes nor of those elements that point to future
transformations, the tendency to recurrent crises for instence.

Faced with the instability of its domination, its dbjebtive interests
force it to deceive itself. The proletariat has no such interest,

but in its immediate perspective, it has its own 'bourgeois' (i.e.
'false') consciousness within which it is held by 'opportunist pelitics.
But-2 knowledge of the totality is both possible and necessary - 'a
matter of life end death'. Crises force the proletariat to self-
realisation. In this moment the duslity of class 'as sgsinst capital’
and class 'for itself', transformed in Lukscs' thought into the
Hegelisn dislectic of subject and object, is resolved. The prolefarist
becomes the identical subject-object of histor3.45 .

So questions inadequstely treated in esrlier accounts return
to the tradition with a vengeance. Lukscs remains important for

his concentration on 'consciousness', for his eriticisms of sn

42



unreflexive epistemology, =2nd for the attempt to theorise the

relstion between capitsl's economic forms =nd the generzl festures

of bourgeois thought. But he is also a c¢lassical instsnce of two
recurrent tendencies commorier in sociologicel traditions: the

tendency to see class cultures as straight-forwardly =nd wholly
conditioned by soci2l position (for this is the srgument, ultimately,
sbout class consciousness); and the tendency to ascribe to whole
societies one 'central' or 'essentisl' modality of thdught which enters
the consciousness of 211 classes {for this is the srgument sbout 'false
consciousness'). The major fstality, ss always in the clsss/class
consciousness problematic, is ény concrete, complex sccount of lived

cultures, how they are formed snd how they may be transformed.

Origins of the Culture Problematic

The complicsted origins of 'culture' belong to the szme
history as early Marxist theory. The culture paradigm wss formed
in the Industrial Revolution, was redefined in the 1880s snd 1890s
and wss recovered s s 'tradition' in the 1950s. Some elements

were then worked into a2 theory of culturasl-ideclogicel processes.

Yet the socisl origin of these two tresditions differs very’
much. Early Marxism was 2 rendering into theory of the experience
of the smell-producer-becoming-proletarisn. The problem=atic of
culture expressed the dilemmas of some English intellectu=ls
sufficiently removed from industrial eapital, in situstion or
sympsthies, to distance themselves from its morslity =nd purposes.
Except for three main moments - the 1790s (fleetingly), the 1R80s
and 1890s and, the 1950s 2nd 1960s - these intellectusls were
distanced from popular movements =nd almost uniformly dismissive
of popul=sr morslities. Their 'sutonomy' can be seen in the very
structure of their thought: 'the emergence of culture ss an
abstraction and =s an sbsolute', as a separate set of moral and
intellectuzl activities, and ss 's court of humen appesl', even as

'a mitigating =2nd rallying EltErnﬂtive'-dﬁ

Williams' description
of this 'structure of feeling' seems also to spell out the
increasingly differentiated functions of intellectusl lebour
(whether of poet, novelist, srtist, critic or scedemic) and the

desire to find in speciszlised pursuits some csnnon of judgement



and behaviour relevant to the whole society. Since this tradition

wes an overwhelmingly 'literary' one, the debate was evalustive rather

than analytic. It concerned appfﬂpriate social moralities or what

Edwerd Thompson has called 'the education of desire'.%’
This long line of "literery-sociology' has been much

discussed. We will ma2inly concentrate on the post-war advocaetes

of 'culture', and especislly upon Raymond Willisms and Fdwerd

Thompson. Yet these writers seem to have found themselves in

sowe account of predecessors: Williams in s long detour in

search of 'a general theory of culture', Thompson in his twenty-year

W5 WY 01T Eheyorhooss S5

write about their deepest politicsl convictions through the

espousal of the idess of Willism Morris.

presentation of significant persons, mostly long dead?

Williams' Culture and Society constructs a 'tradition' asround

the history of 2 word - 'culture' - and s succession of writers who
contributed to its sum of mesnings. Perhaps the most obvious
conclusion of a return to the book is the great variety of this
'tradition'. Yet Williams' shsrpest crities have constructed

a still wore homogenous entity - 'the literary intelligentsia' -
and sttacked his 'social tradition' ss one of 'almost uniform

43 There has even been a tendency to take

political resction'.
the 'Culture =nd Society' intellectusls as typical of English
intellectuals ss a whole, thereby excluding a whole middle-class
radical end liberal tradition from the histerical recﬂrﬂ.50
Edward Thompson's critique is much more perceptive: there was

not one Culture and Society tredition, but several.51

A more discriminating history would have to make some
distinctions. Though 8ll these writers were distanced from the
ruling interests and idess of their time, their evalustions were
more or less interesting or useful to different social classes or_
groups. Often they were taken up (and thereby changed) by
particular parties or movements. On such s basis three mein
strands might be distinguished among those discussed in Culture
& Society. The first strand is a Conservative trsdition, the
ideological alter ego of Liberalism: Burke, Southey, Disrseli,
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Newman, Mallock =nd Eliot sre centrsl here. One distinctive

feature is a deep distrust of democracy. If cespitalism is cpposed,

it is because it is a 'leveller'. The social -bases of this
conservative org2nicism were the Anglican Church, the Conservative
Party and the social order and institutions of an agrarian cspitalism.
"Culture' was understood ss the repository of traditionsl social values,
whose most important practical function was to distinguish between
leaders and led and to defend a=ttendant privileges. Since 1945 it
has become difficult, except as an eccentricity, to avow fully
hierarchical philoscophies; under the pressure of the ideological
assumﬂtion of 'equality' the Conservative Party has chenged its
repertoire to & more liberal vsriant.

Edward Thompson has written the history of the second strand

- 3 Radicsal anantlclsm.52

The succession runs from the ‘early
Romantics (especially Blake, Keats =nd Shelley) through Carlyle
.and Ruskin, to William Morris, in whom Romenticism and Marxism sre
conjoined. There are two points of junction with popular movements:
between pleblan radicalism and the utopian intellectusls of the
1790s and with Morris' crossing of 'the river of fire', to take
the sﬁandpoint of the working class in the 1880s.7° Later
projections of the tradition ere not sltogether clear: it should
include, perhaps, 'Marxissnte independents' like G.D.H.Cole and
‘ethical socialists' like Tawney or Orwell. It should include
perhaps the radicsl populism of the 1930s and 1940s, without the
'Stelinist pieties'. But the most- important test of the organicity
of Morris and of the earlier tradition is their reception into
working-class treditions of independent socialist education and the
continuance of utopian 2nd ethical elements in the British labour
mnvewent.5q

Thirdly, we migﬁt distinguish writers whose very lack of an
organic connection is their defining feature. They explore the
.dilemmas of people like themselves, express the viewpoint,for
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instance, of those Oxbridge-civil-service-literary circles in which
Mathew Arnold moved. This thought remsins, in Gremsci's word,
'intellectualistic'. UnE‘might include here Arnold, the various
artistic Bohemias (e.z. the Pre-Raphaelites) and Leavis and the
Leavisites, whose dilemmas are very-much those of the academic
layer in a modern education system. Elements of the thought of.

" such traditionsl intellectuals may, of course, influence more
orgenic thinkers, as Arnoldisn formulations influenced Tawney's
thought on education for instance.

It would reguire s proper history of these traditions to show

the force of these categories and to refine them. But it should

be clear that wholeszle scceptance or rejection of the 'culture'’
tredition is perilous. It will herdly do to dismiss the whole
sequence as one of unmitigated reaction, or to see the idea cof

culture as 'contasminated' at root. At the very lesst one must

ask whose idea of culture? In the end, though, such questions

cannot be snswered by historical pedigreeé, only by modern relevances.

Yet why should it have been so important for certain intellectuals
of the left to discover themselves in 'traditions' at 211? Some
answers have already been given in contextuslising the sociologies.

The 1950s were a pericd of crisis for those who based their polities

on 8 criticism of capitalism and a faith in the mass 9f the people.

The conditions of this decade were perticularly testing for the
characteristic politics of the English left: strong in popular
sympathies 2nd moral sensitivities, weak in the concrete analysis

of capitalism snd its twentieth-century adaptations. The 'radical
populism' of the 1930s and 1940s depended cn the crisis-ridden state

of the inter-war economy, the immediacies of the fisht ageinst Fescism,
and opposition to the most overt forms of socizl inequality and class
rule. When these conditions seemed to evsporate, underlying weaknesses
were clesrly displasyed. A genersally 'leftist' climate among -
intellectusls was rapidly dispersed, lesving only = harder contincent.
But they could offer, from inherited theoreticzl resources, no 2degusate
explanstion of cepitalism's success to place beside the gospels of
growth and affluence. So confident were right-wing intellectuals in
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this period that they even begen =2 re—appraisal of the less 'acceptable!
momenis in the history of British capitalism, rehabitating the Industrial
Revolution as 3 moment of 'prowth‘.55 A reviving leftism invested the
weaker points of this analysis - overwhelmingly, the analysis of culture.
One- consequence was the reproduction of = hersistenﬁ dichotomy within
English ideologies: between a2 liberzal, utilitarian and 'economist'

pole, where the progressive side of capitalism was well but cne-sidedly
understood; and a romantic, literary =nd 'qualitative' pole with

popular political sympathies but = romantic and equelly one-sided view

of capitalism's evils.

This pressure was accompanied by major internal stresses. This
effected intellectuals in the Labour Psrty through the party's loss of
confidence and the bitter debates sbout 'revisionism'. 1Intellectuals
- to the left of this, in the Communist Party or with a firmer alignment
to Marxism, were even more beset, their perty parslysed, then split,
by the halfggevelatinns of the 20th Congress and the Soviet invssion

they gave rise, the pressures must have been intense. The moment of

of Hungsry. To judge from the force of the explosion to which
culture can be understood as =sn attempt to vindicate critical socisl
thought (from Marxism to Left Leavisism) in an exceptionally hostile
climate and in circumstsnces where even 'the people’ seemed content.
Every single national resource was important in such an effort.

What could English culture offer to stem the tide of "Progress'?
Answsr: The Tradition; Answer: William Morris. Answer: The
English Working Class in 2 more heroic phase.

Culfure, Experience and Theory

The culture paradigm is distinguished by =an over- -riding concern
w1th describing the sctual forms of populsr prsctices and beliefs,
The manner of this commitment, the sharpness of an accompanying
politics, even the key terms of definition, differ very much.

The term 'culture' for instance remains central in Willisms'
cultural theory whether thought of as 's whele way of life!’ or in its
latest more difficult formulastion as 'a constitutive social process,

57

creating specific =nd different ways of life'. Thompson's
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concern with culture, values, idess, a2nd moral evaluations is no
less marked; -and he defines this as the crucisl sbsence in Hrarxism.ER
But his solution wes less a long meditstion on 'culture!' and more,
in his early work, a re-working of familier Marxist categories,
especially of 'class consciousness'. The engagement with culture
or lived experience is secured by insisting that class consciousness
is the way in which experiences are 'handled in cultural terms:
embodied in traditions, value systems, ideas and institutionsl forms'.
It has 2 definite history: it is neither an abstraction nor a hopeful
projection. It is s category to be made ‘pfuf&ne' again. Any ideslist
or normative version - of class consciousness 'not as it is; but as it
ought to be' - is rejected.59
'"Experience' defines both the object and the methed of inauiry.
It is a method in which the author himself, his experience, is very
intrusive: there is much self-revelation in Hoggsrt's portraysl of
his childhood, in Williams' pursuit of 'the implications of personal
experience to the point where they have organically emerged as
methods, concepts, sfrategies',ﬁﬂ and in Thompson's style of polemical
address. The method rejects sociclogies in which lived relations are
marginalised or over-borne by theory. Part of the criticism of
elite cultural theory and of the restriction of creastivity to the
artist is that it provided a2 flattened stereotypicsl view of the life
of the 'masses': ‘'there are in fact no masses; there sre only ways
of seeing people as'nesses'.51_ Thompson attacks a whole range of
otherwise very dissimiler positions on the s2me grounds: economistic
Marxism, 'ideologicel! economic history, 2 'Platonist' Leninism,
structural-functionalism; the construction of abstract typciogies in
anthropology or sociology and, lstterly, a Marxist structuralism.ﬁg
These 211 have the same morsl =nd epistemological festures: 'violent
abstraction', the 'imposition' of a priori schema on a living history,
the forcing of historical materiels into the mould of the theorist's
own pre-occupations, speculative or dogmatic. Advocated instead ;%
an explicitly snti-ration=2list epistemnlogy in which theory is
restricted to critique and hypothesis, end the key moment is

likened to listening:



If you want a generszlizetion I would have to say
that the historian has got to be listening all the
time. He should not set up a book or s research
project with a2 ¥otally clear sense of exactly what
he is going to be able to do. The msterisal itself
has got to spesk through him. And I think this
happens. 63

Willisms argues 8 very similsr position, defining, with great
accuracy, common tendencies in both older (basse 2nd superstructure )
and modern (structuralist) Msrxisms:

The znalytiecal categories, as so often in ideslist

thought, have, slmost unnoticed, become substantive

descriptions, which then tske hsbitusal priority over

the whole social process to which, as analytic

categories, they are attempting to spesk. 64
There sre immense strengths in this position. Culturalism
conducts a profound critique of theory-es-dogms, of s rationalism
or a conceptual g priorism, in the first place in the name of
'experience', in the second in the name of 'materialism'. This
response was first formed agsinst economistic Merxism; but it has
an equal force asgainst many forms of the explosion of 'Theory' in
the 1970s. If, like Marx, one regsrds verious forms of ide=zlism
as the occupationasl vice of 'the philosopher' (for which resd
intellectual or academic), the culturslist arpument remsins -
immensely important.

But it 21so has considerable wesknesses. The stress on
the privilege of 'experience' leads to an under-developed theoretical
enterprise and = tendency to avoid abstrzct or generaglising discourse
in itself. There =2re seversl aspects of this: the tendency of
rejecting znalytical distinctions ss s matter of principle, the
tendency to disguised or un-selfconscious theoretical borrowings,
and the failure fully to theorise the results of concrete studies.
We might take some examples of each of these. Thompson's Making *
of the English Working Class, for exemple, an historiecal mesterpiece,
remains 2 work whose findings are seriously under-exploited by the
author himself. It is.full of profound insights sbout the
relations between the lived, cultural level 2nd transformstive

ideologicel practices whether those of methodist preschers or of
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radical journalists. TFor such insights to become fully available
they would have to be stated more abstractly, or generally. They
would have to be abstracted from the psrticulsr patterns of 'lived’
historical complexity in which they occurred. Their relation to s
more general debate sbout, say, culture-snd ideolﬂg?_would have to
be explored, and a specifically theoretical contribution developed
from them. Such abstractions do not have to be thought of as
completely general or trans-historical in scope - the historian's
night-mare of Theory. A proper use of concepts involves arguments
about their historical scope of reference. Still, if such
abstractions are not made, findings remain locked up in accounts
of specific historical contingencies: they cannot be consumed
theoreticslly, cannot generate parsllel questions for cther instances,
cannot contribute to the development of conceptual tools. In one
sense, The Making is .a very theoretical book: it is oreanised,

very consciously, around s particular problematic and conducts =n
extended historical critigue of other positions. This case, thpsp
big bold truths, are mightily made for page after page. Yet, ss

meny readers find, there are great richnesses in the book (and in the
history it describes) which are difficult to grasp for want of a more
explicit theoreticel labour. A work of this stature ought to -
produce theory.

The concluding sections of Whigs snd Hunters, Thomnson's

latest major text, illustrate a rather different problem. Here
Thompson does generalise from his findings on the subiect of class
.and the law. He conducts an argument sgsinst nuiicns of the law
as the simple expression of the interests of s dominant clsass,
stressing those features of law as a practice which may limit its use
as a class instrument. Yet this very convincing ETEUMEﬂt.iS presented
as a polemic sgainst 'modern structursl Msrxists' who, in fact, adopt
a very similar view of the juridical as that pressed by Thompson! 65
: N
This is simply a case of inattention to the arguments of
theoretical works, an inattention that would hardly be tolersted

for the usual order of historicsl 'sources', Willisms' Marxism
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and Literature, by comparison, represents s very sdvanced position
within the culturslist problematic since it is explicitly s long =2nd
chzllenging theoretical statement based upon more eoncrete work.

In generél, however, culturalist premises tend to interrupt the

full movements from the concrete to the sbstrect (snd back sgsin)
that distinguished Marx's method and which would make possible =
continuous revision and development of s theoretical legacy from

the products of ‘new resesarch.

The question about analytic distinetipns 1s best illustyated
through particulsr questions: how does culturslism understand the
relation of culture to not-culture and, in partieulsr, hew is this
distinction handled in relation to class? These questiens awe
central to our object, 'working-class culture*,

Classical Marxism handled these preblems through tye §2se-
superstructure metsphor and the class-class eonsecioysness ﬂistiniti.n.
Both.Williams snd Thompson have consistently, in all their werk,
argued against the bese-superstrueture formulation, Willisms has
traced 2 kind of pathology of the notion from.Harx's ambiguoys
stetements to leter rigidities, hes stressed the tendensy te empty
the 'superstructure" of any really materisl force and te
compartmentalise aress of social life rather than examine their

66

'constitutive processes'. Thompson has argued, similsrly,

that the initial separation out of 'the economic', on which the
TWetabhor is based, was s product of the traditions which Marx
cohtested and that resl historical problems are not thinkable ia

this way:

There is no way in which I find it possible to _ )
describe Puritan or Methodist work discipline =
as an element of the 'superstructure' snd then

put work itself in = 'basis' somewhere else. 67

Both Thompson and Willisms attempt to find better ways of thinking
about these things. Their solutions differ, however, and have to

be treated separately.
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Williams snd '"Culturalism®

. Williams. has, characteristically, refused to maske rigorous or
systematic distinctions between cultural and other processes. The
following. formulations, one from the early works and one from the
late, are gquite typical:

The truth about s society, it would seem, is to be
found. in the actuel relations, always exceptionally
complicated, between the system of decision, the
system of communication and learning, the system
of maintenance and the system of generation and
nurture. It is not a question of looking for
sodie "absolute ‘formula, by which the structure of
..these relations can be- invariably determined.
The formuls that matters is that which, first
‘ makes ®he -esserfftisl connections bctween what sre never
reqlly separable systems, and second, shows the
historical variability of each of trese systems,
and therefore the real organisations within which
they uperste and are lived. 68

| .
g Drthodnx analyﬂis hegan to. think of 'the base' and 'the
‘“""superstruature' as if they were sepsrable concrete entities.
Irr doing so they lost sight of the Very processes - not
abstract relations but constitaitive processes - which it
should have been the special function of historical
materialism to emphasize .... It is not 'the base'
and 'the_guperstructure' that need. to be studied, but
the specific and indissoluble real processes .... 69

The procedure of both these passages is to 1dent1fy certain
distinctions® to insist that there can be no édEQuate genersl fﬂrmulat1nn
of relations between different spheres, and, finally, to insist om the
importance of totslities or 'constitutive socisl processes’ that lie
behind the distinctions anywsy. In practice this procedure amounts

to the collapse of distinctions, since the weight of the argﬁﬁént

is always sbout their essentisl articiality. ‘'Experience', it seems,
can always grasp a process that is beyond or beneath analytical .
distinctions and which they may (perhaps must?) obscure. Collapses

of this kind cen be seen all the way through Merxism and Literature.

The distinction between economic production and other practices
disappears in the expension of production ss &n undifferentisted
concept akin to 'creativity'. The term 'materisl' is applied to

all aspects of a social and poclitical order in = parallel exnsnsicn.Tﬁ



There are several difficulties in this solution. First, there
is the difficulty of arriving at any precise view at 311 of the
characteristics of culture. BSuch questions are referred back, all
the time, to total socizal process, 'real men' and classes in specific
situations. Yet at no moment in the whole Williams ouevre does a
clear definition or boundary of culture emerge. Thus 'way of life!’,
as Edward Thompson suggested in 1961, tends to become everyone's shopping
list of elements of thought, action, organisation, work or 1Eisure*?1
'Cultural Studies' tends to inherit and to develop the extreme
descriptive heterogeneity of this object. It follows that it is
not possible to speak coherently about the relstion between culture
and other (kinds of?) practices, except continually to insist that
all is part of one totaslity. A persistent fuzziness must result.
But more serious consequences may follow, for a second set of problems
concern what relations actually are, in practice, dominant in Williams'®
accounis of the world: how the failure to specify is actually
supplied more pragmatically. As literary critic and cultural
theorist, Willisms does stress certain kinds of practices, gll of
them broadly cultural and, within that, mainly literary. Other
practices tend to be marginalised or defined away. There is no
:check on this from theoretical controls. Thus the early works are
particularly inattentive to politicsl processes, a2 tendency which
Williams himself has acknnﬁiedged.Tg The tensionless 'expansion'
of culture rEpiECES struggle over values and definitions. Though
some of this is repaired in later work, there is a persistent neglect
of the particular character and force of economic relations snd therefore
of economic definitions in relation to class. This 'culturalism' is
described by Anthony Barnett, the most careful of Williams® critdics;
as = kind of inversion of economism, a reduction ‘upwards'.?3
This is the characteristic tendency of 1950s and 1960s texts in
both history and 'literasry-sociology'. It is very charscteristic
of Hoggart's Uses of Literary, for exasmple, from which both economic

production and politics are literslly absent. Even Thompson's work
is not altogether exempt from it.

The nature of Williams' culturalism can best be seen in his
treatment of cless. As others have noted, the cstegory 'class' is



hardly present as an active shaping idea in Willisms' early work: it
tends to emerge in conclusions, especially in the famous passares at
the end of Culture snd Society. But here we encounter a further set

of problems. Since culture is an expansive or inclusive term
(potentially including everything), the only way to give s coherent
account of a particular lived culture is to reduce it to its
organising principles. It is not the elements of a culture that

are important, but the principles or values which, overall it expresses.
If no categories (distinctions) of a systematic kind exist with which
we can grasp complexities, there is no option but to simplify. One

way to simplify is to seek 'essences' or 'principles' and this is very
much how, in a2 classic form of ideslist reduction, Willisms srproaches
class cultures. We are offered a simple typology of cultures:
bourgeois culture is individualistic but is modified by the idea of
service; working-class culture by contrast, revolves sround
collectivity and solidsrity. It then becomes possitle to examine

the Efrengths and weaknesses of such principles in a Mathew Arnold-
like search for the elements of 2 'common culture'. The procedure
produces results that are very close to other idealist accounts of
class elements in English culture, including those of several histurians.?d
But it also produces stereotypes as misleading as 'mass culture’

or 'false consciousness'. Is solidarity a genersl feature of
working-class culture? Does it apply to all the sociel sites snd
internal relations of & culture: {o relations between men and women
and men and children for instance? How powerful have soliderities
been outside the culture of the work place? 3Such compressed
descriptions-cum-judgements can hardly hope to capture the complexity
of a lived culture, let =2lone the forces, material and ideologicsal,
which form it.

Thompson and Socialist-Humanist History

Thompson's position often resembles Williams', with a similar
tendency to refuse certzin distinctions. Kelations of production
are not only economic but slsc 'human' relationships. Production
involves culture. Every mode of production carries with it
corresponding modes of culture. ‘'Econowmics' and 'culture' are
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"two sides of the same coin’', or sre in a dialectic of interaction.
Certsin values are 'consonant' with certain modes of production
and therefore an inextricable part of them. Relations of production
are simﬁltanenusly expressed in all areas of social 1ife.?5 More
commonly, Thompson has worked with a minimum distinction, tsken from
Marx, between 'social consciousness' and 'social being'. Soclal
being is understood as the mode of production of material 1ife and
"the human relationships' to which it gives rise. These 'human
relationships' include 'exploitation' but also relations of
domination and of 'acquisitiveness', knowledge of which we owe nut
only to Marx but also to Weber, Tawney and Veblen. Thompson has
employed this distinction very much ss the young Marx did, to attack
positions which sre seen as idealist. Thompson insists against
the early Willisms (as Marx did against Hegel or Proudhon) that
social being determines social consciousness. This often co-exists
with an insistence on 'diglectical interrelationship of being
and consciousness, a formulation which appears inconsistent with
the notion of determination. Partly, no doubt, becsuse of these
inconsistencies, Thompson's latest position seems to be different
again: . it is not possible, even for cepitalist societies, to
maintain the social being/socisl consciousness distinction as s
general guide or contreol. In studying the folklore or common
sense of particular groups within the subordinated clssses ' we
cannot conceive of socisl being epart from social consciousness
or norms' and it is therefure 'meaningless' to ascribe priority of
one over thE'ﬂther.?ﬁ

These shifts indicete difficulties in = position that gives
overwhelmingly priority to the portraysl of 'experience'.
Faithfulness to experience, an impulse with moral and litersry
roots comes into confliet, at a certain point, with what we can
only call- 'scientific’ intentions, using the term in its brosder
continental uses rather than its narrower English ones. Systematic
knowledge and the sesrch for more adequate explanations of social
processes require developed snalytical procedures. Within Marxism
as a '"science', abstraction plays a part occupied in other systems
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by ideal types}.mudel building or the testing of hypotheses.

Abstraction precisely depends upon a3 necessary simplification of

'real history', a presentation of elements in it ip a quite formal

way. Most.of Capital as s work is 'abstract' in this Sense:

theory is derived from the study of the concrete and is used to
illuminate particular instances, but in its form and presentatidﬁ,

most of Capital does not st all resemble 'resl history'. Abstraction

is both a condition for thinking clearly about the world and for learning
from ccncretefinstances in such a way as to be able to tranéfer_insizhts
Or consider them in relation to another case. If we refuse analytical
distinctiunsluf the most elementary king (e.g. culture/not culture)
we-will not ﬁe able to exsmine that rasl history whose integrety we

a2im to preserve. Distinctions like hase}superstructure-cr economic/
political/ideclogical practices, properly used, are no more than the
means with which to grasp 'total social process'. To reject these

tools snd Supply no others is to return us, scientifically, to 2 radiesl
historical relativism and the denisl of any generalising or 2ccumulative
intellectual procedures. '

Atempts at g Proper theoretical enterprise must always, within
this problematic be 'guilty’' or inhibited, so we ought to turn to
Thompson's portrayals of the relation of culture ang class in his
actual histories. How ¢an we describe the charscteristic ohject
of Thompson's history?

All the histories from The Msking of the English Working Class
to Whigs and Hunters have sharegd 2 common theme: the conflict
between two cultursl mndes.?? The first mode is rooted in the

characteristie relations and values of a society of small producers,

of a bourgeois ruling class - angd policed, centrally, by law. The
Second mode includes the cultural worig of industrisl work disciﬁline,
of protestant or Puritan notations of time, of the psychic
disciplines of methodism, of pcliticgl'ecunﬂmy, utilitarism and

the 'Graﬁgrind_schodl' and of the cultural aggressions associated



capital. The conflict of these modes involves a long co-

existence thst corresponds to Msurice Dobbs' long transition in
relations of economic production. It is, indeed, the political-
cultural expression or aspect of these very szme changes: the long
transition in culture and politics and in forms of strugele between
classes. Thompson's earlier work, especislly The Making looks at
the later points of the transition: the English working class

is formed, politically snd culturslly, out of the collspse of the

older moral framework ('paternzlism' and 'the moral economy') and
through popular opposition to the imposition of the new. If, as
was argued earlier, The Making recounts the end of s story rather

than the beginning of a new one, we can understand why Thompson's
trajectory is back into the eighteenth century rather thsn forward
once afain to the nineteenth or lster. He has developed, once
more, the territory opened up by the initial explorations of Dobb
and Torr, planning an historical rendez-vous, perhaps, with the

work of Christopher Hill. This later work has concentrated on

the forms of gentry hegemony 2nd of popular self-assertion, but

has never lost sight of the transition in cultursl-economic modes.
Whigs and Hunters, for instance, deals not only with the importance

of juridical relstions in the eighteenth century, but slso with the
enforcement of capitalist property rights, over the customary use
rights of the foresters.

Before we look more closely at the treatment of class, it
is important to note one generzl weskness of these histories.
They rest on a reduction not dissimilar to Williams' 'culturalism'.
It is not that econowic relstions and changes in ways.of producing
are absent from these histories: their presence is sssumed sll the
time. But the changes in economic relstions =re understood through
their experiential or political effects, not, for the most part, in

themselves. Thus, in The Making the transformative character of »

the Industrial Revolution is grasped largely through the experiences
of artisans, weavers and others: the character of this shift in
economic social relstions is never fully described snd is only
pessively present in the story. The chsracteristic move is to
assume the force of economic changes, to insist upon the force of
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cultural and political processes too, but only to describe the later
78

in any detailed or active way.
It is very easy to see how this tendency occurred. The problem
with existing historiographies, especially of older Merxisms and its
assailants in the shape of the economic historians was the absence of
any proper consideration of 'vslues'. The Msking conducts a powerful

critique of both these traditions, rehearsing much of Romanticism's
objection to utilitarianism snd political economy. The working class
is not just made by industrial revolution ('steam power plus the
factory eoquals the working clsss') but also through political counter-
revolution, and a re-working, in the light of new experiences, of
inherited cultural traditions. It msde much sense, then, to occupy
the ground of experience from which to criticise the orthodoxies.

All of Thompson's own 'traditions' - Romanticism, the concern with
moralities, the literary mode, the historiography of the Hammonds and
of Tawney and the Morris-inspired reading of Marx - pushed hard in
the same direction. But it is now possible to see that the stress

on culture involved vacating the ground of economic relstions,
leaving the heart of opposing positions untouched snd threatening

an impoverishment of anslysis.

Class, clsss struggle snd clsss-as-relztionship are central
categories of Thompson's history. Historical outcomes are the
product of class struggles. Even the apparently assured control
of the eighteenth-century gentry is secured and 'lived' through
conflicts: the challenge of crime or riot; the response of
magistracy or law. The Making commences with a ms jor re-definition
of class which then forms the central argument of the book. This is
the emphasis that marks Thompson's history as '"Marxist' and
distinguishes it from, say, the early Willisms or the passivity
of Hoggart's account. .

Yet, as we have suggested, 'class consciousness' is re-worked
in the light of 'culture'. Retained from the older problematic are
all the activist elements: classes as agents, present at their own
making, forged in struggles: the stresses of Marx's 'class for
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itself'. Suppressed or rendered periphersl are the more 'objective!'
or passive elements in the classic concept: 'class as agasinst
capitel' in the earlier formulations, developed, in Capital, into =
profound analysis of the lsbourer's subordination within capitalist
economic relations. Economic class relations are not entirely absent
from The Making. Some of their force is carried in an extended and
much looser notion of 'relationship': classes are groups of people
in historical forms of human relstionship. A more developed notion
of relstions of production sometimes seems sbout to emerge. But,
generally, it is the quzlity of human relationgﬂigi rather than

the structuring of these through relations thst is the key concern.
One symptom of this is the massive over-loading of the term
'experiénce'. It is made to carry the full weight of objective
determinations but slso expresses the relay or relation between
'economics' snd 'culture'. Two quotations with rather different

emphases illustrate this:

The class experience is largely determined by the
productive relstions into which men are born - or
enter involuntesrily. Class-consciousness is the
way in which these experiences are handled in
cultural terms: embodied in traditions, vslue-
systems, ideas, and institutionsl forms. 79

In Part Two I move from subjective to objective influences -
the experiences of groups of workers during the Industriasl 80
Revolution which seem to me to be of especial significance.

In the first case 'experience' is seen as s relation between productive
relations and culture; in the second 'experience' is identified with

'objective influences'. 1In either case, since 'objective influences'
are little described, 'experience' is made to carry all their weight..
It indicates, at once, the way in which individuals or groups are
subject to external or uncontrollable pressures and the most located
or immediate of their understandings. In it are contained, in the
most compressed form, the unwillingness to distinguish culture and
not-culture and many of the difficulties that arise.

Against this it is important to argue for certain minimum
distinctions. In the analysis of the major classes of capitalist
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socigl formations the distinction 'class as ageinst capital'/

‘class for itself' should be retained. The latter term reminds

us that people stand in relations that are independent of their
wills and of which they are more or less conscious. These

relations do stamp a social charscter on people, but should

not be reduced to relationships between people (of a nicer or
nastier kind). The proletarisn is not faced, merely, by greedy

or exploitative middlemen or millowners, nor, just, by the 'inhuman'
doctrines of political economy. Rather, by virtue of occupancy of
a pe}ticuihr economic class position, the proletarian is forced to
expend life energies under the control and command of capital, in
order to acquire the mesns of"suhsistence, in order to live.
Underneath the cultural handling of this relation (in its particular
historical forms) the figure of the 'naked' lsbourer still moves,
according to the fundamentsl disciplines of the capital relstion.

It matters, certainly, whether labourers work willingly, or with
murder or even socialism in their hearts: but go to work they

must or they and their children must starve or sink into still
deeper forms of dependency. Since the early nineteenth century,

the force of this economic relation has eertginly been modified
through the active political interventions of the class of labourers
themselves. But it is still present and the arransements which
mitigate its severety may slways be removed or rendered more
oppressive or conditional. This is why it remains possible, in

1979 ﬁn speak meaningfully of a working class in Britain, irrespective
of the strength or weakness of labour organisation. At one
(indispensable) moment of analysis, the class is composed of those
who parteke in a proletarian relation to capital, sre a cless 'ss
against' it. The complexities of this form of class analysis, and
the need for research as well as categories, should not lead us fo
ebzndon it. '

This is of the utmost importance for the general problem
raised in this book. Any analysis of 'working class culture’
must be able to grasp the relstion between economic classes and
the forms in which they do (or do not) become active in conscious
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politics. If the two aspects of class snalysis sre conflated,

this is not possible. If class is understood only as a culiural
and political formation, s whole theoretical legacy is empoverished
and msterialist accounts sre indistinguishsble from 2 form of
idealism. It may indeed be that the relation between what
culturalism e¢alls 'experience' and the marshalling of politicsl
forces, or, more correctly, between economic classes snd political
organisations is never or rarely ss simple ss 'transitive' or
'expressive' models imply. Economic classes rarely appesr ss
political forces. Most of Thompson's work, for instance, has
concerned periods in which the political representation of popular
interests has, apparently, been secured with & relative faithfulness.
In the period 1790 to 1840, the class character of political and
cultural forms is relatively easy to see. Either that, or, as

in the work on the eighteenth century, the absence of economic
class categories has permitted the presentation of political
forces as classes. Thompson's 'patricians' and 'plebians' is s
case in point. But whatever happened to smell producers, semi-
peasents and semi-proletarians? And why must eighteenth-centurv
class borrow the garbs of Antiquity? As soon 235 we enter a

period when formal political srrsngements for the 'representation’
of working people become more complex and acqguire firm institutional
continuities, these problems become inescapszble. Do the British
Labour Party or even British trade unions simply or expressively
'represent' working pecple? At the very least they define or
structure wh3at passes for politics as such, so preventing the
representation of some elementsand promoting others. These
questions cannot even be properly posed within the culturalist
problematic.

There is one final set of temptations that lie along the
route of 'culture'. The one-sided stress on class as s cultural -%
and political formetion commits analysis to discover such forms
in every place or period. Such sesrches will never be altogether
in vain since the class organisation of society will slways find
expression of some kind. But the temptstion is to present such
findings as always analogous to a developed and politically
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conscious opposition. The 'clsss ' is 'struggling' after all.

Such a search slips essily into =2 romantic sbasement before every
menifestation of 'resistance', however exotic, peripherel,
displaced or contained. Edward Thompson retzins, perhaps,-too
conventional a view of what counts as class orgsnisation to fall

into this trap: =2 stress on party, unions and sccislist intellectual
traditions may, indeed, disguise the elements of 'primitive rebellion'
in a modern working class. Yet some tendencies in modern socioclogey,
focussing esvecially on the symbolic oprositions of groups of young
working-class men do parzllel Thompson's own stress on crowd actions,
rituals of protest and moments of exceptional popular excitement

" and communal mobilisation. The point is that we can only reach

s proper assessment of the character of such moments - then and now -
by placing them within a wider snalysis of economic and social
structures. This requires conceptual teools for a properly historicised
analvsis of capitalism's continued economic transfermations and of

the position of groups of men and women in relation to-it and each

other.

'Structuralism' and 'Humanism'

It is neither pessible nor necessary to discuss structuralist
emphases as fully as the previous problemstics. This is partly for
pragmstic reasons: the range of structuralist writing on matters
that might be judged relevant is immense. An sdeguate sccount would
have to include work as different as the two gquite distinct moments
in Althusser's project (the 'theoreticist' phase as well as subseauent
self-criticisms), elements in French structuralist anthropology,
those (diverse) tendencies summed up in the terms 'semiology'

(the science of signs or of signification), the historical analvsis

of discursive practices in the work of Michel Foucault, and, perhans,
on a outer 'structuralist' limit, French historical traditions,
especially the treatment of popular 'ment=zlite' by the Annales -
historians. The solution adopted here is to concentraste on Althusser's
central and symptomatic contribution. In genersl, however,
structuralist contributions are more importsnt. for their critical edee
than for what they produce as alternstive accounts. They have already
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informed our critique of other positions. In any very direct sense,
'structuralism’ has little to contribute to an sccount of 'working-
class culture'. This is not an object recognisable within. this
problematic. Structuralist theories push into the backeround

the association between culture (or particular ideolories) and

class and focus instead on the relation between ideology, =2s =&
general fesature of historical societies, and mode of production

as their determining base. In genersl, this tendency opnoses what
is termed a 'class-reductionist' view of culture-ideology. The main
purposes of this section are, then, to recapitulate, briefly, some
of the elements we tske from a structurslist critique of other
positions, and to identify the points where structuralism actually
falls behind earlier achievements.

Althusser's project was formed under general conditions
similar to those that faced the English New Left; but in a society
that offered very different intellectual and politiecal materials.gl
It, too, was a response to the crisis of the social-democrastic
and compunist left in Western Furope in the 1950s =znd early 1960s.
The writing of For Marx and Reading Capital was exactly
contemporaneous with the 'cuylturalist break'. The search for

solutions was also conducted within & national tradition in which
Marxism was a weak presence, wesker, perhaps, than in England.

The elements that were drawn on in the construction of structuralist
theory were, likewise, diverse. The chief sntagonists were, once
more, the Cold War crities: the task to vindicate Marxism, this
time as a 'science', against contemporsry calumnstors snd past
corruptions. The chief targets within the traditions were, again,
'economism’' and 'Stslinism'. Similar situations beget similar
solutions. Both the English New Left and the Althusserisns took
non-economic questions as their central concerns, supplyine
'absences' in an existing Marxism: the stress on 'culture'

was parallelled by the sbsorption in questions of 'science' a
and 'ideology', initially with a strongly epistemological emphasis,
latterly with a more genersl concern with the formstien of
subjectivities. Similar solutions slso begst similar problems:
nofgﬁij in the whole erea of the relation between ideology and
non-ideological relations.
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In polemics between the two traditions these similarities
are often forgotten. The differences, however, are slso very
marked. We might best grasp them by noting one founding
divergence: while the English New Left took dominant-post-1956
developments in Msrxist theory es a2 source of inspiration,
Althusserisnism was formed in resolute hostility to them. In
the early 1960s, when writing his critique of Williams, Edward
Thompson was mulling over 'slienation' =2nd 'the subject-object
. antitheses', reading early Marx, especisally the 1844 Masnuscripts,

searching Capital for its most 'humanist' moments and eagerly

awaiting the publication of works by George Lichthem and C. Wright
Mills.%?
of @ Marx whose problematic pre-dated that of The Manifesto and

The new history was helped on its way by the discovery

the encounter with the English working class. Althusser's Marxism

was formed against these very tendencies. Perhaps this reflected

the greater pull of the communist political presence in France

compared with the situation of the English 'rebels' and the

American Marxists; but it a2lso grew from the desire to establish

Marxism as a science, Althusser's most powerful lesson from the

emasculation of the intellectusls in the struggles of the day.

So Althusser gnd his colleagues, hostile to "humanism' and the

Hegelian 'taint', returned to Marx in his most 'scientific’

mood, in the 'mature' works, especislly Cepital. Thev constructed g

from Marx's greatest work a thorough-going criticue of the Marxisms

of the moment. So it happened that the Althusserian critigue

was formed in s double movement: opposition to economism and

Stalinism but also te the commoner forms of the 'liberation' of the

intellectuals. Indeed, a common intellectusl snatomy was discerned

in these two opponents: economism snd humanism were both understood

as forms of essentislism; Stalinism was understcod as a combination

of economism and humsnism. 83
Many of the strengths of the position derive from this

double movement. We might quote two passages thet sum up,

respectively, the critiques of humanism and economism, and illustrate

some basic emphases. Both are taken from Essays in Self Criticism




a summation of the position without, it may be thought, many of its
"esrlier difficulties.

1. Agsinst humsznism:

Marx shows that what in the first instance determines =
sociel formation... is not any chimerical humsn essence,
or human nature, nor man, nor even 'men', but a relstion
the production relation, which is insepersble from the
Bese, the infrastructure. And, in opnosition tec =all
humsnist ideslism, Marx shows thst this relstion is not

a2 relation between wen, s relation between persons, nor
an intersubjective or psychological or anthropological
relation, but = double relstion: a relation between
eroups of men concerning the relstion between ETroups

of men and things, the mesns of production... Waturslly
humen individisls sre parties to this relstion, therefore
active, but first of all in so fer as they are held within
it... If you do not submit the individusl concrete
determinations of proletarians =2nd capitalists, their
'liberty' or their personality to a theoreticsl
'reduction' (i.e. an abstraction RJ), then you will
understand nothing of the terrible practicsl 'reduction'
to which the capitslist production relation submits
individuals, which trests them ggl? as bezarers of economjc
functions =2nd nothing else. '

2. Agsinst economism:

The capitselist socisl formation, indeed, cannot be

reduced to the capitslist production relation slone,
therefore to its infrastructure. Clsss exploitation
cannot continue... without the aid of the superstructure,
without the legal-political and ideological relations,
which in the last instance ore determined by the
production relstion... These relations too treat concrete
human individusls as 'bearers' of relations, ss 'supports’
of functions, to which men sre only parties because they
sre held within them... But 211 these relstions ....
determine and brand men in their flesh and.blood iJust ss-
. the production relstion does. /5

s,

Many of the emphases which have informed our critiqué so far are
stated more generally in these pessages: the stress on 'relsations’
and the abstrsctions of certain kinds of_ relstions from the socisal
formation as a whole producing the Althusserisn 'instances! —e"‘
economic, political-juridicsl, ideological. Easch of these kimds

of relation are held to have their own effects on historicel outcomes,

though the economic, the capitalist 'production rel-tion' retsins sn
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over-arching determination on.the forms of struggles between classes.
Though the base-superstructure metaphor is retained, the irreducibility,
‘effectivity', even 'materiality' of ideology is repeatedly emphasized:
No mere supErstructure.E6 Ideology is so far from being disyenéable
that it is the medium in which people, in all societies, live their
conditions of existence, experience their world. If certain
conditions of this kind are not met, on this 'level', societies,
including capitalist societies, will cease to reproduce themselvps.q

It follows (it should follow - unfortunstely it does not aslways in
Althusser's texts) that ideology is an important and necessary site

of political struggles, that there is, indeed, & class struggle in
ideology.

There is much to say sbout weaknesses in this way of

thinking, but it is important first to stress the advances. As

a 'theoretiecal' intervention, &8s a criticism of other tendencies st

a high level of generality, these 'protocols' retain an enormous

foree. Paradoxicelly, in view of the degree of abstraction and

the fundsmental epistemological difficulties, they represent an

advance for concrete historical snalysis, chiefly by removing

earlier obstructions. It-becomes possible to think about a

materislist history which is not organised around some unfolding
'essence', whether this is the progress of productive forces,

the déepening of alienstion or even a simplified view of the class
struggle as a predetermined battle between two composite historical
_agents, to the force of-which every institution or element of culture
must equally and synchronically bend. In other words 'social formations'
(historical societies) can be thought with s complexity that approximates
to the complications of the historian's sources and of the practices

.- they reveal. It is this step, from essentisl to complex unity, that
_fcuntributes most to historical practice.

More pragmatically, the -Althusserian 'protocols' (we had
better say 'reminders') warn asg2inst tendencies we should strive to
aveid. They lead us to ask, clearly, whether we are slipping
back into 2 neglect of the culturasl-ideological, or are so obsessed
with litersture, artistiec-production or human crestivity in genersl
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that we forget the msterial conditions from which such creativity
is never free. They help us to avoid the conflations of the
culture problematic and the reductionism of 'consciousness’'.

No Supercession: Problems with 'Structuralism’

The relation between structuraslism and earlier problematics
is not, however, one of supercession. The sherpest way to demonstrate
this is to focus on features thst debar it as s basis of alternstive
accounts. There are three important aspects here: the inhibitions
to concrete analysis crested by structuralism's ma jor absence - a
developed epistemology of historicsl research; a2 tendency to
functionalist portrayals of the operation of ideclogical social
relations; an alternstive tendency to produce accounts of ideology,
"discourse' or 'representation' in which what began as s rational
abstraction becomes z complete autonomy. We misht call this tendency
'the autonomisation of instances’'.

Out of a2 particular French philosophical tradition, Althusser
and his co-workers derived & view of Marx's contribution to knowledge.
This 'philosophical' reading was not limited to the discussion of
intellectual procedures - indeed, the characteristicaelly philosophical
cnntfihuticn was pursued rather incompletely. Reading Capital

pronounced too on the character and substance of historicsl materislism.

It presented a2 philosophy with decidedly un-philosophicsl ambitions -
no mere help-meet to 'science' but 3 fully-fledged theoretical
sociology in philosophicsl disguise, inheritor not of Literature nor
yet of History but of Philosophy as the Great Tradition!

This philosopher's reading was, in fact, very Eéléctive. 88

It effected & radical simplification of Marx's results snd a
truncation of his procedures. Simplification is best seen in
Balibar's part III of Reading Capital. Here Marx's extended three-a

volume definition of the capitslist mode of production is reduced to
some formularies sbout the inverient elements of modes of production
in general, their wvsriant modes of combinatinn, and an account of
"transition' (best covwpared with the richness of Maurice Dobbs') in

89

terms of the formzl principle of non-correspondence. There is
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no serious consideration here of Marx's 'laws' of accumulation, the
existence of counter-vsiling tendencies, the possibilities of
capitelisft 'solutions' to crises and to the declining rate of profit,
and the forms of the revroductive circuits - =211 of which constitute
the substance of the description of the capitalist moﬂe. This
inattention to the det=zil of Marx's economic analysis parallels the

culturelist absence and has, as we shsll see, not dissimilar results.

Marx's procedures are similarly treated, Marxist science, the
opening of 'the continent of history' is held to have occurred through
a practice which hed as its object previous problematics, especially
that of political economy. It follows that development within
Marxism may occur through critical commentary upon Marx's own
cafeguries: the reising of these to full theoretical status, the
supplying of silences, the meking explicit or uniform implicit new
problemstics. The value of this theoretical labour has alresdy been
acknowledged, along with the need to take Marx's own texts and the work
of other historisns as its object. But this theoretical entervrise
by no means exhausts the whole circuit of knowledge. It by no mesans
describes the whole of Mz=rx's best practice. It says nothing of research,
of the stages in inquiry which Marx described as 'sppropriating
the material in detail' and anslysing its forms of development =nd

90

their inner connection. It deals in part with the character of

abstractions, but hypostasizes 'the concept' 2s finished knowledge.
In particular Marx's own concern with the rush and muddle of observable
phenomena is lost in the objections to 'empiricism':

I should under no circumstances hsve published the second
volume before the present English industrisl crisis had

reached its climax. The phencmens are st this time

singular, in many respects different from what they were

in the past.... It is therefore necessary to watch the

present course of things until their maturity before

you can 'consume' them 'productively', I mean »
"theoretically'. 91

Althusser is right to argue for & non-empiricist mode of working

and his texts pose important questions. Yet Reading Capitsl is

singularly devoid nf solutions. The problems, =2t the end of
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prart I, sre simply left in suspensiﬂn.gz
Yet this absence - the connection between the investigation

of specific situstions (the 'English crisis' of 1879) =nd the

development of more general categories (the theoretical consumntion)

- is tﬁe really damaging feature of the Althusserian epistemology.

Around this lack, = uhnleggistery of post-Althusserian epistemclosical

agonies could be written. In the absence of a model of research,

a '"vulgar Althusserianism' becomes ® mirror imsge of the empiricism

of the historians. Althusserisnism renders 'the appropristion of

the real in thought' peculiarly difficult by stressing only one side

of Marx's epistemology - the 'rationslist' side, the ewmphssis on the

distinctiveness of thought. Culturalist epistemclogies stress

only the other side - the 'materialist premise' which insists that

these categories slways express social relstions. It 'forgets' that

thought does indeed have its own rules, that it proceeds by abstraction.

Each represents sspects of Marx's best practice whose organic relstion

in Capital and elsewhere, we are only beginning to understand. At

its worst, then, Althusserisnism of the theoreticist period does

become an 'idezslism', the characteristic ideology of the intellectusls.

It is easy to see its origin in the protest ﬁgainsf the over-politicis-

ation of knowledge in an earlier communist pﬂlit_ics.g4
One consequence of the particular form of abstractness which is

a feature of Althusserian philosophy is the failure to realise s

theoretical promise in the preduction of specific histories. For

this requires categories - fresh sbstractions - at a lower level of

gener2lity than those of the abstract socisl formation. We cannot

hope to grasp actual societies only in terms of the dnminﬂﬁt mode

of production and its ideological and political conditions. We

encounter immediately the problem of 'survivals', of un-thought

relations that can only be grssped by historicsl TESEHrCh.95 And

if we attempt to bridge this gulf by simple extensions of Althusser's

insights, we risk further fzilings: especially the use of simplifiéd

functionalist models 2nd a neglect of the specificities of economic

relations. It is to these feilings we may now turn.
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Althusser's essay on Ideologicsl State Apparatusas is the
classic site of these difficulties. The essay is & series of 'notes'
on the part played by ideology and the state in the reproduction of
capitalist relations of production. Potentially, this essay is of
ereat value not least to our object 'working clsss culture'. We -
might expect it to deliver en account of the forms of class strugele
in ideology: the way in which capital =2nd the agencies of the capitalist
state seek to secure the reproduction of a.working class in a form
appropriate to the requirements of accumulstion and the wsve . in
which, on the basis of their own economie condition of existence,
proletarians struggle agsinst this process. We might expect
Althusser to have built upon Marx's own sccount of reproduction,
adding a characteristic emphasis on cultural-ideolosical forms.gE
For in historical reslity the working class is never simply
reproduced ss a 'naked' proletarist, pure besrers of the capital
relations. Labour is =2lways reproduced with historically specific
habits and 'needs' and within s social and cultural world whose
character is never exhausted by the functiensl requirements of capit=l.

This essay hss been exhaustively criticised ﬁnd none nf the points
made here are now. 97 We can therefore, be very brief, recapitulsting
criticisms germ=ne to our purpose. The essay represents 'reproduction'
which, in Marx is a necessary contradictory =nd sntagonistic DProcess,
as the function=l necessity of a system. Rsther than beine a process
in which the state intervenes in the primary contradictions of economic
relations, reproduction is =2 function performed by ideology for capit=l
through the state. The whole sphere of the ideoclogical - the very
processes by which consciousness snd subjectivities are formed - is
subsumed within this function. Ideology-in-genersl - the nestursl
culture-bound state of man - is conflated with ideology in snother
of its meanings, the specific conditions of a cultural kind that
prepare labourers snd others for the places in the hiersrchies]
'divisiun of lsbour. Whst is correctly understood ss a condition
or a contingency becomes, in the’' course of the argumsnt, a. continuously
achieved outcome. Dominant ideology, orgsnised especiaslly through
apparatuses like schools, works with =2ll the certainty ususlly ascribed
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to natural or bioleogic=l processes. We are returned to 2 very familiar
model of one-dimensionsl control in which all sense of strugele or
contradiction is lost. Althusser's account resembles nothing more

than those (unrealised), beurgecis visions of the perfect worker which
re-occur across the cariteslist epoch, whether images of the sober

and prudent aristocrat of labour or those soon-to-be employed

young men and women, complete with sptitudes, '"employability' =and
'social and life skills' who are the object of the Manpower Services
Commission. And sll this is achieved, apnarently, by and through
ideology: no hint of the force of economic relations themselves

which in Marx's own account (and an unemployed future) provide the

m=in disciplines. In general, the over-ridines concern with outcomes -
reproduction - suppresses the fact thet these eonditions have
continually to be won - or lost - in particulasr conflicts and
struggles. Some of these dimensions are supplied by Althussgr in

a later postscript, but this self-criticism is of 2 very radiecal kind,
which sctuslly demands a recasting of the argument. The sense in

which this falls behind existing accounts might be seen in a2 comparison
with FPdwerd Thompson's 'Time, Work Discipline =2nd Industrisl Capitalism',
8 history of the construction of some of the.conditions which the ISA

esssy takes for grénted - 2nd eternelises.ga

Conclusions: Elements of a Theory of Working Class Culture

We end by vresenting three msin srguments. These =re offered,
not =2s = finished theory of working-clsss culture but ss indicastions
of how to work towsrds more sdequate accounts. Any fully developed
theory, a reconstruction of Marx's original problematic for instance,
could not rest on theoretical clarification alone, only on research
and fresh abstracﬁinns.gg

First we want to srgue = case about the nature and rationality
of culture-ideology as an sbstraction. .This involwves s distancing I
from several positions discussed in this essay (and seversl wore not
discussed): from the refussl to abstract at all (Willisms); from
the tendéncy to regard culture-ideology or the ideologicsl .'insteance'
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8s a concrete set of institutions or apparatuses (some resdinecs of
the ISA essay); and from sl1l psrtial or trivislising conceptions

of culture (e.g. its identification with 'leisure pursuits'.)

Second, we suggest that there is a need tn differentiste moments
or aspects of cultursl-ideological processes. The complexity of this
instance cannot be grasped through one term of sn=lysis only, whether
culture or ideology. One symptom of this is the way each term becomes
overburdened with meanings, as if massive terrain could be encompassed
by 2 tiny word. One useful move here is to differentiate the two
me jor terms in use - culture =nd ideology - and to sttempt to define
what is specific to esch and how cultural-ideological processes
-might be seen as a unity.

Third, we 8hall return to the issue of workine cless culture
rrimarily as 2n exsmple of how the relstion culture to clsss m=ay be
re-thought in the lisht of easrlier discussions.

It is clear from the e=arlier discussion that the character of
the cultural-ideological as such remsins ﬁersistently difficult to
grasp. Culture expsnds infinitely, =2 slide indexed by 'whole way
of life' or 'constitutive socisal process'. But there sre also
problems with 'ideology', whose meanings sccumulate through successive
usages: ideology as false or-inadequate knowledge 2nd ss opposed
to 'science'; ideology as an insteance - a set of practices which
occur in all social formations; ideology as = site of conditions
which must be met if capitalism as s system is to continue; ideoloey
as 2 trans-historical ever-present concomitsnt of human EIiStEﬁCE;
the medium in which men and women live their conditions of existence —
'the representstion of the imaginary relaticnshipiuf individuals to
their re=al conditions of existence'. Althusser's insistence that

'ideology has = meterisl existence' perallels the slide of 'whole

100 "

way of life'. In the ISA essay ‘ideclogy a2s =2n instance in

the social formstion seems to be identified with particular institutions
or sites, with ideological state apparatuses, especially the family

and the school. These different uses sre, st the least, very

confusing.
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One solution is to distinguish very much more sharply between
the notion of 'level' or 'instsnce' and the notion of 'apparatus',
'institution', 'site' or 'sphere' of social relations. The two
ideas are different forms of abstraction: the abstraction of
instances focuses on practices of a similar kind thst occur
throughout the whole society =nd in different concrete locations:
the notion of 'site' or 'apparatus' tries to grasp what is specific
to a particular sphere or set of institutions - schools, family, the
factory. To conflste these two forms of snalysis and especially
to understand 'instance' in terms of 2 set of concrete institutions
is-a serious vulgerisation. It is vulnersble to Williems'®
strictures on the ideslist tendency to make snalytic distinctions into
thing5.1G1

We. understand the notion of 'ideology' to be an abstraction
-of the first rather then of the second kind. It does not denote
specific institutional sites but practices or moments in social
processes that have a distinctive character. It involves

particulsr kinds of relations and movements. Social formations
or processes may be looked =2t from this aspect, with this most

closely in focus.

What then is specific to the ideological-cultural sspect?
It is-important to insist, in 2 thoroughly 'orthodox' way, on the
specifically mentsl (=s opposed to 'meterial') character of these
relations - their equivslence to Marx's genersl category of
'consciousness' (not the consciousness of class but consciousness-
in-genersl as used by Marx in The Germsn Ideology). Consciousness,
in this sense, is a necessary but 'simple' abstrsction, a feature
of humsn beings as such, evident in 211 history. Just ss men =nd
women have always won 3 living from nature and sustained their
meterisl existence, so also they 'possess consciousness'.102
This, indeed, is a specific feature of humzn lsbour, 'an Exclusi?fly

-

human characteristic'. It distinguishes architect =nd bee.

[N ™
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At the end of every lsbour process, s result emerges
that had s2lresdy bezn conceived by the worker at the
beginning, hence alresdy existed ideally. Man not
only affects a change of forms in thé materisls of
nature; he 21so realises his own purpose in these
materials. 103 -

The characteristic feature of the ideologicel-cultursl instance,
then, is the production of forms of ccnsciousneés - idees, feelines,
" desires, moral vreferences, forms of subjectivity. This is fully
recognised in Thompson's stress on 'values' and in the Althusserisn
usage 'imaginary'. It is not so much & question that schools or
families are ideology, more than théy =re sites where ideolories

are produced in the form of subjectivities. :

All this is to say, of course, that thers is no separete
institutional area of social life in which forms of consciousness
arise: mentalities and subjectivities are formed and expressed in
Efery sphere of existence. Subjectivities are very puwéffully
formed, =s Paul Willis-ergues, in processes of economic production.
Economic practices - production snd consumption - have a cultural
aspect, rest on eultursl ‘conditions. Concrete politicsl processes
similarly always involve an ideological moment. As Foucsult puts
it, writing of punishment:

We should admit rather that power produces knowledege ...:

that power and knowledge directly imply one snother;

that there is no power relstion without the correlstive

constitution of 2 field of knowledge, nor any knowledge

that does not presuppose snd constitute at the ssme time .
power relstions. 104

Beliefs and preferences are formed snd expressed in practices which

are not commonly understood ss involving significntiun or represents=tion.
Perhaps they operate more powerfully there than in practices evidently
organised for the production of consciousness: schools, medis,

art. Yet even these cases show the dsngers of collapsing instigytinns
and instances, for 2 proper concrete snalysis of schools or media would
involve examination of economic snd political conditions =s well as

ideological effects. The notion of 'instsnce' in other words is
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theoretical in the strongest possible sense: it is = means for

analysing concrete situations not a description of a chunk of
concrete experience itself. Just as Marx abstracted from a livins
historical whole those relastions wost directly implicated in the
production of materisl life (i.e. economic social relations) and
left aside concrete humen persons in fevour of 'personifications of
economiccategories', 105 so a similar ebstraction can be made of
those relations most implicated in the production of specific forms
of consciousness. Relstions having been understood in this wsy, we
may then return to actual histnry 'but this time not as a chaotic
notion of an integrsl whole,but as s rich aggregate of many
determinations snd relations'. 106 '

The distsnce between this conception of culture - ideclosy and
trivislising ones will by now be clear. Such 2 conception hsas
nothing in common with 'culture' ss =-residuum when other practices
- work @nd politics - have been subtracted, that is with culture-
as-leisure<-. Nor is it in eny way similﬂf to 'culture' s limited
to certain'sﬁecialiseﬂ activities — writing, readine, consuming

films or playing footbsll.

There is-an under-developed tendency in both structurslist
snd culturalist sccounts to make some distinctions between levels

107, Althusser hss

or moments in the cultursl-ideoclogicel.
distinguished between 'theoretical' and 'mon-theoreticel' ideolosies,
or 'theoretical' and 'practicsal' idenlcgies.1nﬁ More interestingly,
there is the distinction, implicit in the description of ideology-
in-general, between a lived relstion to real relations (what

culturelism would call 'experience') and the representstion of that

lived relation. This distinction implies the need to understand both
the 'lived relation' itself and the represerstion of it in ideologv.
There sre not dissimilar distinctions in the culturalist traditich.
In Thorpson's history, for example, several terms other than culture
and consciousness sre in play, especially 'values' or 'value systems'
and 'ideology'. Value system seems to describe cultural or
ideologicel elements in their most orgsnic relation to 2 mode of

production: ideology, by contrsst, has clessic German Ideology
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connotations of ide=ss and idEﬂlism.h9

In prsctice, however, these

distinctions sre not rigorously used and there i=s a tendency in the

histories for theoreticsl problems to be solved by = mixture of morsl

evaluation and politicsl choice: utilitsrianism, methodism,

politiec=s]l economy, Evangeliczlism (each of which may be 'lived'

by widdle-class people) a2re 'ideology'; working cless radicalism

iz 'culture' or 'cansciﬂusness‘.11g
The most developed distinctions of these kinds sre, however,

to be found in Gresmsci's Prison Motebooks. Gre=msci employs three

key terms of sna2lysis where culturslism snd structurzlism mainly
employ one. 'Common sense' refers to the 'lived' culture of =
particular class or social group understood as a complex, located
whole. It is the 'philosopher' in every one, carried in l=anguage

'good sense' or 'folklore'. It he2s many of the connotations of
'culture' in the English usage.111 'Philosophy' (occasionally

ideology) on the other hend, reférs to some orgsnised set of
conceptions produced by intellectu=ls (those with the function of
philosovhers) snd heving a more or less 'orgasnic' relstion to social
classes and 'the necessities of production'. Ideoclogies, if 'organic’,
are understood as essentislly =active and transformstive, transformetive,

1e 'Hegemony', Gramsci's third msjor

especially, of 'common sense'.
term, indicetes the state of play, =5 it were, between the whole complex
of class-based 'educative' =agencies =2nd ideologies on the one hend,

-and the common sense or lived culture of the masses on the other. It
concerns the extent and the modes by which 'common sense' is made to
conform to 'the necessities of production' and to the construction

of 'consent' =nd » politicsl order. Gramsci builds on Marx's
reaslisetion of the importance of the cultursl conditions of cepitalist
production - all the moral and subjective aspects of labour power for

1. e : .
2 by exsmining the processes in which such conditions are

-example1
organised snd fought over politicelly. 'Hegemony' is, in effect, ™
Althusser's 'reproduction', but a fepruductinn without the
functionalism. It incorporates, indeed, s view of the relotion
between structure snd superstructure thst is distinctive and,

perhaps, unique. The normal state of this relation is far from
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a meeting of functional reguirements: it is » state of massive
disjunctions =nd unevenness. Gramsci describes, in other words,
the normality of 'survivals', concrete features of = society thet
cannot be grasped as the dominent mode of production and its

o Hegemony describes the processes by

conditions of existence.
which some greater conformity is sought. 'Reproduction' is, then,
2 hard and constantly-resisted labour on verv cbstinste materials

indeed.

- These idéas are in a 'practicasl stste' in Gramsci's writing.
It was indeed the -connection with concrete analysis thst produced
the theorisations in the first place. They sre peculisrly pertinent
for today. In what follows we indicate some key moments in the
study of culture/ideology drawing hesvily on Gramsci's categuriés.
!

1. . The Importance of 'Culture’

It is-impartant to retain 'culture' es = category of snalysis.
By culture is understood the 'common sense' or 'way of life' of =
pﬁrtiéulqr class, group or social category, the complex of
ideologies that are actuzlly adopted as morel preferences or
priﬁ;iples of life. To insist on this usage, is to insist Bn fhe
complex recrestion of ideolﬂgical effecté as 2 moment of the anelysis
of consciousness. The effects of 2 particular ideologicsl work or
aspect of hegemony can only he‘understond in relation to sttitudes
and:beliefs that are slready 'lived'. Ideologies never é&é}ess

115 Concrete socisal iﬁdividuals

('interpellate') & 'naked' subject.
are slways-already constructéd as culturally class-ed and sex-ed
agents, already have 2 complexly formed subjectivity. Outside

some structuralist texts, the 'lonely hour' of the unitary, primary,
primordial =2nd cultureless interpellation 'never comes'., Ideologies
always work upon = ground: that ground is culture. To insist on
this is also to insist on 'history' and to enter a protest agrinst
large parts of the Marxist tradition for its neglect of the groﬁhd

of its own politicel practice too.

The retention of elements of = cultursl snalysis is =lso
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important for checking tendencies to functionalism. It is genuinely
difficult to disengage the notion of ideology from = mode-of-nroduction
analysis in which sll ideologies are seen es functionally relsted to
-the conditions of production. There sre ideological conditions for

a given mode; but these by no means exhaust the whole sphere of the
cultural-ideological in any concrete society. There are cultural
elements to which capitalisw is relstively indifferent and meny which

it has great difficulty in changing and which remain massively

and residually present. Similarly it is not easy to think the forms

of cultural resistance to capitalism.and to its particular re-structuring
.'of patriarchy, within this framc‘of reference. Cultural analysis,
especially in the form adopted by Edwerd Thompson may attach culturasl
struggles too closely to cless, but gusrantees therehy that strugecles
within culture will not be ignored.

The second ma jor check to functinnal;sm is the culturalist
insistence, derived from the hearf of the culture tradition, on the
production of self or self-making. We have aslready noted the dangers
of a theoretical humanism that ignores the conditions under which
'choices' are made, moral preferences formed. But to neglect the

moment of self-creation, of the affirmstion of belief or of the

giving of consent would, once more, return us.to 'pure mechanicity’'.

It is clear that one specific festure of processes within consciousness
is exactly this 'cultural' moment. It is what distinguishes the force

of ideological socigl relstions from relstions of political codrc1on

or economic necessity. Outcomes in ideology or consciousness are
not determined in the same kind of way es in economic or political

relations.

2. The Heterogeneity of Cultures

It is an error, certainly in modern capitalist conditions, to
view working class culture as '211 of a piece'. The degree of
homogeneity {and of distinctiveness) is undoubtedly hlsturlcmllg
veriable. It is probsble that working-class culture from the 18R0s to
the 1930s was more homogeneous and -distinct than in any period before
or after. Yet, 2ll1 notions of cultures as cuherEnt value systems tend



to rislead; Gramsci's stress on the radiczl heterogeneity of {even)
pessant culture is a better genersl guide.115 We have already noted
many of the forms of internal difference: those organised around
geopraphical unevenness and the socizl and sexual divisions of labour,
and the divisions into sites or spheres of existence, products of
ideological work, econoric development, snd legally-enforced
institutional seperations. We have noted too specific forrs of
hierarchisation (e.g. 'sristocracy of labour'; the de-roliticisation
of the role of women) that are secured on top of these-divisions. If
there are features in the position of the 'labourer' that sre cormon
to a whole working class, there sre a nyriad features that are not.
These may always tecome objects of political vractices seeking
greater division or s unity. It follows that there can be no

simple or 'expressive' relation between economic classes =and cultural
forrs, and thst we should stsrt sny such analysis by looking for-
contradictions, taboos, displscements in =2 culture 2s well =25 unities.
This is one way of bresking from the bsd 'rorantic' side of 'cultural
studies'. Another very irportant way is to recognise the gender-
specific elements in any class culture and the wavs in which the
subordination of girls and women is reproduced, in part, within the
culture itself.

3. The Flace of the Anslvsis of Ideologies

More ~enerally, the heterogeneity of a lived culture is =n
index of the effects of hegerony. One classic forr of heterogeneity
is that described by Gramsci thus:

The gctive man-in-the-msss has a practical activity,

but has no clear theoreticsl consciousness of his
practical activity, which nonetheless involves under-
standing the world in so fsr as it transforrs it. His
theoretical consciousness can indeed be historicslly

in opposition to his activity. One cight alrost say

th=t he has two theoretical consciousnesses (or one
contradictory consciousness); one which is implicit »
in his activity and which in reslity unites him with sll
his fellow workers in the practical transformation of the
real world: and one, superficislly explicit or verbal
which he has inherited frox the past and uncritically
absorbed. 117
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Gramsci goes on to argue that such 'verbal' conceptions have their
consequences, especially in inducing passivity by contradicting a

more 'lived' impulse. The political problem, for Gramsci, is to

develop critical forms of theoretical consciousness that actuslly engsge
with practical activity, develop it and give it s sense of its own
historicity, and its ability to change the world.

Cultural contradictions of this kind sre the product in
part of ideological work. Against the humanist view of 'self-
making' it is important to stress that what is affirmed or asssented
to has its own particular origin anrd history. The model of culture
as a working up of 'experience' lacks one vital element - the
instruments of labour themselves, in this case the conceptions,
categories and preferences already present. As we have seen
'experience' as a term conflates the raw materisls (the way,
especially, in which capitalist economic relstions impinge on human
beings) with the mental means of their represatdion (the existing
cultural repertoire). It is by supplying conceptions where none
exist (or merely aiding in the reproduction of o0ld) that ideology
operates on culture to hold it below the level of ‘'critical’,
'historical' or 'hegemonic' understanding.

There is an important role, then, for the analysis of ideologies
in a developed cultural studies. These may take sltogether more
abstracted forms than the study of 2 class culture. In the case of
culture the most '"lived' conceptions are closely tied into practical
activity; it is necessary to describe the physicslity of lasbour in
order to grasp its cultursl significance. It is possible on the
other hand to examine ideologies in terms of 'fields' and 'discourses'
which, in their own internsl structures, position or address (ideal)
'subjects'. This, perhaps, is the predominant form of ideology -
analysis within the structuralist tradition, resembling, more than
anything, a literary model of investigation that trests ideolosies »
as a 'text‘.llF This form of analysis has an important part to
play in discerning the logics and internally-generated pressures
of particular ideologies or ideological fields; but we will still
need to know the effects of such discourses on sctusl already-
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acculturated subjects. Ideology-snalysis of this kind, in

other words, does not replace, though it should certainly supplement,
a8 more 'historical' analysis of lived cultures. Without this the
origins and effects of ideologies, in the common sense of classes

and the labour of intellectusls, will remain obscure.

4. Culture and Class

We have noted the structuralist tendency to detasch the
analysis of ideologies from classes and class strugele, 2nd the
velue of this as a critique of expressive and economistic’ formulations.
The relation between the economic conditions of existence of a
particular class and its culture is a problemstic one. Yet it is
absurd to believe that there is no relation between ideological and
political forms and economic classes.

There are two main ways of understanding this connection for-
working class culture. The first concerns the msterisl conditions
of the class itself and the sense thst is made of these. The second
concerns the particular relation to capital and capital's need
continuously to transform the cultural conditions of lsbour.

Particular economic relstions have a particulsr salience for
particuldar classes. The economic form of the wage is, for example,
a salient relation for the proletarisn, just ss the rate of profit
has 8 specisl importance for the capitalist. Such relations become
a focus for more symbolic processes; they sre the raw msterisl of
culture. The sense that is made of, say, dependence on capital, the
probability of unemployment, or relative poverty depends, of course,
on the conceptions that are available or may be worked up from existing
class practices. There is nothing in these relstions themselves that
rroduces a particular form of understanding of them, no automstic
relay between class and class consciousness. Yet to have any
purchase on the culture of a class, new ideoclogies must address
salient relations of this kind. It is only in that way that
ideologies, including socislism, can become principles of life.
The conditions of existence of clssses profoundly shape class
cultures, less by specifying 'interests' more by supplying =
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kind of agenda with which the culture must deal. It is z matter
of historical record that working clsss culfure has been built
around the task of making fundsmentslly punishing conditions more
inhabitable.

We must end, however, by looking st this process from the
viewpoint of capital. Though this is stressed, by Althusser, to
functionalist excess, capital does have certain requirements in relstion

to the reproduction of labour pnwer-119

Though working-class culture
cannot be seen as having a simple functional relstion to capital's
needs, capital certainly has a stake in the forms of werking class
culture. Minimally, it is a stake in labour's availability,
willingness to lasbour under conditions rationzl for the production
of surplus, and =2 suitable level of skill and aptitude. More
particular conditions require historicsl specification, but from

this viewpoint 'working class culture' is the form in which labour

is reproduced. In this respect cspitalism is far from being =

self-policing system; far from labour continually being reproduced
in appropriate forms, these processes require continusl mansgement.
Moreover, capitsl's requirements are freauentlv themselves undergoing
transformation. This process of 'reproduction', then, is slways =
contested transformetion. Working classs culture is formed in

the struggle between capital's demsnd for particular forms of

labour power and the search for a secure location within this
relstion of dependency. The outcome of such necesssry struggles
depends upon uhg} ideological and political forces sre in play,

and, ultimstely, upon the existence of sccialist organisation

with an integrsl relaticn to proletarian conditions snd working-class
cultural forms.
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Kotes

* This essay is based in part on 2 paper given at the British.
Sociological Conference on Culture (1978) but hes benefltted since
from criticism from Edward Thompson, EKeith MacLelland, Fhilip
Corrigen and Stuart Hall and from discussions in the GCCq History
Group. I have slso been greatly helped by discussions with John
Clarke, author of the companion piece which ends this volume.

1. Althusser & Balibar, Reading Capital, esp. pp. 13-30
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Postface to the Seccnd Edition of Capital, Capital, vol.I
(Penguin edn.), p.102

Marx to Danielson, 10 April 1879, Selected Letters, p.296..

Reading Cagpitsl, p.69.

One post-Althusserian psth can be traced through B.Hindess

& P.Hirst, Pre-Capitalist Modes of Production, Routledge &
Kegan Paul, 1975 and the ssme =2uthor's auto-critique -

Mode of Production and Socisl Formstion, Macmillan,- 1977. “

It is not possible to pursue these issues of method further
here since this would take us even further away from 'working-
class culture'. The comments here and in the section on
'eulturalism’' will, however, be developed in later CCCS
publications.
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Prison, Allen Lane, 1977, p.27
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e.g. Essays in Self Criticism, p.37, note 3.

See, especially, 'Review of the Long Revolution' and
'Folklore, Anthropology, and Social History'.

'Folklore, Anthropology and Social History' merks an
advance on this, but I think that in most of Thompson's
work this is the characteristic solution.

See esp. Prison Notebooks, pp.323-43, 418-424.

See esp. ibid. pp.330-335, 375-T7, 390-93, 404-5, 407-8

and the essay on 'The Intellectuals'. It is important

to ‘remember that Gramsci understood Marxism, 'the philosophy
of praxis', also as a transformative ideology.

e.g. Capital, Vol. I, Penguin Edn., esp. pp. 275, T719-23,
615-17 & 620-21. The meat of Gramsci's view of

hegemony is to be found in the notes on 'The Modern Prince’
and 'State and Civil Society'.

This is especially plain in the notes on 'Americanism
and Fordism'.

'Interpellate' is taken from the ISA essay. For an
interesting and historically-usable development see Laclau,
Politics and Ideology in Marxist Theory.

Prison NHotebooks, esp. pp.826, 333 & 419.

ibid., p.333

The classic case is the analysis of film in Screen, but
there are elements of the 'reading of ideologies as a text'
in Foucsult's approach to discursive practices and in
Laclau's treatment of specific-ideclogies. There is s
problem in these approasches of remaining locked into

the ideological forms.themselves and inferring effects.

A fuller account should also consider capital's

requirements in relation to consumption and the reproduction
of the relations within which generational reproduction takes
place. But for particular examples of these see the essay
that follows.



This Stencilled Paper is one chapter from s CCCS/
Hutchinson volume due to asppear in July 1979:

Richard Johnson, John Clerke and Chas Critcher

(eds.,), Working Class Culture: Studies in History

and Theory. A list of contents of the book as a whole,

and parts of the Preface to the book are included at the
beginning of this paper to help readers to see how the
arguments of this, the penultimate chapter, fits within the
framework of the book as s whole.

I am grateful to Claire L'Enfant of Hutchinsons for
permission to publish the chapter in this form.

Both the book and this chapter were written before

the publication of E.P. Thompson, The Poverty of
Theory & Other Essays (Merlin Press, 1978) which

deals with many of the issues here discussed. I am
grateful to Edward Thompson, however, for his comments
on earlier versions of parts of the argument, though

I know major disagreements continue.

Richard Johnson
CCCs 1979
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Working Class Culture: Studies in History and Theory

List of Contents

Preface

Part I: Traditions and Approaches

1. Sociology, Cultursl Studies and the Post-War Working Cless
By Chas Critcher

2. Culture 2nd the Historiasns
By Richard Johnson

Part II: Studies
3. 'Really Useful Knowledge': Hadical Education and VWorkine-Class
Culture 1790-1848
.By Richard Johnson
4; ImprialiSm, Netionalism 2nd Organised Youth
By Michsel Blanch
5. Daughters and Mothers/Msids and Mistresses: Domestic Service
Between the Wsrs
By Pam Taylor
6. Re&reatinn in Rochdale 1900-1940
By Paul Wilg '
7. Football Since the war
By Chas Critcher
8. Shop Floor Culture, Masculinity and the Wage Form
By Paul Willis

Part IIT Theories

9. Three Problemstics: Elements of 2 Theory of Working Class Culture
By Richard Johnson :

10. Culture and Capital: The Post-War Working Clsss Revisited
By John Clarke

Extracts from Preface

This book has an unusual form. It has many authors but sims
a8t 2 somewhat greater unity thsn is usual in collections of this kind.
It is best to begin by explaining how this comes about.



(ii)

The book was first planned, in collsborstion with the
Hutchinson Publishing Group, 2s a collection of essays on working
class culture bv members of the Centre for Contemporsry Cultural
Studies. It was to consist of work alresdy produced or currently
in progress, with, perhsps, an initial 'overview' of the field. 1In
planning the volume, however, two facts became obvious. First, the
Centre had produced relatively little work that directly followed
up one of its founding texts - Richsrd Hoggart's The Uses of Lit-

gracy; second, 'working class culture' had itself become much more
difficult to define both because of socisl changes since 1957 and
because of intense theoretical debate around the terms 'cufture',
'consciousress' and 'ideology'. There were relevant studies however,
some historicsl in menner, some the product of s quslitative, observ-
ational sociology. Moreover, the importance of the project remained,
not least because for the period of the modern working class (in
Britein from, say, 1850 or 1B80) neither historical nor sociolosical
work was very developed. One consequence, then, is th3t most of-the
pieces'ﬁublishpd here have been specially written for the collection.
This is wholly the case with the critical or 'theoretical' essays

in parts I and 3. Most of the case studies irn part 2 existed in -

an earlier form, but 211 have been extensively re-written. A1l but
one of the suthors have worked =t this Centre; and the work of
Michsel Bl=nch, the exception, was already known to the editors.

It was possible, then, to plan s volume ihat was more than just

8 collection of essays, more than s set of individusl contributions.

The resulting unity, however, remsins much looser thsn in g
single-gsuthcered, consecutively-written text. For ressons that
are explored in the book, it would be difficult =at this point in
time to produce en sdequste or definitive asccount of post-war )
working class culture, let alone s history of a longer durstion. L4
We emphasize, then, the 'studies' of our title. These are a set
of related explorations of s common field - some prednﬁinantly

critical and theoretical, some more Ssubstantive. In particulsar
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we have not sttempted to start from a8 common theocretical framework

to be consistently elaborated in esach essay. We start, rather,
from problems and seek to work through them in different ways and
on different materials. Thus the more theoretical essays sre
largely critical and clarificatory, not, until lster in the book,

prescriptive. .

The first part of the book reviews some of the existing
literature. It focusses on two main traditions of writing 2bout the
working class: s tradition of empirieal scciﬂingy and a tradition
of history. We have sought to understand these traditions in their
own historiczl time, 2s én expression, importantly, of the dilemmas
of certain groups of intellectuasls faced with differing political
possibilities and expectations. The first essay examines a cluster
of works thst belong to the same 'moment', the poét-war debate about
"gffluence' and its immedieté aftermath. It ends, deliber=stely short
of some newer sdﬁinlogies, with the revival of Marxist snalyses
and the publication, in 1965, of Towsards Socialism. The second essay

looks at a different but related tradition of the historiograpohy

of the working class snd of popular histories more generally. It
deals with the origins of lsbour and social history from the 1880's
onwards and with the new histories, distinctively cultural im emphasis,
of the late 1950s and early 1960s. It ends with some attempt to
define the dilemmas of history-writing in the 1970s, noting the
relative weakness of studies of working class culture for the
post-1850 period, snd the complexity of contemporary theoretical
debate. Certain ways of working through these difficulties are
suggested, to be returned to later in the book.

Part II consists of a set of casse studies. Though they do
not share s common theoreticsi position, they represent asttemptsato
work through difficulties in the process of resesrch. 1In selecting
or commissioning these pieces, we had two main consider=tions in
mind. First we wanted to span the whole period of the existence of
a workine class in any identifiable sense, partly to correct the
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a-historical character of msny sociological accounts. This long
working-class history is a unique feature of the British experience.
We have, however, placed the emphasis on more recent times: two of
the studies desl with the period before World War I, two with the
period between the Wars, and two with post World War II developments.
Similarly, we have tried to cover the most important spheres of
working class life. Thus Richsrd Johnson's essay desls centrally

with politics, political ideologies and education, Michael Blanch's
and Pam Taylor's with aspects of 'youth', Paul Wild's and Chas
Critcher's with recreational forms snd their relation to capitalist
business, Pam Taylor's and Paul Willis' with wag2d work and with
domestic labour. It has not been possible to be comprehensive-

we would have liked to have said more, for instance, about forms

of the family end the cultural forms of sexuality, though FPam

Taylor's snd Psul Willis' essays more than touch on these auestions.
We would also hsve liked to include a major study of trade unionism

as a cultural and political form in some sttempt to re-think the central |
topics of a labour history. In general, however, we have deliberately
sought -2 broad scope and wide coverage rather than the more usual
concentration on a particular theme or periocd.

In part III we return to some of the dilemmes sketched in
Part I. The first essay of this part considers three main ways
in which working class culture msy be conceptualised: through the
problematics of 'consciousness','culture' and 'ideology'. Arguing
that each of these paradigms bear the stamp of the moment of their
formation, we examine the strengths and weaknesses of each. We point
to some elements of a more developed way of thinking about working
class culture, appropriate to present conditions. In the concludine
essay of the book, we provide some pointers, based upon 2 theoretical
reading of aspects of current research, towards a history of they
post-war working class
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We expect the book to be used in different wesvs by different
kinds of readers. DBut we have sought, in =zeneral, to brea¥ with
or to re-form a number of semsrations of this ¥ind: between
'past' and 'present', between 'history' snd 'sccioclegy', between
the empirical and theoretical, between the studv of cultursl =nd
the not-cultursl-at-all. In particuler, we have sought to Take
theoretical discussion more sware of its own history snd make histor-
ical (or 'concrete’) studies more swsre of theoreticsl debts and

dependencies. Hence our sub-title - 'history' =znd 'theory'.




