

http://www.dur.ac.uk
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/9940/
 http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/9940/ 
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/policies/
http://etheses.dur.ac.uk

ABSTRACT

Unlike other areas of sociology, the sociological study of literature
has remained in a limbo between social science as simply the study of facts,
and literature as an area which by its very nature cannot be scientifically
analysed. This thesis is an attempt to bridge the gap between these two

poles.

We begin by discussing the idea of literature as a social phenomenon,
looking in particular at the work of Marx, Engels, George Lukacs and Lucien
Goldmann, whilst at the same time pin-pointing various methodological
problems. We end the first part by drawing together various elements from
each writer, such as, 'world-view!, 'mediation', and 'realism', including
the more literary orientated work of Rene Girard, in an attempt to devise
a method which is scientific but is also capable of discussing the text
and aesthetic features of a novel in detail.

In the second chapter we look at intellectual influences which Lawrence
was subject to, and also his own personal philosophy as expressed in his
essays and letters.

In the third chapter, we examine the economic and political forces
which were operating in England at the time he was writing, and try to relate
these, and the elements discussed in the previous chapter, to the structure

of his novels,

In the last chapter we discuss the novels themselves by using our
methodology arrived at in chapter one. In this way we are able to examine
the novels both generally, and in depth, and arrive at a conclusion which
confirms the subjective analyses of literary critics such as F.R, Leavis,
but provides a scientific basis for the judgement of literature as aesthet-
ically good or bad. It is expected that this method can be applied to other
writers, and therefore says something about the novel as a genre and not

merely one particular writer.
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INTRODUCTION

"The promised land, if it be anywhere, lies away

beneath our feet. No more prancing upwards. No

more uplift. No more little Excelsiors crying

world-brotherhood and international love and Leagues

of Nations. Idealism and materialism amount to the

same thing on top of Pisgah, and the space is yvery

crowded .... Brethren, let us go down. We will

descend. The way to our precious Canaan lies

obviously downhill." (1)

Lawrence's insistence on life and reality, against the limitations
of ideal and abstract solutions to the human predicament, is well
known, It is reminiscent of Stendhal's injunction; to correct the
mistakes of abstract intelligence with experience.

"And here lies the vast importance of the novel,

properly handled. It can inform andlead into new

places the flow of our sympathetic consciousness,

and it can lead our sympathy away in recoil from
things gone dead." (2)

We shall return later to these claims for the novel.

At first sight, sociology seems to have a straightforward
answer to these claims: terms like 'experience!, 'life!,.’beg the
question. On this basis sociology or political science ﬁight reject
the claims from the novel that it asks questions and gives answers
which do not arise from sociology and politics. This challenge if
sustained might-make a"sociology of literature! a contradiction in
terms - if sociology can find words to explain what the novel says

or vhat music says, then why bother to write novels or music?

As yet, sociology seems to have done little to face up to
these questions. To take one example, Talcott Parsons deals with

creative arts in the following way. In "The Social System" he

. says that artistic creation is instrumental activity devoted to

the creation of expressive symbols (i.e. socially accepted symbols
allowing for the communication of desire.) All social action has,
according to Parsons, cathectic aspects, and all men participate in
the use of expressive symbols., But like every other aspect of
social activity these can and do give rise to a differentiated,

a specialised interest - artistic creation, a special section of

the division of labour is devoted to:



"creating new patterns of expressive symbolism.

Artists are ‘'experts' with respect to a particular

phase of the cultural tradition." (3)
From here it is a question of discussing facilities, rewards,

disposal, and so on — in the Parsonian manner.

Artistic 'appreciation' and 'admiration! are the artist's
revards for giving the public what it wants and needs. The need
for specialised techniques to differentiate the artist from others
is the instrumental definition of his role. With this as a basis
Parsons has a certain amount to say about literary men and their
resemblances to, or differences from, other intellectuals. But
he has nothing to say about literature.

Parsons is taken as the expression of orthodox structural-
functionalism in sociology. But what is normally called 'the
sociology of literature! - the work of Lucien Goldmann and Georg
Lukacs - is explicitly derived from Hegel and (particularly in the
case of Lukacs) Marx. At this point we summarise the main themes
of Goldmann's 'Structural Geneticism! in the sociology of literature.

"All human behaviour is an attempt at a meaningful response

to a particular situation; in this way it tends to create

an equilibrium between the acter and the changing world
upon which he acts.” (4)

This reads more like Weber or Parsons than Marx., However,
Goldmann seems to avoid the static conclusions of functionalism
by bringing in a pattern of change, a superimposition of 'dialectical!
concepts. Thus:

" ee.. human realities present themselves as double-

sided processes: destructuring of old structures and
structuring of new totalities (of meaningful responses)
suited to the creation of equilibriums capable of

satisfying the new demands of the social groups

elaborating them" (5)

So we ask the question: does not the work of the novelist get
written as part of this constant process? Goldmann asks the question
in the following way. What is the true subject (creator) of creative
work and of the whole 'structuring' of which they are a part?
According to some Romantic historians and philosophers, it is 'the
collective'; never very carefully defined. Goldmann says that Hegel

and Marx came down on the side of 'the collective'!; not an abstract

of mystical collective but a complex network of interpersonal relationships.



There is, therefore, a relationship between any representative
creative work and a given social group faced with the problem of
shaping and re-shaping the world outlook. This relation between
the creative work and the social group producing it is homologous
with the relation between that work as a whole and its various parts,
i.e. the structure (sum of relations between parts) is the same

in each case.

Because of this emphasis on structure, the sociology of
literature can concentrate on definitely literary or aesthetic
criteria in which this is a principal question, (the nature of
form, and the relation between form and content). We are directed
towards what is specifically literary. We are not stuck in the mud
of the normal "content analysis" which ends up simply telling us
that "the novel reflects this or that social situation", which tells
us no more than what we might say about a file of newspapers of the

same period,

The third point, (..... a relationship between any representative
creative work .....) seems obscure, and it may be best to make do
with another quotation by Goldmann:

", .... the fundamental hypothesis of genetic structuralism

is that the collective nature of literary creation derives

from the fact that the structures of the universe contained

or implied in the work of art are homologous to the mental

structures of certain social groups, or stand in an

intelligible relationship to them. (Given that the

artist has 'freedom! to people this universe with what

persons and events he likes,)" (6)

It is to be borne in mind that firstly, the structures of the
outlook of groups exist only as tendencies and are not fixed, and
the individual never represents them purely, for all sorts of reasons.
Secondly, the literary work is not just a 'reflection'! of the structure

of the group, but one of the active constituents, creators.

Finally, the social groups or collectives which are driven
to develop outlooks covering all questions are CLASSES. They need
a world-view either to conserve or to challenge the existing reality.
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From the 'structuralist! standpoint of Goldmann, how should
we analyse Lawrence's novels? What class or section of a class
is the subject or producer of Lawrence's novels? What class,
that is to say, has a world outlook whose structure is homologous
with the structure of Lawrence's works? One could give the following
answer: Lawnrence's works express the outlook of that layer of the
English middle classes around the turn of the century, recruited
on the one hand from remnants of the old small business and profes-
sional classes, and on the other, more and more, from the upper
layers of the working class, 'the labour aristocracy'. One could
say about this class that it lacks homogeneity; had no independent
historical future, felt from time to time severe pressures from
crises of a monopolised economy over which it had no control; felt
a similar pressure from the organised working class; formed potentially
( and soon in fact) an anti-democratic and counter-revolutionary
force as the plaything of a class interest other than its own (as
contrasted with the subordinate but profoundly democratic and
revolutionary role played by the lowermiddle classes at the dawn

of the bourgeois epoch).

Historically, Lawrence's life spans the period in which this
class formation matures and yet is at the same time revealed as
being historically fissile and without a future. Alternatively,
one might interpret Lawrence'!s work !structurdly' in terms of the
outlook and problems of the English proletariat, with its unique
historical difficulties of shaking off middle class consciousness.
As Engels put it:

"The English are not satisfied with a bourgeoisie and a

bourgeois aristocracy, but seem to want a bourgeois

proletariat.” (7)
Either of these hypotheses would seem to allow for the intense and
passionate search for a viable mo;ality and revolt against mechanicalism
which we find in Lawrence.

But the difficulty of taking only this as the starting point of
analysis of Lawrence is that it is too general. The 'hypothesis' is
too easily.formed from general impressions and smacks of an 'a priori!
method. With this approach it would be too easy to select innumerable

examples of this or that opinion, or fear of the middle class, after
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the manner of many 'left wing! critics from the thirties onwards

who discovered in Lawrence forebodings of fascism.

Lawrence'!s teachings are interesting because they are a
compendium of what a whole generation wanted to feel until Hitler
arose, just after Lawrence's death, and they could see where the
dark unconsciousness was leading them. Seen in this light, Lawrence
represented the last phase of the Romantic movement; random, irres-
ponsible egotism, power for power's sake, the blood cult of Rosenberg.
And Lawrence was

"pepresentative, because tens of thousands of people

living in England and Europe were uprooted people

like himself." (8)

A better procedure might be to attempt a detailed analysis of
the structure of the thought and feeling of Lawrence's novels, while
at the same time building up as much relevant knowledge as possible
on the side of the history and outlook of the classes in English
society at the time. The social or 'sociological! aspects of D.H.
Lawrence's writings are not a new subject. Raymond Williams in

"Culture and Society" discusses D.H. Lawrence in relation to his (9)

(Williams') notions of working class culture and seems to regret
Lavrence's mther snobbish refusal to come back to it. Arnold Kettle

in "Introduction to the English Novel" refers to Lawrence being a (10)

'snob! in that he (Lawrence) shares the attitudes of his middle class
aspiring mother to the working class. It is of some interest that
from the other side, i.e. T.S. Eliot and the right wing group around

"The Criterion”, we find the same accusation of 'snobbishness' but

with Eliot it is associated with the criterion of Lawrence as lacking
in real education and cultural background. F.R,Léavis defends
Lawrence against Eliot. Far from being a snob, Lawrence is expert
at exposing the evils of class, says Leavis. Far from being without
culture and tradition, Lawrence represents the great tradition on

the novel, a powerful antidote to the effete and precious productions
of Eliot.

In the 1930's, Lawrence, after having suffered the approbrium
of testablishment'! opinion, found himself condemned on ideological

grounds by the left wing movements which went under the name of the



poetic renaissance (W.H. Auden etc.) in literature and the
'popular front'! in politics. Christopher Caudwell in "Studies

in a Dying Culture" writes of him in the period just before the

popular front, and in effect condemns him as a literary apostle
for those sentiments in the middle class which predispose it to
Fascism, This becomes a very general attitude and is one of
Lewis's targets.

In the more general sense, any reader soon sees that
Lawrence is an acute observer and vivid painter of the realities

of English working class and lower middle class life.

His critics tend to object to his 'preaching! or introduction
of explicit ideological principles and opinions into his novels.
This could be easily taken as a starting point for a 'sociology
of literature' analysis, since the 'sociology of literature! has
often emphasised the necessity of deducing a writer's outlook
from his creative works and not from his explicit philosophy or
political view point. (The classic example is Balzac, regarded

by most sociologists of literature as the great realist of the

(11)

development of bourgeois society in France,and yet in.his’own:opinion

was a monarchist).

If we take a small part of Lawrence's work which can be
reasonably said to be representative, for example, "The Daughters
of the Vicar", we can illustrate the distance between these
various forms of 'social'! commentary on the one hand, and the

problems before a sociology of literature of Lawrence on the other.

In this story the vicar and his wife are trying to preserve
their 'pride of dass' against the work people and against their
actual poverty. However, one of their daughters, Louisa, marries
a young collier, Alfred Durant, and the Lindley family is so far
from being able to accept this fall from 'class pride' that
Louisa and Alfred are banished from the village. In this story it
is 'class pride' and not just abstract intelligence as against
life which tyrannises over and crushes out life. In other words
we do not have a metaphysical or mystical counterposing of life

and ideas, but ideas conceived of as ideology. This is a literary

(12)



work, not a sociological work. (However, this historical limitation
may later prove to be significant). The effects of 'class pride!

(or status-consciousness) are taken to the extreme limits by Lawrence.
They represent a powerful illustration of alienation in the sense
that men and women surrender .- the autonomy of their own persons

and their own powers to the reified marks of class superiority.

Now these are not unfamiliar themes in Lawrence's essays, in
which he writes about the struggle between the 'real', 'living' man
and the rationalising or dehumanising influence of industrialism.
Raymond Williams says that Lawrence's basic theme is his criticism
of industrial civilisation, and that his explorations into interpersonal

relations constitute this-criticism.

It is possible however to be more specific here, and this
specificness comes from Lawrence's being part of the tradition of
the great realist novel. By this we do not mean that he continues
the 'romantic! defence of the individual and his desires against
society, but that he comes from another tradition which exposes the
hollowness of this romanticism, sees the autonomy of the individual's
desires as an illusion, itself the product of alienation and yet
which in the novel opens up a path to another kind of freedom. On
this point, a well known example from Lawrence's explicit outlook,
he insists that he is not for a sort of 'sexual liberation' revolt
against establishment society and its morality. Such a thing makes
people ¢

"like all the rest of the modern middle-class rebels,

not in a rebellion at all; they are merely social beings

behaving in an anti-social manner.” (14)
Lawrence indicates that lhis own sfriving for an end to alienation by
insisting that the 'base forcing' of man into economic activities
given their own independent value, with the rest of his personality
allotted to various activities, including sex, must be answered by
a thoroughgoing regenération or revolution in human relations, with

what he calls the 'social instinct.!

It is easy to compare Romanticism and its illusory individual
freedom and mystical appeal to the past, with sociology, and its

demonstration of the determination of individual behaviour, expectations



and orientations. But the great novel is so easily answered. Great
realism demonstrates this determinism with great force, paints it
'larger than life', raises it to frightening or tragic or comic
proportions, but it gives a different answer. This is because it
asks a different question from sociology. It asks what Stendhal
asks: Why can't men be happy? It asks the questions about modern
society in terms of the felt quality of human relations (for
Lavrence, particularly between man and woman). Its answers will
therefore be in terms of the achievement of freedom by individuals
against the effect of alienation. Oreat realists in the novel (as
against Romantics, though often with a Romantic fringe), portray
this as a liberation which is often tragic because it must come
through a recognition of the necessity of what they are fighting
agﬁinst. The historical possibility of fully recognising this
necessity and at the same time the potential forces that will
challenge this necessity, varies in different periods. A con-
sideration of these possibilities in the case of Lawrence will

no doubt be important at a later stage of the analysis.

A parallel and a connection with Stendhal can be pursued here.
Stendhal like Lawrence tried to see his creative work in relation
to ideological and philosophical problems. When he called for
abstract intelligence to be corrected by 'contact with experience!
he was referring specifically to his study of the philosophers of
the Enlightenment. Reason had supposedly triumphed in the French
Revolution in 1789, The American war of Independence opened up a
virgin continent to a society without feudal encumbrances. The
advances of Napoleon's armies forced open the prisomsof decadent
Dukedoms all over Europe. Standhal vigorously threw himself into
the experience of these changes, visiting several European countries
and the United States. His novels pose the problem: why does not
all this liberation from the old conditions and traditions, this
creation of a new world, produce individuals who are 'noble'! and happy?
Here the novelist is obviously reacting to the same conditions which
produced in this same period the birth of sociology and of Marxism.
Stendhal's central concern is obviously related to the recurrent
themes of sociology: community, alienation, ard later, anomie.
In his non-fictional works Stendhal does not get beyond everyday



current political prescriptions for social reform. But in his
novels he gives another answer which would not be found in the
sociological or political analysis — that we are not happy because
we are 'vain'. Stendhal is indicating that men are deprived of
fulfillment, of what he calls 'nobility', because their motives and
desires are not the direct and conscious expression of what men are
and need to become, but are 'mediated' by the actor's conception
of what other people want. Further, this restriction on man is
tightened by the illusion that desire is the spontaneous product
of the individual which must overcome the obstacles to it.
Girard says,

"For the 'vaniteux! to desire an object it is necessary

only to convince him that the object is already desired

by a third person to whom a certain prestige is attached." 1s)

This triangular relationship is portrayed by Stendhal in
relation to love, business and ambition. In all of these, vanity
rules. A man achieves nobility when he is fully master of his own
.desires, and able to direct all the force.of his passion to their
fulfillment. Competitive modern society leads to a loss of this
spiritual nobility whose essence is self sufficiency.

"A process of reflection begins, which gradually

separates the noble man from his own nobility and

changes the latter into a mere possession, mediated

through the view of the non-noble." (16)

There are many examples in Stendhal's work and Girard insists

that this 'mediation' is the true theme of all great novels.

To test Girard's case;and structuralist methodsjin dealing with
the work of D.H. Lawrence,would mean to study all Lawrence's main
works as a whole. But even in the story mentioned before, "Daughters

of the Vicar", there is some indication of the possibilities. Clearly

snobbery, as in the work of Proust, is a classically 'triangular'
relationship. The 'class pride! of the Lindleys may be compared in
its disastrous effects with the ways in which Stendhal shows com-—
petitiveness to be destructive of 'nobility'. Lawrence's 'life!
asserted against the deadening effect of 'mental consciousness' and

tabstract goodness'! is the equivalent of Stendhal's 'passion'.



- 10 -

REFERENCES : INTRODUCTION

W N

O 00 N O »n
[ ] L[]

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

LAWRENCE, D.H. Fantasia of the Unconscious. Penguin. 1971. p.l9.

LAWRENCE, D.H. Cf. F.,R. Leavis. The Common Pursuit. Peregrine. 1969. p.246.

PA@S@NS;T. The Social System. New York:Harper Torchbooks. 1951. p.402.

GOLDMANN, L. 'The Sociology of Literature: Status and Problems of Method'.
International Social Science Journal. Vol.19. 1967

IBID.

. GOLDMANN, L. Pour une Sociologie du- Roman. Paris:Gallimard. 1964. p.345.

ENGELS, F. Marx and Engels : On Britain. Moscow. 1962. pp.537-538

PRITCHETT, V.S. The Living Novel. Chatto and Windus. 1946.

WILLIAMS, R. Culture and Society. Penguin. 1966.

KETTLE, A. Introduction to the English Novel. Vol.II. Hutchinson. 1967.

CAUDWELL, C. Studies in a Dying Culture. Lawrence and Wishart. 1938.

LAWRENCE, D.H. The Daughters of the Vicar. Penguin. 1969,

WILLTAMS, R. Culture and Society.

LAWRENCE, D.H. 'JohhGalsworthy'. Selected Essays. Penguin. 1969. p.227.

GIRARD, R, Deceit, Desire and the Novel : Self and Other in Literary Structure.
Baltimore. John Hopkins. 1965. p.7.

IBID. pp.116-117.




-1] -

Chapter I : Problems of Method

What is the relationship between literature and sociology?
We are faced with a choice of two methods for solving sociological
problems; firstly, that based on principles of 'positivism' in
which a broad historico-philosophical generalisation is rejected
and the inductive conclusions are based on an assembly of:facts and
statistics derived from them. Secondly, there is that method based
on historico-—philosophical concepts applying inductive and deductive
principles and selecting facts in accordance with the concepts. This
method is the only one possible for the sdution to problems surrounding
the social nature of art and the relationship between verbal art and

society.

Literature transforms human life both in the relations of its
objective social being and in the subjective world of its social
consciousness. The artist has his own emotional interpretation of
the social aspects of life and this interpretation has an ideological
meaning and direction. Let us add that ideology is not simply a
representation of intellectual convictions about life, but it also
embraces:feelings engendered by these convictions. Ideology is
primarily a direct, emotional and total awareness of the different
manifestations of social life - that is the writer's World-view!'.
Thoughts, impressions and feelings are to some extentla direct con-
sequence of the social conditions in which the writer lives and acts,
and they may prove to be in contradiction to a person's philosophy,
religion or moral principles:

"A person's social outlook is always more complete more

vivid and more forceful in its ideological aspect than

his abstract ideas and theoretical views." (1)

Such is the celebrated case of Balzac, and also, as we shall see,

certain of Lawrence's work.

An artist's inspiration is therefore of a social nature, and
examination of the social substructure of artistic creation can
explain peculiarities of form and content in certain works and will

enable us to see works in a new light.



Our purpose in this chapter will be to outline our basic
methodology, and the basic assumptions and concepts such as humanism,
realism and structuralism, which underlie our approach to questions
of aesthetics. Let us state that we feel a structuralist method to

be the most useful, although there are a number of criticisms which
can be levelled at it. Before examining structuralism however, let

us look briefly at conventional literary criticism.

The literary critic sees works of literature in an enclosed
way. He is concerned mainly with imagery, syntax and metaphor and
would reject the idea that a sociological approach can tell us a
great deal about a novel. As Wellek says:

"They (sociologists) tell us not only what were and are

the social relations and implications of an author's

work but what they should have been or ought to be.

They are not only students of literature and society

but prophets of the future, monitors and propagandists;

and they have difficulty in keeping these two functions

separate." (2)

However, both literature and sociology deal with the same thing -
man in society - and we see no reason vhy .a basic methodology cannot
be worked out which will bridge the gap between the two. In the
introduction it was pointed out that sociological investigation of
a 'journalistic' kind must be rejected as being inadequate; 'practical
criticism' in its turn is vulnerable on three basic points. Firstly,
in its hardening into an apparently objective method which is based
on subjective principles. Secondly, in its isolation of texts from
contexts. Thirdly, in its contemplative aspects which have often

made it hostile to a new work,

All of these weaknesses can be seen to follow from the specific
social situation of its practitioners. The 'Practical Criticism!'
group was based on a sense of isolation from the main currents of a
civilization in which all vitality was being destroyed. The inter-
pretation which was given about works of literature was one of cultural
decline but this acquires wider social explanations - the destruction

of organic society by industrialism and 'mass civilization',

In the 1930's this critique overlapped with another radical
critique - that of Marxism - and immediately a strong hostility

between the two was built up., This was because of the weaknesses of
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Marxist criticism in important areas where practical criticism was
strong, that is, the ability to give detailed explanations of the
actual text and real conscioﬁsness. In contrast, the English
Marxists stressed the relation between base and superstructure
which gave rise to a theory and practice of reductionism. We hope
in this thesis to be able to employ a method of analysis which will
be able to examine actual texts and real consciousness whilst still
maintaining the vital aspect of the link between base and super—
gtructure.

The major literary critic who violently opposed any Marxist
interpretation was F.R. Leavis, Yet he too, like Wellek's sociologists,
(see reference 2) is guilty of paradoxical intentions as Anderson
points out.

"Hi:s book on Lawrence, his most important intellectual
statement, exemplifies with particular clarity the

logical paradox of an insistent metaphysical vocabulary
combined with a positivist methodology." (3)

Let us begin, therefore, by outlining our own methodology.

The Structuralist approach is Marxist based and indeed, Marx and
Engels were greatly interested in the nature of art and literature

although they provided no systematic account of a theory of art
and society.

The result of this has been that the theory has been developed
by subsequent Marxists with poor results. Explanations have been
generally based on a mechanical interpretation of the relationship
between base and superstructure with literature being an epiphenomenon
of the social structure. Marxists such as Lunacharsky, for example,
sav literature purely as a reflection of

"the conscious or unconscious psychology of that class

which the given writer expresses." (4)

Two principle themes dominate the early writings of Marx and
Engels, the influence of ideology and the division of labour. The
conception of idellogy pointed to the social conditioning of thought.
That the perspective of thought was structured by the writers! class
positivism and was therefore a distorted, one sided vision of the world.,
This question of ideology is very important for Goldmann's sociology
and consequently for ours, as we shall see later.
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"The phantoms formed in the human brain are also,

necessarily, sublimates of their material life-process,

which is empirically verifiable and bound to material

premises, morality religion, metaphysics, all the

rest of ideology and their corresponding forms of

consciousness, thus no longer retain the semblance

of independence ....." (5

Apart from the conception of ideology, Marx and Engels also
state the idea that under the capitalist division of labour, mental
production was separated from material production and that art and
literature were being findustrialised!. The artist's fragmentation
extended even further in that artists were no longer able to have
command over a wide number of mediums such as the 'whole man! of
the Renaissance did. Now it was very rare to find artists such as
Blake who were able to practise more than one specialised artistic
skill. Marx and Engels refer to literature as reflecting reality
in various ways, one of which is the reflection of the social function
of money as a !'divine power! over men and an embodiment of man's
Testranged being'., His comments on 'Timon of Athens' by Shakespeare
are illuminating in this respect. However, we shall deal with (6)
this at length later on.

' The question of art as a 'reflection of reality'! poses certain
problems for great art is more than pure description. However, to
talk of 'reflection' is for many sociologists an opportunity for
vulgar interpretation. Of course, literature is a direct reflection
of various facets of social structure, population decomposition for
example. But it is much more than this if it is to be great art,
and it is this special quality of communication of feeling which
concerns us here.

Stendhal talks himself in 'Scarlet and Black' of the novel being
a "mirror journeying down the high road! reflecting

"the azure blued heaven, sometimes the mire in the puddles". (7)

However, one has only to read 'Scarlet and Black'! to realise that

what is meant by this is no crude correlation between literary texts
and social history but something far more penetrating. Laurenson
and Swingewood state the problem in the following way:

"If the novel is the mirror of an age, then this raises

the question of whether or not purely literary devices

may distort this portrayal ... There is too the question
of generalisation: to what extent are the fictional
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characters and situations typical of a specific

historical period? ... What useful sociological

material is there in the Victorian novelist's

conception of the English working class, which

is not far more accurately conveyed from a close

reading of contemporary journals ....." (8)

We would argue that the great artist portrays !'the whole man
in depth!, as Lowenthal puts it. That the artist's realism (9)
reflects the underlying reality and not just surface phenomena.
The sociological material which we are interested in is the artist's
ability to communicate this reality to his audience and to make a
pattern out of chaos. It is the detection of this ability and this

realism which will provide a criterion for judging works of art.

Before going any further, it seems necessary to outline what
we understand by 'realism'. What goal does the artistic reflection
of reality sét itself. Lukacs:says that it is:
"to provide a picture of reality in which the contradiction
between appearance and reality, the particular and the
general, is so resolved that the two converge into a
spontaneous integrity in the direct impression of the
work of art and provide a sense of inseparable integrity." (10)
This is to say, the universal becomes at once the particular and

the general. As Engels says of characterisation:
"Each is simultaneously a type and an individual." (11)

It follows that each work of art must therefore be self-contained
and present a complete context with its own movement and structure.
Similarly, the characters must evolve within the work and cannot be
presented to the reader as a 'fait accompli'. Each significant
work of art creates its own world and this representation of life
is more structured than ordinary experience and is in an intimate
relationship to the active social function. Such a depiction
cannot possibly exhibit the sterile objectivity of an impartial copy,
however, any tendentiousness in the work must spring from within
it and not be subjectively superimposed. Certain of Lawrence's
novels can be criticised on this count. !'Kangaroo!, The Plumed
Serpent! and 'Lady Chatterley's Lover' all suffer from Lawrence's
tendency to preach his own philosophy through the mouths of his

characters. It is no coincidence that these novels are generally
considered to be inferior to his earlier work where he does not allow

this to happen. Lawrence's own philosophy has marked fascist
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tendencies, however when he is true to himself as an artist and
allows his work to be self-contained the quality of his art is
raised accordingly. The tendency in the work of art speaks from
the objective context of the world depicted in the novel, and is
transmitted through the artistic reflection of reality and not
the author's explicitly personal commentary.

In Marx and Engels' statements on aesthetics they see the
primary role in a complex of interacting factors as being played
by the economic - that is, the development of the means of production.
However, we must beware of a vulgar marxist analysis when we consider
the problem of the relation between base and superstructure. The
existence and the rise and effect of literature can only be under-
stood and explained within the total historical context of the entire
system. The aesthetic value of literature is therefore that it is
part of the social process in which man masters the world through
his own consciousness. The principles of Marxist aesthetics are
to be found in the doctrines of historical materialism, and it is
well known that vulgar Marxists see the basic determinant of social
development as being the economic base, and the literature and art
are merely superstructural and secondary factors. However, it should
be recognised that there is no simple, mechanistic relationship
between base and superstructure. In his correspondence, Engels says
the following:

"Political, legal, philosophical, religious, literary

and artistic developments rest on the economic. But

they also react on each offer and on the economic base.

It is not that the economic factor is the only active

factor and everything else merely passive effect, but

it is the interaction with the base which is always

decisive in the last analysis." (12)

Also, if we examine Marx and Engels' work on literature and
art, we can see that they did not generally treat art in a deter-
ministic way although Engels is guilty of it on some occasions. (13)
In the preface to his 'Introduction to the Critique of Political
Economy! for example, Marx posed the interesting question of uneven
development with reference to Ancient Greece. Here, there is an
unequal relationship between the development of material production

and artistic production. (14)

Undoubtedly for Marx, capitalism represents the highest stage

of economic production but this mode of production is essentially

unpropitious for the evolution of art. This is because, the more
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intense are the attacks on human integrity and the greater the
oppression of man by man, the more difficult it is to defend
human integrity against attack and penetrate the reified terms
of capitalist society. All good art is humanistic in the sense
that it tries to do just this, and since under capitalism such
attacks reach their greatest intensity because of objective
reification, every artist is instinctively an enemy of this dis-

tortion of humanism, whether consciously or not.

The concept of 'realism' is at the centre of this aesthetic
theory and it combats any idea of reality in consisting solely of
surface phenomena.

"True art aspires to maximum profundity, and com-

prehension at grasping life in its all-embracing

totality. That is, it examines in as much depth

as possible the reality behind appearance and does

not represent it abstractedly, divorced from

phenomena and in opposition to phenomena ....." (15)

Real art, therefore, represents life in its totality, in

motion, development and evolution.

The idea of 'totality'! is an important concept both for Marx
and Engels, and for Lukacs-the most prominent Marxist theoretician
of literature. Art is the means by which man makes sense of
reality. Its task is to make a 'totality' out of the reality it
reflects and it does this in two ways. Firstly, by seeking out
the Yintensive totality! of the subject, in that it reproduces in
an enhanced form the uniqueness of existence and also by discovering
a generality in this uniqueness. What is then represented is
'typical! of a group or class. Secondly, it is 'total! in that it
is an artefact which is complete in itself. This concept of 'totality!
springs from the Marxist basis of his work, because the need for man
to feel whole is a basic need in a world fragmented by the division
of labour. Art then, makes order out of chaos by revealing the
totality of existence beneath the reified terms of everyday life.
All great writers he says, are 'inspired by the ideal of the whole
man'. In 'Studies in European Realism' he puts the matter in this

way:

"For aesthetics, our classical heritage is that great art
which presents the totality of man, the whole man in the
totality of his social world ... The goal of proletarian
humanism is man in his wholeness, the restoration of
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human existence in its totality in actual life, the

practical real abolition of the crippling, fragmentation

of our existence caused by class society. These

theoretical and practical perspectives determine the

criteria on the basis of which Marxist aesthetics

recaptures the classics. The Greeks, Dante, Shakespears,

Goethe, Balzac, Tolstoy and Gorky are at the same time

adequate presentations of distinct great stages in the

evolution of mankind, and signposts in the ideological

struggle for the totality of man." (16)

The importance of the above mentioned artists is that they
restore the lost experience of totality in their work. Obviously

one could apply these points to some of Lawrence's work; !'The

Rainbow! and 'Women in Love! for example. However, there are

important criticisms to be made of the concepts of 'totality' and
the ical'!, as means of evaluating a work of art. First of all,
let us look at the connection between the two.

Lukacs' ontology is that man is a social animal and like
Plekhanov (1857-1918) he tends to accept that there is a mechanical
correlation between creative literature and class structure.

"Cultural history", says Plekhanov, "is a reflection

of the history of its dasses of their struggle, one

with the other." (17)
All literature argues Lukacs, is written from the standpoint of a
class, a 'world-view! and thus implies a perspective. We have no
doubts that the concept of a writer's World-view'! is a useful one,
however it has certain limitations if it is applied dogmatically.

It can only tell us so much about a work of art. Lukacs' criticism
of modern literature, i.e. literature written after 1848, is that

it denies perspective and pretends to be unbiased and objective and
does not look towards the future with 'socialist realism!. This,

says Lukacs, results in an inability to discriminate between the
significant and the trivial in reality. It also leads to subjectivity
in which man is depicted as isolated and essentially morbid without

any relation to ‘the 'totality' of existence. In 'The Meaning of

Contemporary Realism! he demounces modernism for treating man as a

solitary being and for seeing his solitariness as eternal. Modern
solitariness is specific to capitalism, he says, and must not be
turned into a 'condition humaine'. This leads him to reject (18)

writers like Proust, Musil, Joyce and Kafka,
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This solitariness will be transcended when the classless
society is achieved and man is made.whole. The notion of beauty
in particular requires this faith; namely that the organic unity
of the individual and society, the ideal of the whole man, is only
possible in a classless society. Thérefore, only the 'whole man'
is beautiful. However, he is whole only if he is seen as part of

that whole; he is beautiful if he is directly microcosmic of that
whole. If man is microcosmic of that whole he is a "type!. For

Lukacs, contemporary literature has no perspective and therefore
only depicts a partial reality. This lack of totality means that
modern literature has no 'types'.

The type is a dialectical conception which combines the
universal, the particular and the individual in a dynamic unity.
Lukacs believes, like Engels, that

"In addition to accuracy of detail, realism means, .....

the faithful representation of typical characters in

typical situations." (19)
He makes this a criterion for all literature and not just bourgeois
realism. Therefore, because he sees modernist literature as lacking
in 'typical characters!, he rejects it. The 'type' is not an average
for Lukacs; he or she must be a particular individual and must embody
the most important spiritual, social and moral contradictions of the
time.

The basic problem with the concepts of 'totality! and !type!
is that they seem to ignore a direct emotive response to art. They
ignore the work of the imagination in art. In 'The Historical Novel!
Lukacs devotes part of his time to praising Walter Scott as a great
artist. Certainly, Scott fulfills all of Lukacs' theoretical (20)
criteria for what constitutes a totality in a work; however, when
we actually read Scott we find him to be turgid, flat and lacking in

intensity. It seems to us that any theoretical justification for

acclaiming a work of art as 'great'! must be borne out by its emotive
impact on the reader. In answer to all of Lukacs'! praise, one might
simply say, "Who today reads Walter Scott?"

Another problem is that modern literature tends to be dogmatically
rejected because of its lack of 'types'. All experimental writings

come under this category. Lukacs is relentlessly hostile to
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modernism and the avant-garde, and this is not merely due to the
restrictions of Zhdanovism. After 1848 he sees the writer turning
from realism to naturalism, i.e. from the typical to the average.
The bourgeois transcends its 'heroic' period of history and becomes
a ruling class faced with potential revolution and socialism. The
writer who does not recognise this does not participate fully in
the active experience of social life which is the only way towards
realism.

As Swingewood and Laurenson say,

"This is Lukacs' at his dogmatic worst, incapable of
understanding contemporary literature and assessing
its aesthetic validity." (21)
They hypothesise, probably correctly, that Lukacs would have
rejected Celine's !'Journey to the End of the Night' for its lack
of types whereas Trotsky praises it for its honesty and its realistic
presentation of life in post-war France and America. (22)

It is debateable whether an individual can deal with an entire
era as Lukacs demands when he talks of 'totality! and 'world-view!'.
As Duvignaud says,

"to think that a great artist crystallises in himself

the widespread problem of his time and that he embodies

in his work an entire civilization is to accept a

romantic image which does not correspond to reality.” (23)

Lukacs, for example, makes Goethe into the representative of
everything his age contained. This established a 'norm! for artistic
creation which tends to include only a handful of artists and therefore

excludes writers with different perspectives to Goethe.

As stated earlier, Lukacs seems to ignore a direct, emotive
response to art in that he is too 'academic'. The prophetic nature
of art is lost in the attempt to see the writer's work as a reflection
of the basic characteristics of his era, purely and simply. Duvignaud
says that the great work of art cannot be merely a reflection of
basic characteristics because

"Art is rarely the representation of an order. Rather,

it continuously and anxiously opposes and questions it." (24)
We would argue with this although we would also say that Duvignaud
has not understood Lukacs properly. For Lukacs and for ourselves,
to reflect the basic characteristics of an era is to penetrate the

surface phenomena to the reality of human existence. In the case
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of the novel, this is to depict the reality of existence under
capitalism. (The novel is a capitalist form). To depict this
reality and expose it is necessarily to oppose it.

Al though we agree therefore with the underlying assumptions
of Lukacs aesthetics and agree that concepts such as 'totality!,
ttype! and 'world-view! can be useful, there are certain problems
involved. Notably, the schematic correlation which often postulated
between class and literature. Also the rigidity of a theory which
dismisses most of the writing done after 1848 as worthless and
decadent and the failure of Lukacs to actually discuss the text
of a novel as literature.

II

We have pinpointed the two basic methods in analysing literature.
One which focuses its attention on the extrinsic factors to facilitate
the understanding of a work of art. The other which concentrates
purely on the literary text. Lukacs' work is an example of the
former, the work of the Russian Formalists an example of the latter.
Structuralism, which we will now go on to examine, attempts, in

Goldmann's work, to be a common approach between the two.

Firstly, however, a word about the Formalists. They developed
between 1913 and 1930 under the theories of Shklovsky, Tomashevsky
and Jacobson and attempted to reinstate the text as the only viable
means of evaluation. Art was seen as a self-enclosed system where
the tartistic device'! existed within an taesthetic system' and
performed specific functions. They see literature as a system, a
'totality'!, in which all the parts comprised a coherent whole.

Shklovsky says,

"The form of a work of art is defined by its relation

to other works of art, to forms existing prior to it ...

The purpose of any new form is not to express new content

but to change an old form which has lost its aesthetic

quality." (25)

This is in itself a form of structuralism and it relates to
what Goldmann has to say. However, we must distinguish between
-ahistoricaland historical structuralism. The Formalists! approach

frequently leads to a concentration on minute detail within the work
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at the expense of the system's development outside itself.
Goldmann, in contrast, conceives the text as 'historically
specific! and explicable both in terms of its inner structure

and its external history. We would argue however, that Goldmann
goes too far the other way in that he stresses the external factors
involved and although recognising the need for an analysis of the

internal structure, is still unable to come to grips with the text.

Genetical structuralism is based on the idea that all

reflection on human sciences is made from within society and is

a part of social life itself according to its importance and
effectiveness. In the human sciences, the subject of thought
therefore forms part of the object to which it is directed. The
object studied is one of the constituent elements of the structure
of thought of the research worker. This affirms that the human
sciences cannot be as objective as the natural sciences, and

that certain value judgements are inevitable in the structure of
theoretical ideas. This is not to say that the human sciences

are less rigorous, but their rigour will be different and will

have to take account of values which cannot be eliminated.

Secondly, all human facts are responses of the individual or
collective subject, in an attempt to modify situations in favour
of the subject's aspirations. Therefore, all behaviour, all human
facts have a significant character. Starting from these principles,
genetic structuralism favours a radical transformation of the methods

of the sociology of literature.

Many sociological interpretations of literary creation are
journalistic and direct attention to whatever in the work reproduces
daily life and empirical reality. Consequently, the more that the
sociology flourishes, the more mediocre are the works examined.

This results in criticism of a documentary rather than a literary
nature. Goldmann sets out five basic premises in the International

Social Science Journal. These findings have important methodological (26)

consequences. Firstly, in order to understand the work we must in
the first place discover a ‘'structure' which accounts for the whole
_text. Also, we must explain the genesis of the text by trying to
show how, and in what measure, the building up of the structure in
the work has a functional character. That is, to what extent it
institutes an instance of significant behaviour for the individual
of collective subject in agiven situation. One aspect of the

problem which has a bearing on this is something which has already
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been mentioned. That is, the dichotomy which often occurs

between the author's intentions and his actual achievement.

(Balzac is a case in point). In answer to the question, "What

is the importance of the author's conscious intentions?", we can

say that consciousness is only a partial element of human behaviour
and has a content which is not adequate to the objective nature

of that behaviour. !'Significance does not appear with consciomsness'.
Frequently, the desire for aesthetic unity makes the author write

a book with an overall structure which constitutes a 'world-view!
opposite to his thoughts and the convictions. Therefore the
sociology of literature must treat carefully the conscious intentions
of the writer and gather suggestions from them, but the conclusions

must be based primarily on the text.

We must also explain why only some of the many influences
on a writer affect him or why influences are distorted. The
answers to these questions must be sought in the work of the

writer and not in the works which influenced it.

Goldmann's method is a fusion of structuralism and dialectical
materialism. He takes certain of his key—concepts from Lukacs (27)
who had earlier demonstrated the importance in Marx's work of
concepts such as 'totality', 'reification' and ‘alienation' which
had htherto been ignored. Goldmann now carries over the idea (28)
of *totality! into his methodology. For Lukacs, 'totality! is not

"the predominance of economic motives in the

interpretation of society which is the decisive

difference between Marxism and bougeois science,

but rather the point of view of totality. The

... domination of the whole over the part is the

essence of the method which Marx took over from

Hegel and ... transformed into the basis of an

entirely new science." (29)

Goldmann treats literary works as wholes which can only be
understood in terms of their parts. This totality is a dynamic
structure for both Lukacs and Goldmann. It is also 'significant!
because it embodies the crucial values and events of its time and
Goldmann relates literature concretely to a specific social, economic
and political structure. In this way we arrive at a dialectical
method and let us state that we shall attempt to employ such a
dialectical method in our subsequent analysis of Lawrence. On the

question of totality and dialectics Goldmann has this to say:
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",.. the investigator must always strive to recover

the total and concrete reality even if he is able to

succeed only in a partial and limited manner. He

must seek to integrate into the study of social facts

the history of the theories about these facts, and,

in addition, try to link the study of the facts of

consciousness to their historical localisation and

to their economic and social infrastructure.” (20)

also:

",.. we arrive at the second major methodological
principle, that of the total character of human
activity and the indissoluble bond between the
history of economic and social facts and the
history of ideas. This principle is axiomatic
for dialectical thought ..."

"For the dialectical thinker, the history of

philosophy is an element and an aspect of the

philosophy of listory; the history of a problem

is one of the aspects of the problem itself and

of history in general ..." (31)

Certain fundamental elements of vision are defined in the planes
of low religion and art. These tend to be expressed on coherent
wholes. There are also amongst these coherent wholes transitional
forms. To understand these we must consider the immanent need to
maintain coherence of the old ideologies as well as counter forces
which destroy this coherence, in order to reformulate the vision
in a progressive manner. This is what Goldmann calls 'structuration!

and 'de-structuration?,

His other important concept is that of 'world-view' which he
also borrows from Lukacs. It is this which gives all great art its
internal coherence and he defines it as 'a significant global structure!
which attempts to make sense of reality.

"What I have called a 'world vision' is a convenient
term for the whole complex of ideas, aspirations and
feelings which links together the members of a social
gruup (a group which in most cases assumes the existence
of a social class) and which opposes them to members

of other social groups. ... In a few cases - and it

is these which interest us - there are exceptional
individuals who either actually achieve or who come
very near to achieving a completely integrated and
coherent view of what they and the social class to
which they belong are trying to do. The man who
expresses this on an imaginative or conceptual plane

are writers and philosophers ..." : (32)
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For Goldmann, world-visions are forms of consciousness bound up
with social classes. The world-vision is always the vision of

a class.

",.. The fundamental hypothesis of genetic structuralism

is ... that the collective character of literary

creativity derives from the fact that the structures

of the creative work's own world ("univers") are

homologous with the mental structures of certain

social groups in a meaningful relation with them,

while at the level of contents of the work, i.e.

of the creation of imaginary worlds ruled by these

structures, the writer has a total freedom." (33)

", .. the very nature of the great works of culture
indicates what the chamcteristics of these groups

must be. These works, as we have said, represent

in fact the world vision i.e. slices of an imaginary

or conceptual reality, structured in such a way that
allows a global world to be developed. ... This
structuration can only exist in conneetion with

those groups whose consciousness tends towards a

global vision of man. From the standpoint of

empirical research, it is certain that over a very

long period social classes have been the only groups

of this type ..." (34)
There are objections to this concept of "world vision".

Duvignaud says that:

"The cohesion in a work of art or in a style is

no more than the result of the particular charac-

teristics of a temperament or of a personality;

it would be absurd to try and establish that

Holderlin or Rimbaud was preoccupied with this." (35)

However, this is answered by Lukacs and Goldmann whey they
point out that there can be a dichotomy between intentions and
achievements. It seems to us that Duvignaud shows a misunderstanding
of Goldmann with regard to this. There is after all, no reason to
assume that every writer is totally conscious of the meaning of
his work and its wider aspects. One moreimportant criticism is
that the idea of world-vision is no more that an ideology. However,
Goldmann argues that the essence of an ideology lies in its one-
sided, undialectical view of the world - 'false consdousness' as
Marx would put it. Therefore it is suggested that with this world
vision, man attempts to grasp at a true, total picture of reality
as a whole, and this vision, embodied in literature, is true for

him and his class at a particular historical moment.
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As Laurenson and Swingewood point out, a difficulty arises over
the precise nature of a world vision:

"A world vision is therefore an abstraction; it

achieves its concrete form in certain literary and

philosophical texts. World visions are not facts,

have no objective existence of their own, but merely

exist as theoretical expressions of the real con-

ditions of social classes at particular historical

moments, and the writer, philosopher, or artist

articulates this consciousness." (36)

Also, Goldmann makes extravagant claims for his concept,
saying that a 'great! work of art can be distinguished by its world
vision which gives it an internal coherence. He does not dismiss
traditional literary criticism but says that this concept acts as
the main methodological tool for an understanding of the whole text.
However, as Laurenson and Swingewood point out, to explain ninety-
five per cent of the text which Goldmann claims for his concept is
to relegate traditional aesthetics to a minor role. This is in fact
what happens and we would suggest that Goldmann fails to come to
grips with the actual text because the concept of world vision is
not able to deal with the aesthetic judgement of style, imagery etc.
Albeit useful in the ways Goldmann says, we believe that it is over-
used in his analysis to the exclusion of a judgement of the literature

as art, although he recognises that such judgements are necessary.

It must be pointed out that what he and Lukacs have to say about
reification is very important, for here, the domination of economic
activity over other values is given :a. precise historical explanation.
This fact is pinpointed as a specific characteristic of capitalist
society and penetrates every other facet of consciousness. The
idea of totality in the study of culture as a study of the relation
between elements in a whole way of life is therefore important in its

role as a critical weapon against reification. We will elaborate on
this later.

The use of the concept of world vision raises one important
point however. Most sociology dofliterature is concerned with the
relation between what Goldmann calls real consciousness and ordinary
literature. In other words, it sees literature merely as a reflection
of society. Obviously, ths tells us nothing about the aesthetic
value of a work of art. However, genetic structuralism purports
to overcome this because it :
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"will be concerned with the more fundamental relations

of possible consciousness, for it is at the centre of

his case that the greatest literary works are precisely

those which realise a world-view at its highest pasible

level." (37)

Therefore we have to study not only biographical details, but more

importantly, the essential structures which give works their umity

and aesthetic character, and at the same time reveal this maxdimum
possible consciousness of the social class which created them in
and through their author. This requires a particular methodology
because a world view can only be isolated at the level of structure
and there must be continual cross-reference between text, author

and social class in order to locate the structure of the work within

the structure of the society to which it belongs.

Let us now look at the motion of 'potential consciousness!.
Social classes are for Goldmann, and for us, the most important
group which we have to deal with. In the definition of social
class, two factors must be taken into account; function in production,
and social relations with other classes. However, there is another
factor which Goldmann states as follows:

"From the old of antiquity up until the present time,

social classes have constituted the infrastructure
of world-views" (38)

This means that:

a) "Every time it's a question of finding the infrastructure
of a philosophy, a literary or artistic current,
ultimately we have been forced to consider ..... a
social class and its relations to society."

b) "The maximum of potential consciousness of a social
class always constitutes a psychologically coherent
world-view which may be expressed on the plane of
religion, philosophy, literature or art.” (39)

This is not real but possible consciousness.

"Real coneciousness is a resultof the obstacles

and deviations that different factors of empirical

reality put into opposition and submit for realisation

by this potential consciousness." (40)
We must not confuse the two. Real consciousness is caused by the
influence of social groups and natural factors on the consciousness
of a class. But man is defined by his possibilities, and potential

consciousness expresses possibilities at the level of thought and
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action within a social structure. For example, the maximum
potential consciousness of the bourgeoisie in France in 1789 was
reached with the demand for legal equality. Economic equality was
beyond this potential.

What is the importance of this concept for literary history?
On the question of understanding historic events or literary events
or works, an important methodological position is that of emanative
logic, e.g. Hegelianism. This implies two ideas; firstly, the
majority of human manifestation can be comprehended only as expressions
of a deeper reality. However this idea of a deeper reality is a very
speculative and metaphysical one. With a dialectical method it is
possible to transcend this criticism by stating that although we do
not favour the idea of a metaphysical reality, the totality of in-
dividual states of consciousness is not merely the sum of the parts.
On the contrary, each can only be understood in terms of the totality
of its relation with the other parts. In society, this gives rise
to what Goldmann calls a 'psychic structure! which tends towards
coherence and awareness of the self and the universe. By this he
means a 'world-vision'; and expression of a collective consciousness.
A world-vision, he says, is a social fact and great artistic works
represent the coherent expression of world-views; also, their content

is determined by the potential consciousness of the social class.

Having looked at Goldmann's principle concepts we must now
examine the way in which he applies his methodology in 'The Hidden
God!'. This is necessary because in this work he develops the concept
of 'tragic vision'. In our subsequent investigation of Lawrence we
shall use thisidea as our principle means of criticism having first
extended and modified it, for there are a number of objections which
can be made of the way in which Goldmann utilizes the concept, some

of which we have already pointed out in our discussion of 'world-views.¥

In 'The Hidden God', Goldmann discusses the work of Racine and
Pascal and shows that both expressed the view of a social group, .the

Jansenists, and a social class, 'The Noblesse de Robe!. Both express
a 'tragic'! view of life, that is, a rejection of the world coupled
with a desire to remain in it and not to retreat into mysticism. This
'tragic vision' forks a triangular structure of Man: God: the World:
in which the world is no longer in harmony with God and man, because
although God is present, He is hidden, thlerefore in order for man to
live, he must make a 'wager' on God's existence and hence on his own

salvation. ) (41)
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This idea of the tragic vision enables Goldmann to explain

the change in attitude between Pascal's 'Provincial Letters'! and

the tragic extremism of 'The Pensees'. The change is due to the
development of a world-vision, and this for Goldmann is the key

to all great works of literature. However, there is a difference
between Pascal's writings which are essentially philosophical; and
the novel which is primarily concerned with the individual charac-
teristics of its protagonists. One would eipect to find structures
such as 'world-views'! in a work of philosophy but this is not so
likely in a novel., Certainly, we do not find abstract structures
in the novel; what we do find are structures which are described
in terms of personal relationships between characters. Therefore
the corruption of 'the whole man! by commodity fetishism, for
example, is shown to us in terms of the oorruption of human desire

and interpersonal relationships. We will deal with this in more detail
later.

There is also another problem involved. Goldmann talks of
a world-vision being the vision of a particular class, although
in his discussion of Pascal he recognises that Pascal's position
as a member of a religious group, the Jansenists, has a crucial
bearing on his reason for expressing a !'tragic vision', He also
points out that,

"Frequently the writer is a professional author

unsupported by religious, political or court

patronage and the history of the novel as a genre

parallels the writer's growing emancipation from

a servile and unstable literary fealty, to the status

of a 'free-floating intellectual!. More particularly

it raises the question of the writer's social position

within a class or group, as well as his relations

within the dominant class." (42)

This applies to Lawrence in that he isipart of the intelligensia
for most ofhis life. He is an unsupported writer. Obviously, one
could not expect Goldmann to deal with this problem in relation to
Pascal because this situation did not exist in seventeenth century
France. However, it does apply to modern writers. This raises
the whole question of the intelligensia in relation to social
classes, and Lawrence's situation in particular. Gramsci has
something to say on this but we shall deal with the problem when
we come to examine the 'influences! on Lawrence's thought and his

position in the English intellectual tradition. (43)










































































































































































































































































































































































































































