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WHAT IS GRAMSCI'S RELATION TO
THE FRANKFURT SCHOOL, TO PHENOMENOLOGY,
TO POSTMODERNISM, TO SOCIOLINGUISTICS AND
TO OTHER CONTEMPORARY SCHOOLS OF THOUGHT?
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WHAT HAVE WE TO GAIN BY READING GRAMSCI IN LIGHT
OF RECENT POSTMODERN OR ‘POST-MARXIST’ IDEAS?

This book provides the first detailed account of Gramsci’s work in the
context of present-day critical and socio-cultural debate. Renate Holub
argues that Gramsci was far ahead of his time in offering a theory of art,
politics and cultural production which engages these issues at a high
level of practical and theoretical concern. She takes stock of Gramsci’s
achievement with particular reference to the Frankfurt School (Adorno,
Horkheimer, Benjamin, Bloch, Habermas) and to Brecht’s theoretical
writings. She also discusses Gramsci’s writing in relation to thinkers in
the phenomenological tradition — especially Merleau-Ponty — an angle
which has so far received little attention from Anglo-American
commentators.
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She also has some strikingly original points to make about Gramsci’s
continuing relevance at a time of widespread retreat from Marxist
positions among those cn the postmodern left. ‘Differential pragmatics’
- in Holub’s suggestive phrase — is a theory of cultural production and
critique derivable from Gramsci’s writings with the benefit of other,
more recent ideas, like Habermas’s theory of communicative action and
the insights of feminist criticism. Her book is distinguished by its range
of philosophical grasp, its depth of specialized historical scholarship,
and — above all - its keen sense of Gramsci’s position as a crucial figure
in the politics of contemporary cultural theory.

This book will be of great interest to students of literature, politics,
philosophy, sociology and related disciplines.

Renate Holub is affiliated to the School of Humanities and Social
Sciences at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
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Gramsci and critical theories:
towards a ‘differential pragmatics’

“Gramsci and critical theories:
towards a ‘differential pragmatics’ by
Renate Holub from Antonio Gramsci:
Beyond Marxism and Postmodernism
(London: Routledge, 1992): 3-30

MARXISM AND MODERNISM

Gramsci had been in prison for almost eight years when Lukacs, in
1934, published two essays which are crucial for understanding the
state of Marxist aesthetics in the 1930s. The first, entitled ‘Art and
Objective Truth’, displays the epistemological foundations of Lu-
kécs’ aesthetic theory.! And the second focuses on what he calls the
‘greatness and decline’ of expressionism.? At issue in this latter essay
were those cultural, artistic and literary forces which Lukacs con-
sidered as having taken part in the rise of fascism, and not in its
prevention. Expressionism he counted among such forces. For this
reason, Lukacs also polemicized against expressionism, as a form of
modernism, in a famous essay entitled ‘Let’s Talk Realism Now’,
published in 1937, which would incite an unprecedented inter-
national debate (in the west) on the problem of realism and modern-
ism among the left intelligentsia.® By that time Gramsci was, after
eleven years in fascist prisons, no longer in a fit state to argue his
case.* So when against the background of fascist cultural politics
exiled intellectuals like Anna Seghers, Bertolt Brecht and Ernst
Bloch, but also Walter Benjamin and many others, obliged Lukacs to
undertake a critical review of his verdict on expressionism, Gramsci
was not among the interlocutors. Nor was he there when one of the
largest international writers’ conventions in defence of democratic
culture took place in Paris in 1935 and when the anti-fascist popular
cultural front was put into effect.> So when the realism/expression-
ism/modernism debate, as a response to the challenges of fascism,
confronted the question of what kind of literature and art constituted
an authentic anti-fascist politicality, and what kind of political status
to assign to modernist art, when that debate raged among orthodox
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Introduction

and unorthodox Marxists alike, Gramsci did not take part in it and
could not have taken part. And conversely, hardly known to anyone
in the mid-1930s, Gramsci’s contemporary writings were on precisely
the same topics that preoccupied the participants in the real-
ism/modernism debate. Like many of his contemporaries, Gramsci
investigated, inter alia, in his notes written in prison, what constituted
fascist and anti-fascist art, what kind of literature to support or reject
in the class struggle, or to admit to a democratic cultural canon.
Many of Gramsci’s theoretical concerns indeed coincide with general
questions of ideology and Marxist aesthetics, in particular as these
have been addressed by one of the major protagonists in the real-
ism/modernism debate: Georg Lukacs. In that Lukacs is not only a
pivotal figure in the context of the realism/modernism debate, but
also one of the major Marxist aestheticians of our century, I have
chosen to dedicate chapter 2 of this book to a comparative analysis of
Gramsci and Lukacs on Marxist aesthetics. At issue are their respec-
tive approaches to problems of realism on the basis of their reading of
one of the major nineteenth-century Italian writers and novelists,
Alessandro Manzoni.

To deal with Lukacs and Gramsci in a literary context, rather than
from the point of view of political or social theory, was particularly
fascinating to me for a variety of reasons. Until recently, the Gramsci
critical community showed little interest in his literary critiques and
his aesthetics, not finding it particularly profitable, in light of the
apparently fragmentary character of Gramsci’s notes on aesthetics, to
look at his stature as critic of the twentieth century.’” As a result, it had
become commonplace to deal with Gramsci, when evoked in conjunc-
tion with a major Marxist aesthetician such as Lukacs, quite para-
doxically, not in the context of literary criticism or aesthetics. Rather,
when Gramsci does turn up in Lukécs’ company, usually it is in a
context that addresses their pioneering work in the realm of western
Marxism. There is surely good reason for understanding Gramsci in
such a way. He was, after all, a major political activist around World
War I, and one of the leaders of the Italian working-class movement
in the early and mid-1920s, until his arrest in November 1926. More-
over, much of his work, whether it stems from his pre-prison years, or
the research he pursued in prison, does indeed deal with questions of
political and social Marxism. Against the background of the Russian
revolution of 1917 and its European aftermath, the revolutions that
failed in the west, Gramsci attempted, like many contemporary theor-
ists, to correct Marxist dogma and strategy; particularly the kind of
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slow motion, his concepts, designed to grasp some of the complexities
present in social processes, are as manysided and multiple as ways of
seeing. 1 will, therefore, introduce only provisionally here some of
what Gramsci’s notions, such as hegemony and counter-hegemony,
can embody. Hegemony is a concept that helps to explain, on the one
hand, how state apparatuses, or political society — supported by and
supporting a specific economic group — can coerce, via its institutions
of law, police, army and prisons, the various strata of society into
consenting to the status quo. On the other hand, and more import-
antly, hegemony is a concept that helps us to understand not only the
ways in which a predominant economic group coercively uses the
state apparatuses of political society in the preservation of the status
quo, but also how and where political society and, above all, civil
society, with its institutions ranging from education, religion and the
family to the microstructures of the practices of everyday life, contrib-
ute to the production of meaning and values which in turn produce,
direct and maintain the ‘spontaneous’ consent of the various strata of
society to that same status quo.® In this sense hegemony is related to
both civil society and political society, and, in the last analysis, also to
the economic sphere. And Gramsci’s concept of the ‘intellectual’,
which equally resists definition, is a way for Gramsci to begin to
conceptualize, not perhaps primarily the production, but the directed
reproduction and dissemination of an effective hegemony, a differ-
entiated yet also directive and value-laden channelling of the produc-
tion of meaning or signification. A counter-hegemony would, as a
result, also depend on intellectual activities. These would produce,
reproduce and disseminate values and meanings attached to a con-
ception of the world attentive to democratic principles and the dignity
of humankind.

With the invention of these concepts, Gramsci collaborates in the
theoretical project of Marxist intellectuals of the 1920s who had
witnessed the Russian revolution and its European aftermath, taking
place despite and against the arguments of Marx’s Capital. In this
sense his text is indeed representative, along with those of Korsch and
Lukdcs, of early western Marxism. It is not my intention in this book,
however, to reinforce the received image of Gramsci as co-founder of
western Marxism, legitimate though it is, or to probe deeply into
Gramsci’s political or social theory, his particular version of Marx-
ism, that is. For one thing, there is plenty of good material on this
issue already available.® And if I am not mistaken, this approach to
Gramsci continues to be successfully pursued.’® Rather, what
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dogma which had been handed down by the Second International, a
scientific and positivist form of Marxism, and a cognate view of
history, which required, from Gramsci’s perspective, a good deal of
rethinking in light of the unprecedented historical developments
unsettling the world around World War 1. Historical realities called
into question the orthodox theories of the Second International, with
its understanding of historical change in terms of an economic deter-
minism, where changes in the economic base would inexorably deter-
mine changes in the superstructure. The events of the Russian
revolution, taking place, so to speak, before their historical time, and
the failure of the revolutions in the west, not taking place, as expected,
at their appointed time, required new approaches to politics, society
and even history. The narrative of an evolutionary, natural, pre-
destined trajectory of history within which one form of society (capi-
talism) would necessarily, without significant superstructural and
ideological intervention, change into another form of society (social-
ism), had run its course. A new narrative awaited its turn. Like many
critical theorists and political activists of his era, Gramsci contributed
to the production of that narrative. He critically confronted the fact
that the economic crisis situations in the various western countries
had not led to a political crisis, as Marx had predicted. Rather, power
and authority were still retained by the state and capitalism, in spite
of the massive social and ideological upheavals currently taking
place. The revolution, predicted for countries with more advanced
capitalist economic formations, had not in fact arrived on time. Yet in
Russia, in a country which was economically backward by most
accounts and not ready, so it was reckoned, for massive economic
transformations, a revolution had taken place. There was, as a result,
much to rethink and reconsider in Marxist theory and strategy, from
questions of the dialectic to theories of ideology, culture and the state.
In Gramsci’s work, the rethinking of these formidable historical
events led to the conceptualization of key notions with which his texts
were subsequently identified. I am referring to his notions of political
and civil society, hegemony, as well as counter-hegemony, and,
closely related to these two, his idea of the ‘intellectual’. This latter
notion is sometimes referred to as that of the ‘organic intellectual’. I
will rephrase it as ‘critical specialist/non-specialist’, for reasons ex-
plained in chapter 6.

Gramsci’s concepts in general resist ready definition. Tending
always to examine and interrogate phenomena from multiple points
of view, from divergent angles and different sites, and in general in
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attracts me more is to place Gramsci next to Lukacs in the c'nnlext (?f
literary criticism, and in the context of Marxist aesthetics. This
procedure has some advantages. It does not pr§\'enl me, on }he one
hand, from pointing to the many themes and mler.eSKS Lukan and
Gramsci share: their political, historical, biographlc_al experiences,
their emphasis on the superstructural rather than the mfrastructur-al,
their understanding of ideology, their attempts to come to terms \jvnh
the rapidly diminishing revolutionary potential of western capital-

“ism. their invention of new concepts with which to challenge that
)

diminution. On the other hand, it is precisely by placing these two
theorists not in a political but ratherin a literary context, by :'malysmg
their approach to literary texts, that I can point to the dlffe.rencesf
which they display when it comes to their respecnve conéeptlons o
the world. The life-world in which both thinkers are 1rf|mersed,
consciously or unconsciously, is structured by moderm}y. What I see
inscribed {n their critical analysis of a literary [éxt is, to be sure,
among other things, their respective understanding o.f modernity,
their coming to terms, whether acknowledged or not, wnh the eﬂ".ec_ls
of technological modernization on the structure of the‘somal, famlhél
and, above all, cultural world. Whét I see emerging from tlhexr
perspectives on modernity is not a v1ew'wbxch woulq unproblem-
atically settle them on common ground w1thm- th§ recelv"ed category
of western Marxism. What I see, and what I will d{scuss in ch‘apter 2;
is a significant differential that unsettles Gfamscx’s otherwise sub-
stantial affinities with Lukacs. The Gramsci who emerges fr$)m my
notes is not a supporter of Lukécs’ realism as it evolves du{mg the
realism/modernism debate, but rather a supporter of ALukacs op-
ponents, of those intellectuals who supported modernism. Among
these, as we will see, I count Brecht and Bloch. .

That LukAcs is not particularly fond of modernism can hardly be
news to readers of his books. It is his trademark, so to speak, F)nc the'n
has cost him influence, credibility and theoretical force, in spite (')fhls
almost unmatched erudition, his clarity of style, his pre-eminent
place in twentieth-century thought.!! His controversial narrative is
well known: attentive to epistemological models that are (‘japable of
accounting for all the parts in the whole, he rejects a vision of the
world that finds delight in fragments rather than totality, in gaps
rather than relations, in multiplicities of viewpoint rather than objec-
tivity and truth. Itis according to this standarc? that literary works are
judged. What matters for Lukécs is the totality the FCX[ evokes: the
totality of relations in reality, between the economic base and the
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superstructure, the totality of relations of historical forces, including
the contradictory character of these relations, which a particular
historical moment contains. Realism is the name of that mode of
evocation, and of that mode of representation. In so far as Alessandro
Manzoni’s The Betrothed re-creates the fate of two lovers whose story
mirrors the peculiar state of affairs of an uncentralized and frag-
mented Italy, that author pays his dues, whether consciously or not,
to the requirements of realism, as Balzac, Tolstoy and others had
done in the nineteenth century at the height of the development of the
bourgeois novel. And in so far as twentieth-century writers such as
Thomas Mann reproduce in literature, in the cultural and super-
structural sphere, the mirror image of the decline of a once powerful
class, the bourgeoisie, they also meet the requirement of realism.
Authentic literature, the kind that ought to take its place in the canon,
is that which reproduces the essentials of reality, which for Lukécs, in
the twentieth century, means the decline of capitalism and the class
that carried it forward, the bourgeoisie, and by inference. and of
necessity, the rise of an emergent world historical class, the prolet-
ariat. It is this kind of realism which Lukécs pursues, as he rejects
modernist literature and art. Modernism is, in his view, incapable of
artistically reproducing the total view of the tensions and contradic-
tions accompanying the teleologically necessary transformation from
one society to another. What should count, then, as exemplary texts,
in cultural politics, are not modernist texts, but those that adhere to
the standards of realism. Or rather, what do count, for Lukacs, as we
shall see, are not primarily the readers, but mostly the writers of
realist texts. The readers disappear somewhere near the horizon of
Lukacs’ aesthetic expectations.

Now it is precisely when it comes to the reader, to the importance of
the reception of a work of art as opposed toits production, that Lukécs
and Gramsci chiefly differ, and Gramsci and other modernists meet.
Though Gramsci too expects the writer to show colours and take a
stand in the world historical drama — Manzoni’s condescending
attitude towards the powerless, the marginalized, the poor, the sub-
altern classes indubitably bespeaks his partiality for those in power —
the issue is not ultimately for him whether or not to put Manzoni on
the cultural heritage list. Attentive, in many pages of his Prison
Notebooks, to how much was read and by whom, running, so to speak, a
‘private market research institute’ from his prison cell that statisti-
cally discerns the modes of consumption of a stratified reading public,
Gramsci observed that Manzoni had not been read by the
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framework that in some ways anticipates a combination of structural
linguistics and a kind of phenomenological critical theory, when he
stakes out a critical practice which is suggestive in terms of a contem-
porary critical theory, in terms of what I would like to call a ‘differ-
ential pragmatics’, then he exceeds many concerns of received
Marxism. He also goes beyond the way in which Lukacs aesthetically
and culturally confronted the immediate advent of fascism.
While Gramsci’s contemporaries did not know what theoretical
problems he addressed in his Prison Notebooks, he likewise did not
know what theoretical problems they were addressing. Many of
Gramsci’s concepts replay the realist/modernist drama, enacted by
Lukécs on the one hand and by supporters of modernism on the other.
Yet it is not only because Gramsci addresses — against Lukacs —
‘problems of modernism in the context of modernity’ that I engage in
adiscussion of Gramsci and the Frankfurt School in chapters 3 and 4.
Itis also because of Gramsci’s mode of approaching these ‘problems
of modernism and modernity’, his way of posing questions and prob-
lematizing issues of technologization, that I have chosen to discuss
Gramsci in conjunction with the Frankfurt School. For the way in
which Gramsci, in his Prison Notebooks of the 1930s, analyses cultural
problems of modernism, reflects an anticipatory sensibility to very
complex cultural and social transformations. It also reflects his flexi-
bility when it comes to adjusting old concepts, and experimenting
with and inventing new ones, in order to begin to grasp new social and
political realities. Both aspects of Gramsci’s critical theory, his sensi-
tivity to nascent social and cultural realities, and the unrivalled
flexibility with which he adjusts, amends, transforms and reinvents
conceptual frameworks, experimenting with ways of seeing in order
conceptually to arrange new phenomena, need to go on record. So do
the parallels not only between Gramsci’s critical theory and many of
the 1930s modernist theories of the Frankfurt School of the pre-war
period, but also and in particular between some of Gramsci’s ideas
and some of those critical theories which would move to centre stage
in the theoretical drama of the twentieth century, though not until the
post-war period.

The polemics between Lukécs and Brecht, on the one hand, and
between Lukacs and Bloch, on the other hand, were surely occasioned
by fascism’s inexorable seizure of political and cultural power. They
simultaneously reveal, however, an awareness, to various degrees, of
a background or the structure of a life-world that had been gradually
emerging since the end of the nineteenth century. As liberal
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disadvantaged social classes anyhow. What people réad instead were
serial novels, trivial literature, popular novels, de'tecnve novels, and a
lot of kitsch, forms of cultural consumption whlch no doubt play a
Tole, so Gramsci reasoned, in the psycho—sz\’mbohcleconomy of the
reader, in the production of social signification and in the reprodgc»
tion of ‘spontaneous’ consent to the status quo. So u‘nderstandlrzg
why people read what they read was ultimately of more importance to
Gramsci than what Manzoni had to say and how he said it. It is hc?re
that Lukacs and Gramsci differ most sha.rply. In an era that in-
creasingly facilitates the reproducibility (l)fllllerar‘y artnd cull‘ura'l t'extsi
and thus the mobilization of systems 0(51gr{1ﬁ.canon in tl?e Jndn:ldya
act of reading, Lukacs’ concern with a realistic, denotative dCPlC-UOn
of reality, with its positing of a consuming rather (haril a meaning-
producing reader, seems outdated, not aheéd of but bel}nnd the times.
So when Gramsci turns, in contradistinction to Lukdcs, not to the
realism of the past but to the modcrn?sm 40F the present, to ’thc
reproducibility of cultural texts, then he !ntmtsZ contrary to Lukac;,
some of the powers emerging from the interstices of modernf l}e}c -
nologies. And when he reflects on the double»edgﬁd r{ature o tdesel
powers, when he intuits potentials and dangers alike in the gradua
technologization and industrializatior? ofA culture, when he senses
possibilities of manipulation and domination (.)f the CL:Il[ur'dl sphere,
the production and control of nee(.:ls and .desues designed (f‘or con-
sumption of specific cultural and ideological goods,_ thenl nanj);u
reveals an awareness of the complexity of modern reality which by far
transcends Lukéacs’ notion of realism. o
Soin my reading of Gramsci’s treatment of realism in the con}ext of
Marxist a/esthctics, I stress those theoretical assumptions which he
does not share with Lukacs. What I suggest is tha‘t his texts evolve
against a background or a structure ofconFems .w‘hlch he hjas in com-
mon not with Lukacs, but with other major critical theorists of the
twentieth century. Among these I count Brecht an.d Bl(_)ch. as we}l as
Adorno, Horkheimer and Benjamin, but ?lso the linguist and phllos-
opher Volosinov, and the phenomenologlsl'Merlfeau»PontyA fxt 1ssuE
then, in chapters 3, 4 and 5, are the ways in whlch Gramsci’s vvvor -
displays homologies with many pivotal twenueth«cer.nury ways;)
theorizing. When Gramsci relates the problems of realism z_md mod-
ernism to transformations in the structure of the modern life-world,
when he examines phenomena related to the production and eﬂject of
the industrialization of culture, when he studies the producuor.l of
meaning and signification in a linguistic and phenomenological

9

Gramsci and critical theories

capitalism changed to monopoly capitalism, as frec‘ ecotm:irxzz
changed into more structured ‘a'nd‘regl.flated ecor?omllcfs z:' -
soliciting state intervention in crisis situations, as rauonal‘lfza 1:rld L
technologization, new productive for(}es, affected the 1}e]—vw. e
modern society and culture, new experiences broke throug! ace Prhe
limits and broadened the horizons of tradition and cxpectatlf)ry'n. -
new ‘structures of feeling’ that emerged f'rom‘ lhese‘ 'm?ssne[iz;r:ls
unprecedented transformations left traces in dlscursl\c 0:r§;€iauv
and in processes of signiﬁcatio‘nA In Fhe writings of the mo; ; ncwll.
and politically engaged imclhger.usm,‘ t.hcse structures? mmureys
emerging life-world interfaced w{th visions of democrglc{ e
and societies capable of channelling tbr powers and effects o -
inexorable march towards a new ratlonahty,. the.reby cou}r:tening_
Weber’s imaging of an iron cage of lol-al dommatl?n. zobwt enlhe '
tellectuals were taking a stand in the real'lsm/modermsm le ade,omi)-
were, surely, first and foremost, responding to the c.ultulrla an lSpwere
cal hegemony of fascism. Yet the most advan.ced inte e}ftyal ere
contextualizing that debate in such a way that it reflects t delr ”; e
in the historical forces which accgmpamed, perhaps pro u;:teh, i
would, in any event, survive fascism. 'I.‘he Imodcrmzatllon I)- t;;n il
world, constitutive of as well as cons;tgutmg the rationa 1:1alm o
many spheres of experience and activity, offe.red new an nSi[S “
cedented challenges to critical theory. Qrasplng th‘e immensity o
these transformations and intuiting their effe‘cts is the cognr}:l 1
ground Gramsci shares not with Lukécst but \.N“h Frankfur}:A hc (;od
critical theory. It is the background w¥th1n which, next to whic ﬁlaled
against which Gramsci writes his .‘.’mon Notebooks. Tl:lese -aretion =
with principles of pessimism, when 1t‘ comes tg the moderniza
the life-world, but also and mostly with principles of hope.

MODERNISM, GRAMSCI AND THE FRANKFURT
SCHOOL

What I argue in my study then is not that GrAamsci should not }l:z
looked at as a founding figure of western Marxism, as someone w(':l

corrects Marxism in the area of political theory, social theiry a;- a
theory of the state. This is clearly one qf [he. ways to loo Cjn n::;
However, since in many instances in his Pnljon Noteboak: ral -
examines questions of realism and modernism in the. contex .

the modernization of the life-world, and frequently interroga esl
the effects of rationalization and technologization on the cultura
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structure of that life-world, I have chosen to dedicate two chapters of
this book to his notes on these matters, on his view and assessments of
modernity, one of the effects of which constitutes the ‘industrializ-
ation of culture’. My reading of the Gramscian text in these areas
suggests that in many ways Gramsci’s thought parallels that of criti-
cal theory in Germany of the 1930s, which is generally known as
Frankfurt School critical theory. In my working definition of German
critical theory of the 1930s, I include, however, not only Horkheimer,
Adorno, Marcuse, Pollock, Lowenthal and others who are usually
associated with the Institute for Social Research in Frankfurt, but
also theorists and intellectuals who were not or only intermittently
connected with that institute, intellectuals like Bloch and Brecht and
Benjamin.? Part of this presentation is intended to indicate homolog-
ical relations between Gramsci and the Frankfurt School, but also
and again to evoke the complexity of Gramsci’s Prison Notebooks.
Relating Gramsci’s problematization of the effects of technologiza-
tion and rationalization on the modern life-world to critical theory I
found to be a fascinating task for a variety of reasons. For one, critical
theory, as it evolved in the 1930s, in exile, as well as in the later
post-war era of the 1960s, had made it its province to study critically
the effects of rationalization on culture, society, the individual, values
and knowledge, focusing in particular on problems of domination,
alienation and reification of the modern life-world. And many of the
themes and theoretical issues which are in general attributed to
critical theory in these areas are indeed present in Gramsci’s work.
Let me cite a few examples: the way the young Gramsci critiques, as a
theatre critic and cultural critic in Turin, the rise of the culture
industry around World War I; the way in which he understands the
cultural politics of the hegemonic social class, the gradual industrial-
ization of culture, the increasing regulation, manipulation, surveil-
lance and domination of the public and the private spheres; his theory
of consciousness or of the subject, which points to his awareness of
alienation and reification when it comes to the bourgeois subject, but
which he apparently rejects when it comes to the proletariat; his
theory of the political potentials inscribed in new technologies; his
theory of human nature, his ontology so to speak, where humans

always throughout the ages strive for freedom, displaying, thereby, an
inherent principle of hope; and so on. While many of Gramsci’s
theoretical concerns parallel those of the critical theory of the Frank-
furt School, not much of that parallel has been taken into account in
the critical community. One of the few theorists who senses selective
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emancipation but to find conceptual and strategic ways of practising
it, to resist power and domination — Gramsci’s concepts, with all their
potential, are expediently homologized with other forms of resistance
theory or political theory.!® And in some of the feminist searches for
ways of challenging imposed structures of domination, Gramsci has
been mobilized — in the company of other critical theorists — to
support the feminist cause. !9
If there has been, for whatever reason, a certain resistance to
relating Gramsci to Frankfurt School critical theory, then that resist-
ance should not keep us from investigating what insisting on such a
relation might reveal. Gramsci and the Frankfurt School theorists
probably never met. They probably never read each other’s work.
After their publication, following World War II, Gramsci’s works
and concepts are hardly, if at all, referred to by representatives of
Frankfurt School critical theory.?0 Yet these factors should not pre-
vent exploration. When apparently incongruous times and figures are
placed next to each other, contemporary critical styles reveal more
than they conceal. To deal with Gramsci, loosely, in the context of the
Frankfurt School critical theory, in the context of modernism, is
apposite. It helps to examine the contours of Gramsci’s non-modern-
ism as well, the ways in which he goes beyond modernism, and the
possible applicability of some of his terms for a postmodern agenda.?!
Yet before we catapult Gramsci’s conceptuality into the vicinity of the
postmodern, before we investigate his penchants for structural
linguistics and a phenomenological critical theory, not dissimilar to
theoretical efforts we usually associate with post-World War II criti-
cal phenomenological theory in France, perhaps with Barthes and
Merleau-Ponty, and before we interrogate some of

his conceptualities
in terms of their usefulness for our time and the

issues that mostly
concern us now, such as feminism and theories of power, I find it
useful to probe some of Gramsci’s views on industrialization of cul-
ture, against the background of the Frankfurt School. That Gramsci
is sometimes commensurate with Lenin or Lukacs surely cannot
mean that he is not at times commensurate with other theories, and
other times, as well.

In chapters 2 and 3 I discuss Gramsci’s ways of leaving traditional
Marxist aesthetics behind, of crossing modernist thresholds when
paying attention not so much to the producer of a text, but to the
receiver or the consumer of literary as well as cultural texts. What
emerges from Gramsci’s pages in the Prison Notebooks is sometimes, as
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affinities between Gramsci and critical theory is Alﬁjed Schlmslciir:.t:lz
his History and Structure he has no dou.b.ts that Gramsc; opertah: s g
same theoretical, epistemological, critical sphere, as alr a}? ' ij[he
tive content’ of his work is concerned, as the crmc?3 theory
1930s: of Horkheimer and Adorno, arfd ofAMarcuse. s S
It is not my intention to correct recelvf?d intellectua 1§tor|TOWd e
twentieth century, to separate foamsa from t}.u’: Ma;xnst .cv\Ior L
order to identify him exclusively Wl[ljl Germ?n critical theory. ;ration
my intention to argue that Gramsci, who is of 'the sa;ne-g-enl o ;
roughly, as the founders and maj_or representatives o cr}l]t‘xc{anﬂuenz
of the 1930s, has not been given his due w}‘xen it com?§ to 15l Hiuence
on or his anticipation of critical th('eory'-‘ Inﬂ\{encg 1§ suarc ty)e ey
appropriate term in that ;onﬁg}]urauon.I[Ai;u:i:;g::{:nton;a); Whypthe
ble but should be used with care. -
(élramsci/Frankfun School pakraﬁigmbdld notb%;th(e)g;}:lz it‘}(:eurr;d[.his
France, where Gramsci’s works have been pu - Gmmsc{
have had an impact, Althusser can acknowledhge 'hlS i[ = Gramsci);
though not everyone seems -[0 acknowle@g}jt e }r;?iache[ Lo
conceptuality on their theolees — I am thinl 11?%‘0 il
And in Britain, theorists like Raymond Wil 1am:hrcm053'famous o
ways of seeing which they adopted from GrarFscx’, t eIn e
which is possibly Williams’ ‘structure of fee 1knfg .t el e
many, where the critical theory of thc‘ IITran ur oL helped
enable an entire generation to take a cn'tlcal sla..nce lowG i e
and social domination, many of the studies published on ra:;lnst .
in the spirit of critical theory tgnd to stu(‘iy Gramsci kafg ko
i rxism, and not against the register of F‘ran urt Sche
Ziigtlisc:.:lrtifezdr;l_lﬁ In ’Italy, Gramsci’s f(')r.mer leadérshl}f) of th:elrt;l:;
working-class movement and his polm.cal theories havezoohis 't
owed, perhaps understandably, the various approac t:js e
While the Italian theoretical landscape in the 1960s an lwe ek
1970s owes much to the writings of the Frankfurt School ; as doe .
German scene, and while Italian theory, perhaps dAue to 1Fs marfion-
and disempowered status in the global theory business, is gz(;z: o
ally more responsive to novel approache's and new connecKive ,am_
attempts were made to retrieve Gramsci fr(?m an interpre lagons
digm that validates only lraditionAal‘ Marxist assocmstl\;]e rle Crmcai
and to bring Gramsci into the ViCl'llle of Frfmkfurth choo critieal
theory.!7 In studies on Gramsci originating in non-hegemo o
tures — such as Latin America, where it seems to be more relev .
than in the occidental academic world not merely to ta
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in the case of his notes on Manzoni, a reading subject, who ofteln
knows what he/she wants and who refuses to be told what to w;r})].
Manzoni cannot impose his ideas on to the common pcgple A,e
importance of the reception of the wor}c Qfart, W-'thh marks rawny‘n:;:[:
aesthetic programme in general, anticipates, in some ways, e
Benjamin’s essay on ‘Literaturgf{schlchte unq [‘1t§rat\vj}:}v:s}lens chalt
[Ligerary History and Critical Literary Studies], in whic de a gﬁ£5
for the need to understand a work of art not so mucﬁ asa Prﬁ uct E .
time, but rather to interrogate it in t'el."ms of what it can s ow a e(:ns
the moment of its reception. Gramsci indeed fulfils t}?e ‘re(;l:ureln:he(}
of Benjamin’s ‘literary strategos’, or of Horkheimer s critica i
rist’, for that matter, when he examines the wor%{ ofartin l;:rms e
social dynamics it resists or elicits, unravels or sﬂfnces att ehmﬁmion
of its reception. What also emerges from Gramsci’s pagesist ef o
of a culture industry, of the production and mampulanonﬁo nh e
and desires, of consuming subjects tha.l are unable lq d-e ne the y
needs, subjected to the powers that mampl}latg the publllc into accec[:n
tance of a static status quo. In this Gramsci anticipates atﬁc;);lessays e
the culture industry written by Adorno'and Marcuse.} ' ere}is, §
addition, in the Gramscian text a discussion ofpers.pectfwsm when i
comes toa theory of truth, not dissimilar-to Horkhmmer s atl;n:)pts;:
that area, and to the critique of the \.’lenna CerlC‘ enacted by t};
Frankfurt School. A critique of objectivity and tr}lth is also at issue i
Gramsci’s discussion of social and cuhural“lden‘tlty Th?r‘e ::;Z
glimpses, for instance, of the necessity o'f the ‘inferior OthEI(‘j 11} o
structuration of identity, which Gramsci r.e]ates to thfs need o
occidental world to conceive of the orient in the way it doesﬂ, as ag
inferior other. In this he begins to problematlz.e, long before dea;
Said and contemporary theories of progressive anthropology, the
predominant Eurocentricity in disciplines and knoylcdge.

So in the unsystematicity of his texts, (‘}r.amsm produces m{ar}l]y
theoretical insights which, whether they anticipate or not some o t ef
work of the Frankfurt School, still enable us to establ‘ls.h points o
contact between Gramsci and the Frankfurt SFhool critical theoryd,
particularly in the area of epistemology, theories of knowledge an
the structuration of culture in modernity. Yet there are a'lso moments
in which Gramsci does not achieve the level of thO]."’e(lCal‘SOPhIStl-
cation of the Frankfurt School. For instance, Gramsc'l s notlF)n of the
subject contains a configuration which separates or dlfferenna.tes on(;t
collective subject from another collective subject, the proletflrla't an -
the non-proletariat respectively. The effects of the modernization o
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the life-world, of the industrialization of cultural and social spheres,
are different for each group. From Gramsci’s discussion of the play-
wright Pirandello it becomes clear that he tends to view reification
and alienation, key concepts of the Frankfurt School in their analysis
of modernity, not as intersubjectively valid experiences, perhaps
known to people of all social classes as high capitalism moves towards
late capitalism. Rather, here he seems to assume that the increasing
rationalization of processes of economic and cultural production in
modernity, intensifying experiences of alienation and reification, has
the power to exempt some social groups, the non-bourgeois, while
surely overpowering others. There is, then, in Gramsci’s account of
modernity, no clear-cut picture of how he conceives the structures of
the life-world of the proletariat. Yet there is some indication, particu-
larly in his essay on ‘Americanism and Fordism’, that he did not fully
consider or accept reification as a by-product of rationalization.

It should be pointed out here that the generally acknowledged
unsystematicities of Gramsci’s texts do not lend themselves readily to
pinning Gramsci down on specific issues. This is the more apparent
when comparing Gramsci’s treatment of problems with that of the
members of the Frankfurt School, who often produce well-organized,
disciplined and persuasive arguments. However, the trajectory of
Gramsci’s concepts can sometimes be made out. His concept of
subjectivity, for instance, remains constant, throughout his writing,
in its problematic relation to reification and alienation. It is not a
universalizable concept, but contingent on particular social groups.
His concept of technology, on the other hand, displays a distinct
evolutionary trajectory. The younger Gramsci, the one of the pre-
prison years, differs theoretically from the Gramsci of the Prison
Notebooks when it comes to the application of modern technologies in
the cultural sphere. While Gramsci rejected the cinematic apparatus
in the writings of his Turin years around World War I, judging it
negatively as a mode of cultural production designed hegemonically
to manipulate and control the production of desire, he examines the
cinema later, in his Prison Notebooks, around 1930, in terms of its
technological potential for the production of a counter-hegemony. In
this he is close to Benjamin (of the mid-1930s) and Brecht who, in

contradistinction to Adorno and Marcuse, had welcomed new tech-
nological apparatuses and examined their potential for the produc-
tion of meanings capable of challenging the status quo. It is indeed
Gramsci’s interest in and critical assessment of communicative pro-
cesses, and in the deployment of technologies in these processes,
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the younger Gramsci rejects many aspects of the modernist venture,
by the time he is arrested, in 1926, and when he finally is allowed to do
research and writing in prison, by 1929, he tends to have a more
differentiated and matured view on what the critical potentials of
modernist forms of cultural production might be. That differentiated
view also includes a sensitivity to processes of signification which
involves attention to linguistic and communicative structures and
processes. I am not going to speculate in this book as to the biographi-
cal reasons for some of Gramsci’s indubitable shifts, which would
distinguish the older Gramsci from the younger one, and which would
establish Gramsci as an early master, or an anticipator of a dialecti-
cal-structuralist merger. For one thing, T have not done the necessary
research to warrant such speculations, and for another, I am not
certain that much research in that area, on which I could have relied,
has been done.?? But let me say this: in the period from 1918 to 1926,
Gramsci had a wide range of experiences. He had been one of the
major leaders of the Italian working-class movement, not only organ-
izing political struggles but, as editor of a major journal, the Ordine
Nuovo, functioning as an organizer of the cultural and ideological
struggle as well. He had been one of the top functionaries of the
international working-class movement, which accorded him the priv-
ilege to intervene personally in strategic decisions at the centre of the
international revolution: in Moscow.23 Apart from this, and given his
interest in cultural institutions such as the press, the media and the
theatre, it is possible that he had had some encounters with the most
advanced theories and performances in the realm of theatre and film
during his stay in Moscow (May 1922-November 1923). The period
19224 in Moscow means the years of cultural and theoretical tension
and excitement, the decline of the Proletkult, Sergei Eisenstein get-
ting ready for his Potemkin, Vladimir Mayakovsky with his poetry, his
plays, his left review Lev. The Moscow of these years also means the
Russian formalist school with Victor Shklovsky, and the beginnings
of Russian structuralism with Roman Jakobson. It means the era
when many Soviet intellectuals — such as Bakhtin or Voloinov, to
name but the now most famous ones — embarked on what I would like
to call dialectical-linguistic-structuralist journeys, attentive to com-
bining the synchronic with the diachronic in studies of the operations
of consciousness and the production of ideology and counter-ideol-
ogy.?* Itis also possible that Gramsci had the opportunity to continue
his apprenticeship in ‘dialectical-structural’ thinking while sojourn-
ing in Vienna (December 1923-May 1924). Since there is some talk
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which establishes his difference from the Frankfurt Sch'o_oL Or to Put
it differently: while Gramsci meets Frankfu.rt School critical t}jIC(-):ilSKS
on many different grounds, while he anticipates some of t}llcur 1f eas
and while he lags behind them in others, he also seems to dﬂTcr( rom
them in important ways. For his ways of seeing anc! CX§m{n1}:1g
problems do not neglect to take into account lh(?oretllcz?l mm;g]l l}s‘
stemming from linguistic theories and ‘sFructural lmgmst:ics, w 1(:0f
leads him to examine the micro-conditions for the pro ucuor:hat
meaning in communicative processes, the structure of language,
= i i 7, his concept of
As is the case with Gramsci’s concept oftechrfology, A cep |
communicative practice also evolves over a p?l‘lod of time. It is we :
known that Gramsci was a student of‘hr'xgulsncs at the AUmv'ersny o
Turin before World War L. Yet his training or expertise m.thls area ;s
not so apparent in his critical wmAmgs from his pre-prison }):ca;;
Rather, his preoccupation with notions of the speec}} act, with p :
formance, with productive readings of texts, as in his dlscuzsm? on
Dante, his penchant for a [heoretic.al gndefstandlvg ofthcdpro uc 1;;6
of meaning, notions of sign and Mgmﬁcatlén which I find not xnthat
early Gramsci but in the Gramsci of the Prison Notebooks, sugges -
some experiences differentiate the older from th‘e youngf;r ram OK;
By the 1930s, Gramsci’s texts had b§gun to shxft.from ocusing os
ideas and the power of the state to dlsc.ussmg thevlr }_)r(?ducuc.m, '
production of hegemony, a2 move which 'mv(')lved him in mvest'lgau:g
systems of signification and communication, and confromm'g. tllev
materiality of language. This tangential sl'uft, bowcver interstitia ly
located in the unsystematicities of Gramsci’s P?z:an Notebooks, reveals
not Gramsci’s complicity with Croce and idf:ahsm, as has often bee;
assumed, or with Leninism and Lenin’s notion of hegemony (thougI
he does owe much to these two ways of seeing as well), but rather,
think, glimpses of an understanding.of modernity whu:}f\i wdas mavst‘u:"0
ing and continuously evolving as it {n.ade ready to find way
counter, with ever-increasing complexities of concepitual ?Pparatus
and method, the ever-increasing complexity of rationalizing pro-
cesses and structures of the modern life-world. e
What chapters 3 and 4 then also indicate are Gramst s shifts from
an earlier lukewarm acceptance of forms of modernism, ora one-
dimensional repudiation of it, to a position which superbly adjusts the
tools of dialectical thinking to modernity. Indeed, theA homologlfs
between Gramsci and the Frankfurt School culminate in (}ramsq s
dialectical view of the dangers and the potentials of modernity. While
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of a possible encounter with Lukacs, there'mighl hav.e}:)ee;;r:‘cc(z;xcg»l
ters with other theorists as well whf) expcnmer;slcd V\c"lt -% i [h,e .
and pre-structuralist or structl{rahst merger.?> An glfenhOlars .
that his friend Piero Sraffa, whois known among Qramscn s.x;l st
loyally providing Gramsci with much of his readxrllg ma:en ilei

1 some close contacts with Wittgenstein ¥n
question that Gramsci could have 'becr?, in
in contact in Vienna via Piero

prison, was later to have
Britain, it is not out of thel s
i is active political schedule, .
SSP:”:fefaoi;v}K; linguisptiCally and structurally igclined {ntelllec_tflalu:;i
artistic circles, including those around Wittgenstein. It 15d ihem’_
possible that Gramsci had been cxpgscd to t_he. most advance heor
etical discourses on technological innovations m.lhe art}sl‘ anabom
avant-gardes of the time. Trotsky,.after ?ll, had.wrmen to }:W[icmed
futurism, and the answer Gramsci provides 1r}1dxcates a sop! :l_ -
and balanced view of the limits and pOlCl’Q\;lals of lh.l’S ava gnomS
movement which Gramsci knew very wel.l. Gramscll s plrls(lm .
on architecture in the context of modernism and rationa dP a;lﬁmfz
for instance, where he supports a meicrgte rathc'r than r:: \Ea e
tionalism, I find extremely int_eresung in r?lallon to t en::ecd o
urban planning, as it was theorized arld' parFlally ‘expefrflme red wih
in Vienna in the early to mid-1920s, distinguishes itsel ronll b
radical functionalism of the Gropilus School: the urbandp ant:efunc_
Vienna pursued, under a liberal city government, a mo lerad s
tionalism in architecture which did not impose rationa arll fune
tional living spaces devoid of all ornament on the wofkmg!;:]:l;ruc_
respected the differentials in the ‘structure (?f feeling’, ocr1 it
tures of taste’ of various social classes,' and incorporated, t e“ ed,
received ornamental elements and spatlal'arrangemcn'ts th;t 211 'Ov:lm
for traditional spatial experiences in architectural de§1gns. ! t 1; o
impossible that Gramsci was aware of thes.e archxtgctura reeszive
iments in people-oriented funcliongllsr‘n cavl_"ned out by pro(% s
architects involved in urban planning in Vienna. Perha;;‘s ~rdI:me
was au fait with the latest developme?ﬂs in east and west w }fn itc ¢
to the most advanced and challenging theories. Pe\'“haps e.was, S
Marcia Landy suggests, ‘no doubt aware that Lerun had dl;cusscl_
literature, and especially film, as part of the'var'lguar;l o rei\r/:;d
utionary change, and possibly how \Nalter} Benjamin had exam y
in revolutionary and counter-revoi

the role of newspapers and film

utionary terms’.28
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BEYOND THE MODERN: LINGUISTICS AND
PHENOMENOLOGY

I have made it my pur,

Pose, in chapters 3 and 4, to show parallels of

; ; primarily from the
Intermittent notes on aspects of modernization

as they affect society and culture. While Gram-

various kinds between German critical theory
f
1930s, and Gramsci’s

Roland Barthes’ semiology and theories of reading,

ice Merleau-Ponty, with his phenomenological theo
argue then,

and finally Maur-

t semiotics, his proto-
his relational-pragmatic
ally phenomenological perception of
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processes of knowing, I am interested both in balancing the Gram-
scian account and pointing to the difficulty and complexity of the
Gramscian texts. What I would like to see emerge is an appreciation
of the complexity of the Prison Notebooks, of Gramsci’s conceptual
framework, which squarely situates him in the context not only of
modernist problematics, but also tangentially - albeit inadvertently
on his part — of some postmodernist problematics as well.

It should not come as a surprise to anyone, however, that when
Gramsci engages in a set of problematics which we might identify as
‘postmodern’, when he examines the structures of language relative to
the conditions of possibility for enunciation, and the production of
meaning, then it is not in order to stake out the boundaries of
linguistic processes but rather to interrogate the conditions of the
operations of hegemonic processes in the production of meaning.
What is also important for Gramsci, in this context, is to guarantee
that freedom of movement in enunciation which is crucial for the
construction of counter-hegemony, be it imagistic, conceptual, or
linguistic. I indicate, therefore, in my discussion in chapter 5, how
Gramsci examines the structure of interpretation of a literary text. In
Gramsci’s analysis, the reader’s production of meaning is pre-
ordained, contained and conditioned by the structural and semiotic
elements of the text, thereby being rendered unable to produce al-
ternative meanings. While Gramsci could have extended this insight
to all knowledge-producing processes, thereby potentially embracing
a structuralist cause, he stops quite abruptly short of such an infer-
ence. There is no indication as to why he does this. Yet it is clear from
his way of creating a world for himselfin prison, from his insistence on
the need and possibility of autonomously producing images and
imagistic objects in prison, that the imagistic and enunciative free-
dom of movement of individuals, or of the subject, is of utmost
importance to him. For this reason I dedicate the second part of
chapter 5 to a brief discussion of the phenomenology of the prison-
world in which Gramsci lived.

What I discuss in that section is Gramsci’s attempt to remain
always in a position that allows him to produce meaning. The produc-
tion of meaning is contingent on a relation between a subject and an
object, which a subject achieves by a conscious or intentional enter-
tainment of relations with an object. Gramsci often indicates a need
for objects with which to begin to entertain and to continue a relation.
By citing letters I show how Gramsci insists on the interaction with
‘the largest possible number of phenomena surrounding him, as if he
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senses that the moment in which he forfeited such relational interac-
tion would see him reduced to a simple I, no longer speaking as a
subject, no longer producing meaning, no longer meaningfully living.
Often Gramsci is adamant about stating who he is and what he
experiences, contrary to what his correspondents (most often Tatiana
and Giulia Schucht) think he experiences and how he feels. This
insistence on the validity of his own portrayal or perception of his
life-world in prison, on the value of his consciousness, his subjectivity,
his way of seeing things as they emerge from his position in and
interaction with his life-world, and aided by his immense propensity
for seeing detail in the presence and absence of relations, as well as his
insight into the impact of detail and relationality on the production of
meaning and value, all of this places Gramsci, I think, with little
qualification, in the vicinity of Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenological
project.

i

TOWARDS A ‘DIFFERENTIAL PRAGMATICS’

Ifchapters 2 to 5 of this book place Gramsci in the context of a series of
twentieth-century critical theories, the last two chapters are designed
to examine the possible usefulness of Gramsci’s thinking in the con-
text of contemporary critical theory. In so far as I hold the position
that many of Gramsci’s ideas have evolved as responses to the |
problems and complexities of his own time and place, I do not view
Gramsci’s text as ‘a manual’, to borrow Anne Showstack Sassoon’s
term, from which to extract ready-made concepts for a contemporary
critical theory responsive to political questions of power and domi-

nation in our place and our time.2° Rather, what I would like to adopt
in the last two chapters is not Gramsci’s response to a particular set of
problems, but the structure of his response. I understand that struc-
ture first of all as Gramsci’s way of seeing and assessing problems of
power and domination, of doing analysis, and of critically developing
that analysis in his critical theory. By way of example I discuss his
analysis of intellectual activities and functions, his theory of the
‘intellectual’. The structure of Gramsci’s theory of the intellectual I
understand, and this I would like to empbhasize, as a political and
historical response, as a response to the power relations in Italian
society and culture during what we might roughly call the modernist
era. I would like not only to examine the structure of Gramsci’s
analysis and theory of the intellectual, but also to explore the possi-
bility of pragmatically adjusting, altering, negotiating, transforming
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that structure to meet our political challenges and to experimef\t with
analytical and theoretical frameworks that rgspond to 'relauons of
power and domination in our place and our time. In [}hAlS context 1
would like to propose the minimal contours of a new Crl}lCal project,
and a new critical practice. This practice I would like to name
‘differential pragmatics’. A ' L
Beginning to trace the possibilities of a ‘differential pragmatics’ in
the context of chapter 6 means that this chapter represents a break
with the previous three chapters. While chziipters 3,4and 5 we:e
designed to examine some of the homolo‘gles th:NCCn Gramsci’s
thought and major critical theori'es (.)f the ‘modern’ era, to sugges;
multiple relations between his thinking and many t"orm§ of critica
theory including neo-Marxism, Frankfurt School modernism, Marx-
ist linguistics and critical phenomenology, cha})ter 6‘and t}.le conclud-{
ing chapter 7 probe the possibilities olf.expenme-mmig with some o
Gramsci’s categories in response to political questionsin v:/h.at is oft.en
called the ‘postmodern’ era. No doubt, the prac.l!lce of dlffert?ntlal
pragmatics’ is inspired by the structure of Gramsci’s 'crmcal projects,
and it is for this purpose that I delineate tht? foulj major models' qf his
analysis and theory of the intellectual in his various writings.
However, ‘differential pragmatics’ is also an attempt to go beyc.md
Gramsci. Against the background of many different tbeor-encal
models, which include Lyotard’s position as propoundt?d in his The
Postmodern Condition, as well as Habermas’ notion of a u‘mversal prag-
matics, I attempt to outline some of the political questions that :;:em
to be important for us as intellectuals as we enter the 1990s.3° So
chapter 6 briefly examines intellectual activities in the western hege-l
monic spheres in their relation to the presence and absence of globa
power, intellectual functions in their relation to dcv?loped and de-
veloping cultures and societies, that is. Chapter 7 briefly focuses on
the notion of power with respect to feminism, and concludes my first
tentative exercise in ‘differential pragmatics’. o
Gramsci’s analysis of relations of power and the f.unctlon mu?llec-
tual activities perform in the complexity of these relauor!s leads hlm to
formulate a theory of the intellectual. This theory contains four major
modets. I have enumerated them as ‘The traditional intellectual:
artist, philosopher, poet’ (Model 1), “The “structure.of.feeling” ar:c,:i
“intellectual community”’ (Model 2), ‘The “‘organic intellectual”,
the “new intellectual”, the “critical specialist”’ (Model 3)-and “The
“universal intellectual”’ (Model 4). With Model 1 Gramsci accounts
for the presence in Italian society of intellectuals who, particularly as
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public figures, as academics, artists and publishers, represent moral
and ideological positions in the cultural sphere. As such, they incor-
porate instances of power. This Gramscian model is not unrelated to
both an idealist and a Marxist account of the social function and
political possibilities of the intellectual. It speaks of the non-neutrality
of ideas and knowledge, of the partiality, that is, of the producers and
disseminators of knowledge, of the political role of the intellectual as
part of a system of relations that is inscribed by power and domi-
nation. Model 2 is in my view the most complex and simultaneously
most productive Gramscian account of intellectuality. I have used the
terms ‘structure of feeling’ and ‘intellectual community’ in order to
describe this model. In some ways it theorizes the conditions of
possibility of mobilizing ‘traditional intellectuals’ for the democratic
cause. Yet it also analyses the conditions of possibility of mobilizing |
resistance to democratic change, not only on the part of the in- |
tellectuals as a sociological group, but also, and more importantly, on
the part of the subaltern social groups. These conditions of possibility
are constituted by various substrata and subsystems of intellectual
activities within class society, activities which are carried out in
churches, in educational institutions, in cultural spheres, and which
arouse the ‘spontaneous’ consent of large masses of subaltern social
groups to the social and political and cultural inequities of the status
quo. Doctors, pharmacists, teachers, priests and all sorts of pro-
fessionals and semi-professionals take part, so Gramsci found in his
analysis of social relations, in the dissemination of values and ideas
that support inequities in relations of power and, with their partial
propounding of how things are and why, legitimate the interests of
one social class over another. With their value-laden intellectual
activities, they produce hegemony and reproduce the status quo. The

effectiveness of the legitimatory activities of the semi-professionals in
a complex of relations is contingent on the corporeal proximity of
various social bodies. In the practices of everyday life, the impover-
ished and exploited peasants of southern Italy encounter the priest or
the pharmacist, and it is in these dialogic encounters, where the
parties do not speak a common language but share a ‘dialect’ or some |
elements of a common ‘structure of feeling’, that the priest or the
pharmacist proposes a world-view which the peasants find difficult to _
negotiate, given the privilege and prestige the priest and the pharma-
cist embody in their respective community. In this sense, the semi-
professional strata mediate between the masses of the people and the
predominant class, and without their mediation in the cultural and
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social realm political hegemonization would remain an empty pro-
ject. Yet political counter-hegemony can be prodL{ced on the same
grounds and by way of similar structures. If the dialogic encounter
between the profcssionals and the subordinate social classes 1§ glways
also an encounter where one world-view, that which legitimates
unequal social relations, triumphs due to the presng# a{ttacA}md. to the
social power embodied in the professionals and thel'r_msmunons, a
different view of social relations which does not legmmat'e unequal
social relationships can also be advanced. Yet Gramsci does not
suppose that itis only the intellectuals who can w‘({rk to promote suﬁh
a relation. Every person, so he finds, is capable of such reasoning, in
as much as every person is a philosopher and a legislator at once, one
who has the power, in the practices of everyday life, to propose views,
to impose them on others, to insist o‘nlimposmg them, or tc_) refuse to
impose them. This universal condition of excl_lange gf ideas anf:l
values is at issue in Gramsci’s account of the ‘universal intellectual’,
which I named Model 4. o
Model 3 expounds a notion of the intellectual which is fairly W§ll
known in the Gramsci community. I am referring to the ‘organic
intellectual’. Gramsci differentiates between at least three for.ms of
organic intellectuality. In that every major soc1al.and economic for-
mation produces its intellectuals, among other thmgs funcnomng as
legitimators of values and of the conditions onAwhlch an economic a'md
social formation rests, feudalism and capitalism as well as soc_lalxsm
have each produced a category of organic intellectuals. For his own
era, moving towards a form of high capitalism challenged by the
working-class movement, Gramsci distinguished two forms o’f or-
ganic intellectuality. I shall give these the titles ‘new mlellectua! al_‘nd
‘critical specialist’. The new (also ‘organic’) intellecFual of capitalist
formations is a specialist, a technocrat who knows his or her role but
not necessarily how that role is related to other aspects of a f:omplex
system of relations. The critical specialist, on the other hand, lS?ble to
understand his or her activity as a partial activity, yet in addition the
critical specialist understands that precisely because th-c activ%t?/ is
partial, it is related to other activities in a system of social, political
and economic relations.

To what extent the four Gramscian models of intellectuality out-
lined above are useful for analysing relations of power in our societies
in the west, and for formulating practices that challenge these
‘relations, is the main point at issue in the second part of chapter 6. It
also provides the title for that chapter, ‘Gramsci’s intellectual and the
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age of information technology’. Since I hold that Gramsci’s time and
place are not identical with ours, so that a good deal of his cultural
theory responds to his time rather than to ours, I present a brief
descriptive account of our time in order to provide at least some terms
for distinguishing Gramsci’s time from ours. This involves a sche-
matic view of the major transformations marking western society as it
apparently moves from predominant forms of industrialization
towards what has been called informatization. Indeed, it has been
argued that a ‘mode of information’ has displaced a ‘mode of produc- |
tion’.3! What emerges from my schematic view is that processes of |
transnationalization in the area of finance and production have ap-
parently led to the installation of a global assembly-line effectively
organized with the help of information technology. Moreover, the |
transnationalization of production and its organization, while ex- |
panding into many regions of the developing world, contracts under }
the control of a few financial centres in the developed world. Since
informatization, the production and dissemination of information
and knowledge, appears to further this process of economic trans-
nationalization and financial contraction, strengthening the western
advanced capitalist and informatized nations while weakening the
developing world, I raise the critical question as to how we, as
producers and disseminators of knowledge and information in the
west, relate to these forms of hegemonic power. I also entertain the
question of how minimally to challenge these relations from a demo-
cratic point of view, against the background of Lyotard’s understand-
ing of the ubiquity and irresistible presence of global power and
Habermas’ model of universal pragmatics.

There is good reason to believe, with Lyotard, that the symbolic
realm, increasingly colonized by all-pervasive and powerful trans-
personal communicative apparatuses, succumbs to the determinative
laws of the system itself. Hereby all action, the material as well as the
linguistic, cognitive and ethical, inexorably moves within the orbit of
an informatized technological order directed by no one but the
systemic and self-regulative nature of the system itself. In this scen-
ario, we as western intellectuals cannot but reproduce the inherent
laws of the system when engaging in the reproduction and dissemi-;
nation of knowledge. Yet there is also reason to believe, with Haber-
mas, as well as with the experiential knowledge tied to feminist
practices, that the symbolic realm participates not only in the produc-
tion of actions or practices but also in their suppression. The symbolic
production of practices and their suppression are not necessarily!
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interlaced with the determinations of self—regulf&tiye s?'slems. In his
theory of communicative action, Habermas distinguishes bel?veftn
system and life-world. Each sphere produces, enables and dehmllts
sigeciﬁc sets of action. Whereas the system produces and efxab es
action contexts which resemble Lyotard’s ass.ess_m'em of sel.Lregu—
lated and integrated action contexts, whereby mdx\rlduél choice and
action become obsolete, the life-world is capable, ficcordmg to Hai?er-
mas, of producing contexts in which agents meet in order to r}egotlate
differences and inequalities against the backgrgund ofa reapr_ocallg
accepted normativity. In Lyotard’s inte.rprc.tatlon, the systemic an /
all-pervasive nature of power make§ it dlfﬁC}ll( for producers o
knowledge to put up any real or meaningful resistance. In that sensc
most intellectuals are implicated in this state of affalrs: Habermas
theoretical model does take into account the systemic nature of
power. A self-regulative system orders functions and positions un-
affected by and independent from individual preferences, ch91ces and
actions. The subject disappears in these systems of erlatxor?s.. Yet
Habermas also reserves a realm from which to challenge.lneql.‘xltlcs‘ It
is a realm of dialogics, of social, political, cultural ar_ld anate %nte.ra§—
tion, where, against the background of a communicative ethic, indi-
viduals negotiate their needs and desires. )

Lyotard’s assessment of the systemic nature of power is usefulj It
points to the global extent of the hegemonic structure an.d the function
information technology fulfils in that inexorable‘extensu‘)n I propose
that a contemporary theory of the in[ellcc}ual will examine Fhe hm-ns
and the possibilities of this scenario for mtellequal activities. With
Gramsci, for instance, we can raise the questlgn_gf whether tech-

nology exclusively determines our intellectual activities antxd our fu.nc—
tion in the hegemonic global structure, or \.'vhet.h'er information
technology can be examined in terms of its a}?pllcablllty for challeng-
ing the global hegemonic net. The ‘Community Mcrr'tory movement,
as it is under way in various parts of the USA, points to immense
possibilities of democratic communication, ofwaysAofchallelngmg the
inequities that currently exercise hegemony. If qurmatlon tech-
nology has participated in hegemonically structuring glot?al re-
lations, it should be interrogated in terms of its powerful potentla.ls'for
democratically restructuring these global relatiops.32 Examining
those potentials and experimenting with information tt?chnology I
consider an important aspect of a critical theory of the mlellect.uaL
There are already some signs that via Deep Dish tv and sau.flhles,
alternative ways of seeing and evaluating things will soon be, if they
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are not already, available to and retrievable by any global tv set. Free
computer terminals, with information data bases on issues relevant to
democratic communities, will enable electronically monitored dia-
logic interaction between the most diverse and geographically dis-
tanced cultural groups, communities and individuals. In addition, a
contemporary critical theory of the intellectual activities and func-
tions between the developed and developing world can experiment
with the formulation of a new dialogic model. This model I do not see
as a ‘universal pragmatic’, but as a ‘differential pragmatic’.
Habermas’ ‘universal pragmatic’ focused on the possibility of ne-
gotiating differences against the background of a universally accepted |
communicative ethics. The agents Habermas had in mind were |
mostly citizens involved in the societies and cultures of western |
advanced industrialized and informatized nations. In this sense Ha-|
bermas positions himselfin the western developed world. What I, in E
contradistinction, propose are the practices of a ‘differential prag-
matics’. These investigate the possibility of telecommunicatively and
electronically mediated dialogic interactions and negotiations not
exclusively between individuals or groups in the western world. A
contemporary critical theory of intellectuals would, so it seems to me,
examine the possibilities of dialogic interaction between western and
non-western individuals alike. It would investigate and help to coor-
dinate the technological possibilities of listening to and reading and
seeing non-western points of view, and of processing information and
knowledge which challenge, from a non-western perspective, hege-
monic power relations. Critical theory of intellectuality as well as
critical theory in general, it seems to me, will be critical to the extent
that it interrogates its function in a gradual hegemonization of the
global life-world. As information technology exponentially increases
these processes of hegemonization, it simultaneously exponentially
increases possibilities of global democratization. Pace all pessimistic
predictions, there is still, I would contend, an opportunity for critical
thinking to challenge forms of power and domination. The quid pro quo
of such a challenge is the critical use of information technology and
knowledge of the ways in which it can be applied to counter global |
hegemony.
In lieu of a conclusion, I briefly discuss Gramsci’s relation to
feminism, feminist theory and women. As a critical feminist, I find it
difficult not to engage in such a discussion. In this context I point to
Gramsci’s problematic relationship to two women, Tatiana Schucht

and Giulia Schucht. Yet I also point to Gramsci’s fascinating micro-
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history of sexuality which he, long before Fouca_ul[,Aunearths :n hlf
archaeology of power. The centrality of sixuallty in women sf 05
pression is one of the aspects of Gra}nﬁfsm s unders[andln? of t ;
woman question. In this sense he. z?ntxclpates the slogan o sezlont
wave feminism, ‘the personal is polltl(‘:alﬂ However, Gramsci tends (?
relate woman’s inalienable rights of co?[rol over herl bod%hlo prl(])
cesses of production and the rationalization ofproducnoln. ; ese, Oef
reckoned, would play a role in fgture forms of sex(ua%ntly', orrflsmd
disciplining the body, and a consciousness OfthCiSC Fh§c1pénes[ wo N
encourage the formulation of specific sexual elhlca]ltles. on{rary !
Foucault, Gramsci does not unders‘tand lh(? production o sexuad
ethics, or these discourses on sexuallty‘.as discourses of powe;an
domination. By participating in these discourses, agents rep;o ucl:.
not as in Foucault’s account, consent»to the st.atus quo, du[ lf e
conditions for a social context that promises equality and freedom for
men alike. )
mel-?oi‘::uvlvtoand Gramsci agree, however, on one issue: that p(ziwir 1i
not imposed from above, but that the operations of povlver a;G:a:]A
success depend on consent from below. For bolb Fouc.au tafn o
sci, power is produced and repr(odgced in the interstices of ex;zr)l;ou)i
life, and for both, power is ublqunou'sA However, contr?rﬁy .
cault, Gramsci does not evoke the imagery of unqu}?x a.ttz -
unquantifiable ubiquities of power. If power is everyw er/e{d{ Cs[iw:S
everywhere in the same form and to the same degree. ch e
figure in Gramsci’s account of powerful relations. The powerla a
exercises over his children is a specific form of power, paternal power,
which is not identical with the disciplinary power the state exercnse;
over the body via the institutions of police, army and law courts, an
itis not identical with the disciplinary power that culture and society
exercise over the mind. Some social groups p(l)ssess more economlc,f
social and cultural power than others, and §1nce this lmbalanc-e o
power is neither easily challenged nor readily d}anged, 1h.ereF15 a
directedness to power relations. So while Gramsci agrees with Fou-
cault in his assessment of the ubiquity of power relations, he -chffersf
from him when he specifies the equally ubiquitous uneven relaugns;:
power. What I suggest then in the last few pages'oij my study is the
usefulness of both Foucault and Gramsci for a feminist égem'ia. Fropn
Foucault we can learn for one thing that we are all implicated (;n
power, that, in many ways, power is gender-blmd: .As well-to-do
members of western economic and political communmes., most of us
women theorists and writers are in some ways implicated in the power
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these communities hold over the non-western and underdeveloped or
developing parts of the world. From Gramsci’s complex analyses we
can adopt, on the other hand, the notion that we are indeed part of
many different ‘structures of feeling’, of many different loci which
inherently carry diverse functions and effects in relation to other sites
of power or powerlessness. As members of the ‘western structures of
feeling’ we are implicated in global power relations. As women of
specific social classes, we are often discriminated against by the male
establishment of a specific social class. As women of a privileged ;
social class, we are less discriminated against than other women of !
less privileged social classes. As white women we belong to ‘a struc-
ture of feeling’ that enjoys privilege over and against non-white |
‘structures of feeling’ or women’s communities. Drawing relevant |
lessons from Gramsci and Foucault, we can engage and mobilize our |
feminist knowledge of power relations. As feminists, we can contrib-
ute to a broader analysis and understanding of global power relations.
Feminist theory has been astute in deciphering microcosmic power
relations: the way specific experiences, forms of knowledge, ways of
seeing or epistemologies, ways of j udging or ethics, have been silenced
or marginalized or partially represented in the discursive and sym-
bolic realm of our reality. These feminist insights, part of a body of
knowledge which has been accumulated over the last two decades and
which continues to expand, have the potential to become powerful
tools in the deconstruction of global power relations. I hope that this
book may encourage collaborative theoretical and practical efforts in |
the dismantling not only of power but also of the many forms and
disguises of power, and may encourage critical thinking in the direc-
tion not only of a ‘universal pragmatics’ but also of a ‘differential
pragmatics’. I shall then have achieved much more than I originaliy
set out to do.
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1. The subject's self-affirmation demands courage, the courage to erect oneself
amid real unfreedom.

2. The question of life remains connected with the question of the liveability of
life, with the subject’'s openness toward the sphere of the unliveable in such a
way that this openness, its affirmation can be regarded as the subject's life
proper.

3. The subject lives while it affirms its desubjectivization in continual self-
affirmation.

4. To be a subject means to lose oneself as a subject, over and over again,
constantly.

5. To be a subject includes living its life as a border contact with the dimension of
the subject’s exterior, as a limiting experience of a life-subject touching the
limits of its life, the infinite.

6. The infinite (this too is one of Maurice Blanchot's as well as Gilles Deleuze's
essential lessons) is not the theological dimension or religious, positive
eternity.

7. It marks the limit of simple positivity whether it be the presence of the factual
and its correlative religiosity of facts, or the presence of a meaning beyond.

8. To keep related to the infinite means to confront the incommensurability of life,
its cruelty and innocence, its ontological indifference.

9. So what would be a palitics of the subject?

10. It would be a politics which defended, affirmed, protected and asserted the
subject, its character as subject, on all levels, on the political, historical,
cultural, social, economic planes, against its contestation, i.e. against its
reductive defusing on the one hand to the order of the possible (the texture of
options), and on the other, to the order of the impossible, as a condition of
possibility of the compossibility of politics and philosophy.
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