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tional and dysfunctional attributes of 
each vis-A-vis the power game whose 
dynamic is at the heart of his analy- 
sis. 

Perhaps most disappointing is the 
discussion of news in chapter 5. The 
author’s principal point, that news is 
a means of conveying a necessary 
sense of powerlessness to the public, 
is noteworthy. But the brevity of the 
chapter and the exclusion from the 
analysis of the substantial body of 
recent literature on news as a politi- 
cal instrument, including work that 
traces its intellectual lineage directly 
to his own earlier writings, detract 
significantly from the effective devel- 
opment of Edelman’s argument. 

The book concludes with chapters 
on political language and manipula- 
tion of the political spectacle that are, 
once again, vintage Edelman. The 
bottom line is succinct, if not surpris- 
ing. “Political language,” says the 
author (p. 104), “is political reality.” 

When I was a graduate student, it 
was Murray Edelman whose work I 
read with greatest care and apprecia- 
tion. More than a few years later, I 
would not yet characterize its influ- 
ence on me, as Edelman has that of 
earlier political scientists on him, as 
having been learned too well. His 
insights still clearly merit the atten- 
tion of today’s political communica- 
tion scholars. But insight is to be Val- 
ued primarily as the spur to 
systematic investigation and as its 
product, not as a substitute for it. In 
that regard, Constructing the Political 
Spectacle would have benefited from 
a more comprehensive and thought- 
ful treatment of the past two decades 
of related empirical research, the bal- 
ance of which supports and extends 
much of Edelman’s argument. Per- 

haps the author might have accom- 
plished more had he attempted a 
synthesis of poststructuralist thought 
with contemporary empirical political 
theory rather than accepted the two 
as paradigmatic opposites. 

This book is a must read but not 
an entirely satisfying one. 

A collective intervention 

Marxism and the Interpretation of 
Culture edited by Cary Nelson and 
Lawrence Grossberg. Urbana and 
Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 
1987. x + 738 pages. 639.95 (hard), 
$18.95 (soft). 

A review by Sue Curry Jansen 
Cedar Crest College/ 
Muhlenberg College 

This volume grew out of a series of 
events, organized by the Unit for 
Criticism and Interpretive Theory at 
the University of Illinois at Urbana- 
Champaign, which culminated in a 
large international conference in 
1983. Most of the papers are revised 
conference presentations; some are 
accompanied by commentaries, ques- 
tions, and challenges that developed 
in discussion sessions. 

The papers are collected into six 
thematic sections: rethinking the cri- 
sis of Marxism; toward a contempo- 
rary Marxism; the politics of moder- 
nity and postmodernity; culture, 
domination, and resistance; science, 
technology, politics, and ethics; and 
the politics of theory and interpreta- 
tion. The substantive focuses range 
from conventional Marxist theoretic 
explications to displays of esoteric 
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textual acrobatics featuring poststruc- 
turalist deconstructions of feelings, 
sentences, poems, pastorals, and pop 
culture. 

Some of the authors are prominent 
intellectuals who have made substan- 
tial contributions to recent debates 
on the future of Marxism; they 
include Stuart Hall, Henri Lefebvre, 
Catherine A. MacKinnon, Oskar Negt, 
Ernesto Laclau, Perry Anderson, Fred- 
eric Jameson, Michael Ryan, Stanley 
Aronowitz, Armand Mattelart, Iain 
Chambers, Terry Eagleton, Darko 
Suvin, and Michele Barrett. A few of 
the essays display innovative forms of 
intertextuality: they pick up dialogic 
threads from other conference papers 
and systematically weave them into 
the fabric of their own texts. The col- 
lection is not simply interdisciplinary; 
rather, it is conceived as “a collective 
intervention in the contested terrain 
it maps.” That is, it seeks to under- 
mine traditional disciplinary bound- 
aries. 

Within the contexts that produced 
these texts, Marx gets some stiff com- 
petition from Gramsci, Foucault, Der- 
rida, and Deleuze (and, through the 
last three, Nietzsche). Nevertheless, 
with few exceptions, these papers are 
avowedly, if not always recognizably, 
neo-Marxian. Nelson and Grossberg 
claim that “the problem for Marxism 
is.. .twofold: on the one hand, to 
deterritorialize its own discourse in 
response to changing historical reali- 
ties; and on the other hand, to reter- 
ritorialize itself in order to constitute 
that "cry response.” What this seems 
to mean is that feminist, Third World, 
and poststructuralist critiques have 
delivered some disabling blows to 
traditional Marxism at the same 
moment in history when changes in 

the structure of international capital- 
ism are dramatically expanding the 
role the culture industry plays in gen- 
erating capital and citizen/consurner 
compliance to corporatist controls. 
This book is conceived as an inter- 
vention in the resulting crisis--an 
attempt to rescue and rehabilitate 
Marxist cultural criticism. 

The editors’ introduction, “The 
Territory of Marxism,” attempts to 
summarize and synthesize the enor- 
mous and enormously diverse set of 
arguments that follow. Although Nel- 
son and Grossberg’s prose inhabits 
the narrow syntactic peninsula that 
separates the terse from the turgid, 
they do manage to convey the sense 
of crisis and urgency that has led to 
the “renaissance of activity” in Marx- 
ist interpretive studies. However, they 
do not provide the uninitiated reader 
with an inviting or serviceable map 
of the action. 

The essay that opens the collec- 
tion, Cornel West’s “Marxist Theory 
and the Specificity of Afro-American 
Oppression,” displays a similar stylis- 
tic astringency. West rnakes an impor- 
tant but widely acknowledged point: 
the historical specificity of Afro-her- 
ican oppression is inadequately rep- 
resented in the reductive glosses of 
classic formulations of historical 
materialism. He maintains that a 
“neo-Gramscian perspective” can 
provide a more adequate formulation 
for interpreting black experience in 
North America. Perhaps; but, in my 
judgment, West’s argument would be 
far more persuasive if its analytic 
power were demonstrated by applica- 
tion rather than by assertion. 

With the third essay, Stuart Hall’s 
”Toad in the Garden: Thatcherism 
among the Theorists,” reader deter- 
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mination begins to yield some 
returns. In response to the critique of 
Marxist scholasticism articulated by E. 
P. Thompson’s 1978 book, The Pov- 
erty of Theory, Hall attempts “to refer 
some of the substantive emergent 
positions in the debate about ideol- 
ogy to the analysis of a concrete 
political problem, and specifically to 
the current political conjuncture in 
Britain.” That is, he makes the leap 
from assertion to exemplification by: 
(a) reconstructing Gramsci’s concept 
of ideology; (b) explaining why this 
reconstruction transcends Althusser’s 
“essentialism” and Foucault’s “thin 
and undernourished” neo-Durkhei- 
mian thinking about power and 
knowledge; and (c) showing, by con 
crete example, how this perspective 
can inform analysis of the “authoritar- 
ian populism” of Thatcherism. The 
analysis of Thatcherism, although 
intended to be suggestive rather than 
conclusive, displays a subtlety, rich- 
ness, and dialectical openness that 
marks a clear advance in Hall’s 
approach to ideology. 

These first three contributions pro- 
vide a fairly representative sample of 
the substance, tenor, and unevenness 
of the book. The remainder of this 
review will focus on those essays 
that, in my judgment, are especially 
provocative, cogent, or original. It 
will then conclude with a brief 
attempt to describe the challenge 
one of the constituencies represented 
in this collection-feminism-poses 
to Marxist theories of’ interpretation. 

Stanley Aronowitz’s “Production of 
Scientific Knowledge: Science, Ideol- 
ogy, and Marxism” is one of the most 
daring essays in the book. Breaking 
from the nearly canonical valorization 
of Gramscian conceptions of ideol- 
ogy and hegemony, Aronowitz pro- 
poses abolition of “the category of 
ideology altogether because it 
implies its antimony-a disinterested 
inquiry through which both method- 
ological purity and undistorted com- 
munication can achieve something 
we may call warranted assertibility, 
truth, validity.” He uses this break to 
launch a radical “interrogation” of 
science that questions the self-privi- 
leging claims of both bourgeois/aca- 
demic and Marxist perspectives. 

Specifically, he challenges the con- 
cept of scientific neutrality. The asso- 
ciation of quantity with scientific 
inquiry is a basic feature of the divi- 
sion of the disciplines; quantification 
privileges the discourses of some dis- 
ciplines and marginalizes others as 
“poetic.” However, Aronowitz points 
out, recent advances in theoretical 
physics demonstrate that scientific 
knowledge is secured in metaphors; 
and the “metaphoric character of sci- 
ence registers the historicity of sci- 
ence because the metaphors contin 
ually change.” Embracing relativism 
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without apologies, Aronowitz main- 
tains that we cannot envision an 
alternative “critical science” until we 
discard the myth of scientific neutral- 
ity and reject the artificial distinction 
between science and ideology. Oth- 
ers have confronted the epistemolog- 
ical dilemmas posed by the meta- 
phoric character of scientific 
constructs with greater subtlety, 
depth, and rigor; but, to my knowl- 
edge, no one else has more directly 
or deftly deposited the package of 
paradoxes it poses on the doorstep of 
Marxist interpretative studies. Unfor- 
tunately, however, Aronowitz does 
not always honor his own proscrip- 
tion against use of the word “ideol- 
ogy.” 

Henri Lefebvre’s “Toward a Leftist 
Cultural Politics: Remarks Occa- 
sioned by the Centenary of Marx’s 
Death” provides a lucid, even ele- 
gant, summary of the author’s major 
contribution to Marxist studies: the 
concept of the everyday, what Hegel 
called “the prose of the world.” 
Lefebvre conceives of Marxism as “a 
point of departure, not a point of 
arrival”; that is, he treats Marxism as a 
“method” of analysis and discovery 
that is valid only when it is used. The 
strategic objective of this method is 
emancipation. Since the technology 
of oppression has changed since 
Marx’s time, Lefebvre contends, new 
ideas must be added to the concep- 
tual toolbox of Marxism. He believes 
that analysis of the everyday can 
explain why the working class has 
not become a revolutionary class. In 
advanced industrial societies toddy, 
“the everyday is not only pro- 
grammed, but it is entirely mediated 
and mass-mediated.” 

To transform the world, it is there- 

fore necessary to tranform everyday 
life. I n  order to do this, a Marxist- 
informed cultural project must theo- 
rize or retheorize several features of 
contemporary life, including: the 
restructuring of the mode of produc- 
tion brought about by multinational 
corporations; the new culture of the 
body that is emerging, in part, under 
the auspices of feminism; practical 
aesthetics, e.g., what makes a city liv- 
able; philosophy, including logic and 
dialectics; the role of the state in the 
new international economy; law, 
including articulation of strategies for 
preserving democratic rights under 
socialism; and the pervasive role of 
information in modern life. Lefebvre 
does not address the challenges that 
feminist understandings of gender, 
labor, domesticity, and nature pose 
for Marxist attempts to theorize and 
transform everyday life. 

In “What Is a Revival of Marxism 
and Why Do We Need One Toddy? 
Centennial Lecture Commemorating 
the Death of Karl Marx,” Oskar Negt 
takes up the same question as 
Lefebvre: Is Marxism still relevant? 
Negt’s answer is affirmative because 
the alienating conditions of life Marx 
described are still with us. Like 
Lefebvre, however, Negt rejects literal 
interpretations of Marx’s texts and 
recommends, instead, emulating the 
spirited modes of investigation that 
produced those visionary texts. 

Negt maintains that a Marxism that 
is responsive to the historical condi- 
tions of the late twentieth century 
should: (a) reconceive the concept of 
the proletariat in a way that rejects 
reductionism and recognizes that 
workers are complex social beings 
with multiple loyalties and interests; 
(b) come to terms with the altered 
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position of the subject, which would 
entail assimilating the discoveries of 
psychology and psychoanalysis that 
were unavailable to Marx in order to 
develop a materialist theory of sub- 
jectivity; and (c) significantly broaden 
the basis for investigating the active 
force of labor. In a nuclear and eco- 
logically endangered world, Negt 
contends, we must conceive of the 
precarious relationship of work, the 
forces of production, and nature 
more imaginatively, globally, and 
responsibly. He believes that Marx’s 
work provides a warrant for a theory 
of ecology, but he recognizes the 
necessity of securing that warrant in 
contemporary scientific knowledge 
and historical conditions. Although 
Marxism is incomplete, Negt believes 
that its “cohesiveness” and breadth 
continue to recommend it over the 
useful but circumspect theories of 
Max Weber and other sociologists 
and philosophers. 

Perry Anderson’s “Modernity and 
Revolution” and Frederic Jameson’s 
“Cognitive Mapping” assume the rel- 
evance of Marx and use his perspec- 
tive to address the aesthetics of mod 
ernism and postmodernism. 
Anderson attempts to reclaim the 
term “revolution” as “the political 
overthrow from below of one state 
order and its replacement by 
another.” He claims that the prospect 
of revolution was one of the essential 
coordinates of modernism until the 
Second World War. The war cut off 
the vitality of modernism and 
replaced it with “a routinized, bur- 
eaucratized economy of universal 
commodity production, in which 
‘mass consumption’ and ‘mass cul- 
ture’ had become virtually inter- 
changeable terms.” Within the post- 

war economy, the new was 
commodified and valorized. As a 
result, revolutionary thought was 
aborted. 

In Anderson’s view, the “vocation” 
of a socialist revolution is not to com- 
plete or prolong modernism but to 
abolish it. Jameson’s essay attempts to 
identify some of the obstacles that 
impede realization of this vocation. 
He maintains that the crisis in Marx 
ism is “not a crisis in Marxist science, 
which has never been richer, but 
rather a crisis in Marxist ideology”: 
an inability to envision a socialist 
future that captures the imagination 
of the people. He attributes this, in 
part, to a breakdown in the pedagogi- 
cal functions of art. Traditional aes- 
thetics conceived of the functions of 
art as “to teach, to move, to delight”; 
however, the first dimension has 
been virtually eclipsed in contempo- 
rary (Western) theory and criticism. 
Art does not provide us with tools for 
imaginatively representing-cogni- 
tively mapping-the expansive mul- 
tinational space we now inhabit. It 
does not equip us with means neces- 
sary to answer Lefebvre’s question: 
what would a livable city “look like”? 

Jameson believes that postmodern- 
ist perspectives provide intimations, 
hints, and examples for developing 
the forms that can express a new 
socialist aesthetic. Contra conven- 
tional conceptions of the pedagogy 
of socialist art, re: socialist realism, 
Jameson’s aesthetic empowers experi- 
mentation, perhaps even playfulness. 
It is an aesthetic for “post-industrial” 
societies, those “no longer motored 
by production but rather reproduc- 
tion (including science and technol- 
ogy) .” The new aesthetic appears to 
hold strong appeal for those younger 
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Left academics who are well enough 
placed to be able to play the intellec 
tual games of poststructuralism. A 
number of the other essays in this 
volume demonstrate the results of 
such play in deconstructions of 
deconstruction that rival Derrida’s 
versatility in erecting halls of illusion. 

There is, however, a question of 
solidarity that cuts much closer to the 
bindings of these texts: the gaps, 
blanks, silences, and failures of inter- 
textuality that render the feminist 
contributions marginal to the produc- 
tion of this volume. Eight of the 
fortythree contributors are female; 
six of their papers directly address 
the issue of women’s oppression. 
When questions and comments 
accompany the women’s texts, all of 
the remarks are by women (with the 
possible exception of one anony- 
mous entry). When the texts of male 
authors “talk” to other texts, they do 
not talk to or about the women’s 
texts. When the texts of the female 
authors “talk” to other texts, the talk 
crosses gender lines. When such 
socially structured silences occur in 
the debates of bourgeois social sci- 
ence (and they do routinely), femin- 
ists call the process “ghettoization.” 

However, as Gayatri Chakravorty 
Spivak notes in “Can the Subaltern 
Speak?” deconstructing antagonisms 
within radical discourse is more diffi- 
cult because radical discourse claims 
to speak for the oppressed. Address- 
ing the silence of subaltern 
women-a silence that is ignored by 
Western feminism as well as by Marx- 
ism generally-she salvages a warn- 
ing from Derrida, who advises rewrit- 
ing the utopian impulse in order to 
avoid the “danger of appropriating 
the other by assimilation” (Spivak) . 

Both Catherine A. MacKinnon and 
Jean Lesage attempt to address the 
appropriation of feminism by neo- 
Marxism. They point out that within 
the discourse of the Left, specifically 
at Marxist conferences and teaching 
institutes, female as well as black and 
Third World participants remain the 
“other.” In an essay entitled “Wom- 
en’s Rage,’’ Lesage engages in an 
exercise designed to raise the con- 
sciousness of Marxists. She rewrites 
selected texts of Franz Fanon by sub- 
stituting the word “woman” where 
he refers to the “colonized” or the 
“oppressed.” The result is compel- 
ling, if predictable. 

There is much more at stake in 
this debate than conference etiquette 
or career positioning. When Lesage 
and MacKinnon call attention to the 
hierarchical and androcentric biases 
implicit in the structures and rules of 
academic discourses and confer- 
ences, they are calling attention, 
however imperfectly, to larger episte- 
mological questions that pose far 
more profound challenges to the 
future of Marxist interpretive studies 
than any flaws in Althusser’s concept 
of ideology or Marx’s definition of 
the proletariat. 

Jameson and other “assimilation- 
ists” assume that “the true juncture 
between a feminist problematic and a 
Marxist one [is]. . .not an antagonistic 
juncture, but the moment at which 
the feminist project and the Marxist 
and socialist project meet and face 
the same dilemma: how to imagine 
Utopia.” In contrast, MacKinnon con- 
tends that any feminism worthy of 
the name is methodologically “post- 
Marxist.” MacKinnon assumes that dif- 
ference (including Derrida’s dzffer- 
ance) is a gender-based concept; that 
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is, she accepts the findings of recent 
feminist studies of language which 
maintain that a primitive dualism 
based upon sexual difference pro- 
vides the groundings for the categori- 
cal structures and semantic conven- 
tions of Indo-European languages 
(e.g., 1, 4 ,  5 ,  10). This totemic marks 
differences between men and 
women, subject and object, culture 
and nature, knowledge and intuition, 
etc. As a result, Macannon asserts, 
“the neutrality of objectivity and of 
maleness are coextensive linguisti- 
cally, whereas women occupy the 
marked, the gendered, the diffkrent, 
the female position.” 

MacKinnon and other advocates of 
new feminist epistemologies contend 
that the point of reference of the dis- 
courses of Enlightenment human- 
isms, including Marxism, is the liter- 
ate, white, Western, Inale (see, e g ,  
1, 2 ,  3, 6, 8) .  Feminist epistemolo- 
gists are interit upon exploding the 
myth of male “aperspectivity”: the 
claim that the “neutral observer” is 
really neutral and neuter (6). In 
short, their critique of science is far 
more radical than Aronowitz’s. It  
shares his conviction that scientific 
neutrality is a fiction, but it regards it 
as a fiction of patriarchy as well as of 
capitalism. Contra Aronowitz, new 
socialist feminist epistemologies do 
not embrace relativism; they seek 
alternative practices and alternative 
ways of knowing secured in feminist 
materialism ( 9 ) .  MacKinnon has 
expressed these ideas more cogently 
elsewhere; her attempt to be respon- 
sive to the other texts in this collec- 
tion pulls her into a combative stance 
(which she acknowledges). 

The appropriation of feminism 
exposed by the discursive ruptures 

characteristic of so many of these 
texts does not bode well for the 
future of Marxist interpretive studies. 
It demonstrates a failure of imagina- 
tion, if not a breach of trust. Redress- 
ing Marx’s remains in the garments of 
late twentieth-century racial, sexual, 
and textual enlightenments may not 
be the best way to honor his mein- 
ory. In my judgment, critical theory 
would be better served by emulating 
Marx instead of imitating him: by 
articulating perspectives that are 
informed by the rigor and breadth of 
his intellectual vision and energized 
by his radical commitments to social 
justice. Critical theory needs to be 
critical of claims of scientific neutral- 
ity. Nevertheless, Newtonian science 
can still teach Marxist science an 
important lesson: great ideas take 
flight from the shoulders of giants, 
not from their shirttails. 
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ski. New Brunswick, NJ.: ‘Transaction 
Books, 1987. 327 pages. $29.95 
(hard). 

This comprehensive review of his- 
tory, key cases, and threats to press 
freedom will be useful for communi- 
cation scholars, students, and journal- 
ists. 

What Americans Really Think: And 
Why Our Politicians Pay No Atten- 
tion by Barry Sussman. New York: 
Pantheon, 1988. 241 pages. $17.95 
(hard). 

Sussman documents the clash 
between the nation’s leaders and its 
people and contends that despite 
people’s failure to keep up with 
events, there is a readily discernible 
“public agenda” that has not 
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chief items on the agenda are a 
demand that there be “no more Viet- 
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Eugene R. Kintgen, Barry M. Kroll, 
and Mike Rose. Carbondale: Southern 
Illinois University Press, 1988. 496 
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This collection of reprinted essays, 
arranged in four parts, is intended to 
form the core of an advanced course 
in literacy. The “theoretical” section 
includes studies of the psychological 
and economic consequences of liter- 
acy. The “historical” section com- 
prises research on the development 
of literacy in different areas of the 
West. The teaching of literacy in edu- 
cational institutions is the focus of 
essays in the “education” section. 
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classroom. 
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