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Marxistisk litteraturforskning

En forskningstradisjon som forstér det litteraere verket som uttrykk for en
okonomisk og sosial situasjon og som barer av ideologi. Marxistisk litteratur-
forskning fungerer ofte som en ideologi-kritisk og historisk orientert litteratur-
sosiologi. Forskningen peker pa ekonomiske betingelser, og pa hvem som eier
produksjonsmidlene (f.eks. mediene) og dermed kan bruke dem til ideologisk
propaganda (Proulx 1994).

“[M]arxistisk litteraturforskning og kritik foregar med et stadigt udblik til
sammenhangen med den gvrige samfundshistorie, 1 en grad som ingen litterer
metode ellers insisterer pd.” (Brandt-Pedersen og Renn-Poulsen 1980 s. 74)

Bruken av marxistisk teori 1 litteraturstudier omfatter “political critique of literary
institutions and practices [...] practices in which ideological norms and established
value judgments about literature and the world are deeply ingrained.” (David
Forgacs 1 Jefferson og Robey 1986 s. 200-201)

“Tekster veelges primart efter deres evne til — direkte eller ved kritisk analyse — at
bevidstgare leeseren. Tekster ma derfor helst rumme eller bygge pa analyse af
samfundssammenhange. Og de ma helst have en mobiliserende virkning, et
handlingsengagement. Fiktionstekster er ikke afgerende forskellige fra andre
tekster. De laeses alle med opmarksomheden rettet mod, hvad de oplyser om
samfundets modsatninger og om, hvad det er for krafter, der bestemmer
menneskers bevidsthed, sa de ikke handler efter deres objektive interesser.”
(Brandt-Pedersen og Renn-Poulsen 1980 s. 133)

Et kunstnerisk uttrykk kan vare revolusjonert hvis det gjengir noyaktig de
menneskelige energiene og praksisene som leder i retning revolusjon (Masiello
2012 s. 65). Mye litteratur kan tolkes som indirekte oppfordringer til klassebevisst
handling og kamp, som vépen til & skape et bedre samfunn. Dette er en variant av et
utilitaristisk syn (nyttesyn) pé estetiske verk.

Historien formes av ekonomiske og sosiale krefter. Det dypest menneskelige er
ifolge marxismen ikke sprak eller andre symbolsystemer, men arbeid og den
organiseringen av samfunnet som folger med ulike former for arbeid. Mennesket,
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serlig enkeltmennesket, tenderer til & bli ubetydelig, mens derimot sosiale og
materielle strukturer styrer livet. Krefter utenfor enkeltmenneskets kontroll
determinerer dets liv.

Béde institusjoner og kulturelle praksiser mé forstas gjennom hvordan de er
sammenfiltret med en materiell og sosio-egkonomisk basis. Marx oppfattet litteratur
som en del av overbygningen og en konsekvens av en sosio-gkonomisk og historisk
forankret struktur og basis, men overbygning og basis star 1 et dialektisk forhold til
hverandre (Dirkx 2000 s. 49).

Litteratur blir enten oppfattet som en avspeiling av en objektiv virkelighet, eller
som ideologiske manipuleringer (Nojgaard 1993 s. 73). Litteraturen speiler
klassesamfunnet og viser pagaende ideologiske kamper.

Kunstverk studeres ideologikritisk (Rolf Tiedemann i Benjamin 1974 s. 197).
Detaljer 1 kunstverket ses 1 sammenheng med bakenforliggende samfunnsforhold
og samfunnsbestemte bevissthetsformer.

“Forst og fremst er den marxistiske litteraturteorien opptatt av forholdet mellom
litteratur og samfunn. Man kan si at det er to overordnede spersmal: Det ene
handler om litteraturen 1 samfunnet. Det andre om samfunnet 1 litteraturen.
Spersmélet om litteraturen 1 samfunnet dreier seg om litteraturens funksjon, hvilken
virkning diktningen har i samfunnet og i historien. [...] Den andre problem-
stillingen, samfunnet 1 litteraturen, dreier seg om hvordan samfunnet viser seg i
diktningen og pa hvilken mate det dikterne produserer er bestemt av samfunns-
messige forhold” (professor Arild Linneberg 1 http://www.nrk.no/nyheter/kultur/
lesekunst/teorier/2081984.html; lesedato 11.08.15).

“The following questions are offered to summarize Marxist approaches to
literature.

1. Does the work reinforce (intentionally or not) capitalist, imperialist, or classist
values? If so, then the work may be said to have a capitalist, imperialist, or classist
agenda, and it is the critic’s job to expose and condemn this aspect of the work.

2. How might the work be seen as a critique of capitalism, imperialism, or
classism? That is, in what ways does the text reveal, and invite us to condemn,
oppressive socioeconomic forces (including repressive ideologies)? If a work
criticizes or invites us to criticize oppressive socioeconomic forces, then it may be
said to have a Marxist agenda.

3. Does the work in some ways support a Marxist agenda but in other ways
(perhaps unintentionally) support a capitalist, imperialist, or classist agenda? In
other words, is the work ideologically conflicted?



4. How does the literary work reflect (intentionally or not) the socioeconomic
conditions of the time in which it was written and/or the time in which it is set, and
what do those conditions reveal about the history of class struggle?

5. How might the work be seen as a critique of organized religion? That is, how
does religion function in the text to keep a character or characters from realizing
and resisting socioeconomic oppression?” (Tyson 2006)

I en marxistisk analyse som er “gjenspeilingsteoretisk™, kan f.eks. den polistisk-
sosiale posisjonen A bli gjenspeilt 1 den estetiske posisjonen B. I en analyse som
studerer “homologiforhold”, kan en dikters estetiske posisjon C 1 forhold til den
estetiske posisjonen D tilsvare dikterens politisk-sosiale posisjon E 1 forhold til den
politisk-sosiale posisjonen F (Joch og Wolf 2005 s. 106).

“En realistisk roman ma have en sddan bredde i fremstillingen, at man felger
personerne, de vigtigste af dem, gennem deres mangeartede forehavender, oplever
dem i de mange personrelationer, de indgér 1, ikke mindst dem, som har med
basisforholdene, produktionen, arbejdet at gere, og som er dem, der i sidste instans
steerkest betinger de gvrige.” (Brandt-Pedersen og Renn-Poulsen 1980 s. 84)
Romaner som entydig gjenspeiler samfunnet blir hayt verdsatt av forskerne, fordi
viktig innhold anses som et estetisk kriterium (Arnold og Sinemus 1983 s. 426).

“Hele estetikken fra Aristoteles og fram til Kant pa slutten av 1700-tallet er en
virkningsestetikk. S4 i forhold til spersmalet om kunstens virkning star marxismen
1 en lang tradisjon. Marxismen har imidlertid lagt vekt pé litteraturens rolle nar det
gjelder & avslore de historiske og sosiale sannhetene om maktforholdene 1
samfunnet: forholdet mellom de mektige og avmektige, rike og fattige,
undertrykkere og undertrykte.” (Arild Linneberg i http://www.nrk.no/nyheter/
kultur/lesekunst/teorier/2082002.html; lesedato 14.08.15)

“Each critical method has its own strengths and limitations, its optics and
blindspots. Marxian ideology critiques have traditionally been strong on class and
historical contextualization and weak on formal analysis” (Kellner 1991).
Marxistisk litteraturforskning har blitt kritisert for ikke & kunne fange inn
kunstverks formale kompleksitet og dermed vare blind for noe av det mest seregne
ved kunst (Arnold og Sinemus 1983 s. 114). Det har blitt innvendt at metoden gér
ut pé 4 adelegge det som er “litteraturen i seg selv”’ (Arnold og Sinemus 1983 s.
424).

Briten Raymond Williams har blant annet skrevet Marxism and Literature (1977).
“An unidentified “we”, he claims, will eventually turn away from the proposition
that “all literature is ‘aesthetic’, in the crude sense that its dominant intention (and
then our only response) is the beauty of language or form...”. The aesthetic effect,
he contends, has malign intentions upon us — to make us forget that we live in a
divided and dividing society through “the dulling, the lulling, the chiming, the
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overbearing” of its techniques and subject-matter.” (Williams 1 http://1970sproject.
co.uk/events/papers/tony-dunn.pdf; lesedato 04.06.15)

Raymond Williams’ “argument for ‘connections’ and ‘relationships’ between
varied social practices has given rise to the most important of his concepts ‘Cultural
materialism’. The concept, it is argued, can be seen as an extension of historical
materialism to the realm of culture which has been so resistant to such as
interpretation. ‘Culture’, he argues, is itself a material activity and not an effect of
superstructure which is caused by the economic base. ‘Cultural materialism’ has
been chiefly responsible for the emergence of ‘culture studies’ as a distinct
discipline in British Universities and also New Historicism in the US.” (http://
www.the-criterion.com/V4/n5/Christopher.pdf; lesedato 10.08.15)

“Along with psychoanalytical, feminist, and cultural criticism, Marxist literary
criticism exemplifies what the French philosopher Paul Ricoeur terms a
“hermeneutics of suspicion.” These are approaches that concern themselves not
with what the text says but what it hides. As Terry Eagleton, a leading Marxist
critic, writes, the task of Marxist literary criticism “is to show the text as it cannot
know itself, to manifest those conditions of its making (inscribed in its very letter)
about which it is necessarily silent.” By its very nature, ideology is silent. Like the
water in the aquarium breathed by the fish, ideology is virtually invisible. Its
invisibility gives it greater power. Ideology — defined in general as the shared
beliefs and values held in an unquestioning manner by a culture — exerts a powerful
influence upon a culture. Those who are marginalized in the culture are most aware
of the ways in which an ideology supports the dominant class in the society. [...]
Marxist literary criticism often shares with feminist criticism a desire to challenge
the power structures in contemporary society. For feminists, the issue is a
marginalized gender; for Marxists, the issue is not gender but economic power,
leading to political power. Marxist literary criticism can also be viewed as a type of
cultural criticism, in that it seeks to analyze a discourse (of power) that makes up
one of the discourses that determine a text’s historical meaning.” (http://www1.
assumption.edu/users/ady/hhgateway/gateway/Marxistlitcrit.html; lesedato
02.10.13)

“[L]iterature reflects those social institutions out of which it emerges and is itself a
social institution with a particular ideological function. Literature reflects class
struggle and materialism: think how often the quest for wealth traditionally defines
characters. So Marxists generally view literature “not as works created in
accordance with timeless artistic criteria, but as ‘products’ of the economic and
ideological determinants specific to that era” (Abrams 149). Literature reflects an
author's own class or analysis of class relations, however piercing or shallow that
analysis may be. The Marxist critic simply is a careful reader or viewer who keeps
in mind issues of power and money, and any of the following kinds of questions:



- What role does class play in the work; what is the author's analysis of class
relations?

- How do characters overcome oppression?

- In what ways does the work serve as propaganda for the status quo; or does it try
to undermine it?

- What does the work say about oppression; or are social conflicts ignored or
blamed elsewhere?

- Does the work propose some form of utopian vision as a solution to the problems
encountered in the work?” (http://www.wsu.edu/~delahoyd/marxist.crit.html;
lesedato 10.10.13)

Lyrikk blir av noen marxistiske litteraturforskere oppfattet primert som den
borgerlige illusjonen om frihet utenfor klassesamfunnet og -kampen. Poesi blir en
flukt fra virkeligheten.

“Marxist Criticism deals with focusing on the ideological content of a work of
literature and its explicit and implicit assumptions and values about matters like
culture, race, class, and power. It is based on Marxism, or the theories of Karl
Marx. Marxists believe that a work of literature is not a result of divine inspiration
or pure artistic endeavor, but that it arises out of the economic and ideological
circumstances surrounding its creation. Marxist Critics view the literature as a
reflection of the author’s own class or as an analysis of class relations. [...] Since
literature is consumed, for the most part, by the middle classes, it tends to support
capitalist ideology, at least in countries where that ideology is dominant. Marxist
critics interpret literature in terms of ideology. [...] Take the Marxist approach to
Shakespeare's The Tempest for example. The standard Marxist party line would be
to interpret Prospero as the representative of European imperialism. Prospero has
come to the island from Italy. He has used his magic (perhaps a symbol of
technology) to enslave Caliban, a native of the island. Caliban resents being the
servant of Prospero and attempts to rebel against his authority. Since Prospero is
presented in a favorable light, the Marxist critic might condemn Shakespeare as
being a supporter of European capitalist ideology. A more subtle Marxist critic
might see that the play has far more complexity, and that Caliban has been invested
with a vitality that makes it possible for audiences to sympathize with him.
Certainly, the Marxist view of the play brings out ideas that might be overlooked
by other kinds of critics and, thus, contributes to the understanding of the play.”
(http://marxist-criticism.wikispaces.com/Definition; lesedato 20.09.13)

Mange litteraere verk blir analysert som uttrykk for en dominerende og
undertrykkende ideologi, og dermed som manipuleringsverktay. Disse verkene

bidrar til & fremmedgjere leserne fra sin egen hverdag (Proulx 1994). Men litteratur
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kan ogsa oppfattes som en form for arbeid, en praksis der mennesket framviser sin
frihet og skaperkraft. Gjennom sitt kunstneriske arbeid viser forfatteren arbeidets
skapende kraft (Sayre 2011 s. 42). Dette arbeidet er “humaniserende” (Sidney
Finkelstein gjengitt etter Sayre 2011 s. 42). “The materialist theory of history
denies that art can in itself change the course of history; but it insists that art can be
an active element in such change.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 558)

Sentralt innen marxismen er tanken om den gkonomiske basisen som styrende for
overbygningen av ideer, kunst, litteratur osv. Ofte har litteraturen pa en “mekanisk”
mate blitt oppfattet som en virkning av klasseinteresser (Heinich 2001 s. 68). Men
etter andre marxisters oppfatning determinerer den gkonomisk-materielle basis
overbygningen kun som en sum av muligheter, ikke 1 detaljer innen denne summen.
Det er stort rom for tilfeldigheter og nyskaping.

Marxister hevder at “particular forms of humanity are determined by particular
social relations and systems of human institutions.” (Hawkes 1977 s. 15)

Et av problemene som Marx tematiserer 1 Grunnriss av kritikken av den politiske
okonomien (1857-58) er “the relation between base and superstructure. Marx is
clear that these two aspects of society do not form a symmetrical relationship,
dancing a harmonious minuet hand-in-hand throughout history. Each element of a
society's superstructure — art, law, politics, religion — has its own tempo of
development, its own internal evolution, which is not reducible to a mere
expression of the class struggle or the state of the economy.” (Eagleton 1976 s.
560)

“The classic statement of Marx’s view of the relation between society and ideology
comes in the Introduction to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
(1859): “In the social production of their life, men enter into definite relations that
are indispensable and independent of their will, relations of production which
correspond to a definite state of the development of their material productive
forces. The sum total of these relations of production constitutes the economic
structure of society, the real foundation, on which rises a legal and political
superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The
mode of production of material life conditions the social, political and intellectual
life process in general. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their
being, but, on the contrary, their social being that determines their consciousness ...
a distinction should always be made between the material transformation of the
economic conditions of production, which can be determined with the precision of
natural science, and the legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philosophic — in
short, ideological forms in, which men become conscious of this conflict and fight
it out” (Marx & Engels 1973: 85). This text is so central and so often quoted that it
is important to be quite clear what it does and does not say. It asserts, quite firmly,
that literature and other forms of ideology are not autonomous or self-contained —
they can be understood as part of the total process of man’s social being. What it
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decidedly does not say — contrary to the belief both of some ‘Marxists’ and of many
critics of Marxism — is that the relation of literature to the economic structure is one
of passive dependence, or that ideology is simply a ‘reflection’ of the economic
foundations. On the contrary, the essential feature of society is that conflict is
central to it, and literature, art, religion etc. are among the weapons that men
fabricate in order to ‘fight it out’.” (Routh og Wolff 1977 s. 94-95)

Mange marxistiske litteraturforskere “stresses the complicated interrelationships
between the socio-economic base and the institutions and values (including
literature) which comprise the superstructure. But precisely because those
relationships are so complex, a wide variety of critical thought has been brought to
bear upon them. [...] Other problems central to Marxist critical discussions include
questions such as: What is the relationship between literature and ideology? How
does literature develop out of the life of a society? Are there formal laws of
literature which serve to distance it from the forms of the material world? Is the
primary function of criticism to describe, to explain, to interpret, or to evaluate? To
what extent is language separable from society, and is ideology separable from
language? To what extent has Marxism, itself a body of theory, been influenced by
other modern intellectual currents such as psychoanalysis, existentialism,
structuralism, and semiotics? Far from being the monolithic dogma its detractors
suggest, Marxism is a living body of thought, seeking to answer questions such as
these, which are often ignored in other approaches to literature.” (Eagleton 1976 s.
552)

“It would be a mistake to imply that Marxist criticism moves mechanically from
‘text’ to ‘ideology’ to ‘social relations’ to ‘productive forces’. It is concerned,
rather, with the unity of these ‘levels’ of society. Literature may be part of the
superstructure, but it is not merely the passive reflection of the economic base.
Engels makes this clear, in a letter to Joseph Bloch in 1890: “According to the
materialist conception of history, the determining element in history is ultimately
the production and reproduction in real life. More than this neither Marx nor I have
ever asserted. If therefore somebody twists this into the statement that the economic
element is the only determining one, he transforms it into a meaningless, abstract
and absurd phrase. The economic situation is the basis, but the various elements of
the superstructure — political forms of the class struggle and its consequences,
constitutions established by the victorious class after a successful battle, etc. —
forms of law — and then even the reflexes of all these actual struggles in the brains
of the combatants: political, legal, and philosophical theories, religious ideas and
their further development into systems of dogma — also exercise their influence
upon the course of the historical struggles and in many cases preponderate in
determining their form.” ” (Eagleton 1976 s. 557)

“Marx stresses the active nature of literary practice. In an article on the Prussian
press censorship written in 1842 he declared: “A style is my property, my spiritual
individuality. Le style, ¢ ’est [’homme. Indeed! The law permits me to write, only I
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am supposed to write in a style different from my own” [...] It is this stress on
activity and conflict which distinguishes Marxism from such sociological theories
as that of Taine. Taine is able to take an author — Shakespeare, Racine, or Balzac —
and, with a good deal of insight, relate him to the social context he wrote in. What
he fails to explain is how radically different ideological productions — Descartes
and Pascal, Voltaire and Rousseau — come into existence in the same society at
more or less the same time. Once again, Marx does not argue that a work of
literature can be simply reduced to the class position of the writer. Rather he argues
that the historical position of a particular class sets limits within which a writer
works. As he puts it in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte: “Just as little
must one imagine that the democratic representatives are indeed all shopkeepers or
the enthusiastic champions of shopkeepers. According to their education and their
individual position they may be as far apart as heaven from earth. What makes
them representatives of the petty bourgeoisie is the fact that in their minds they do
not get beyond the limits which the latter do not get beyond in life, that they are
consequently driven, theoretically, to the same problems and solutions to which
material interest and social position drive the latter practically. This is, in general,
the relationship between the political and literary representatives of a class and the
class they represent” (Marx & Engels 1973: 84-5). As so often, Marx’s statement of
the problem is pregnant but brief and cryptic.” (Routh og Wolff 1977 s. 95)

Friedrich Engels, 1 et brev til den engelske forfatteren Margaret Harkness 1 1888,
“makes clear that, for a Marxist, realism cannot simply be a portrayal of the world
as it is. On the contrary, simply to portray the world as it is at present would mean,
as Engels put it in another letter a few years earlier, to reinforce the ‘optimism of
the bourgeois world’ and suggest the ‘eternal validity of the existing order’ (Marx
& Engels 1973: 114). In Marxist terms realism must mean, not simply laying bare
the class antagonisms within society, but showing how these antagonisms make
society open to change. Engels’s main criticism of Ms Harkness’s novel City Girl
is that it shows the working class as a ‘passive mass unable to help itself” (Marx
and Engels 1973: 115), whereas Engels insists that ‘the rebellious reaction of the
working class against the oppressive medium which surrounds them, their attempts
— convulsive, half-conscious or conscious — at recovering their status as human
beings, belong to history and must therefore lay claim to a place in the domain of
realism’ (Marx & Engels 1973: 116).” (Routh og Wolff 1977 s. 96)

“Engels remarks in Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German
Philosophy (1888) that art 1s far richer and more ‘opaque’ than political and
economic theory because it is less purely ideological. It is important here to grasp
the precise meaning for Marxism of ‘ideology’. Ideology is not in the first place a
set of doctrines; it signifies the way men live out their roles in class-society, the
values, ideas and images which tie them to their social functions and so prevent
them from a true knowledge of society as a whole. [...] Engels’ remark suggests
that art has a more complex relationship to ideology than law and political theory,
which rather more transparently embody the interests of a ruling class. The
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question, then, is what relationship art has to ideology. This is not an easy question
to answer. Two extreme, opposite positions are possible here. One is that literature
is nothing but ideology in a certain artistic form — that works of literature are just
expressions of the ideologies of their time. They are prisoners of ‘false
consciousness’, unable to reach beyond it to arrive at the truth. It is a position
characteristic of much ‘vulgar Marxist’ criticism, which tends to see literary works
merely as reflections of dominant ideologies. As such, it is unable to explain, for
one thing, why so much literature actually challenges the ideological assumptions
of its time. The opposite case seizes on the fact that so much literature challenges
the ideology it confronts, and makes this part of the definition of literary art itself.
Authentic art, as Ernst Fischer argues in his significantly entitled Art Against
Ideology (1969), always transcends the ideological limits of its time, yielding us
insight into the realities which ideology hides from view.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 562)

“A more subtle (although still incomplete) account of the relationship between
literature and ideology is provided by the French Marxist theorist Louis Althusser.
Althusser argues that art cannot be reduced to ideology: it has, rather, a particular
relationship to it. Ideology signifies the imaginary ways in which men experience
the real world, which is, of course, the kind of experience literature gives us too —
what it feels like to live in particular conditions, rather than a conceptual analysis of
those conditions. However, art does more than just passively reflect that
experience. It 1s held within ideology, but also manages to distance itself from it, to
the point where it permits us to ‘feel’ and ‘perceive’ the ideology from which it
springs. In doing this, art does not enable us to know the truth which ideology
conceals, since for Althusser ‘knowledge’ in the strict sense means scientific
knowledge — the kind of knowledge of, say, capitalism which Marx’s Capital rather
than Dickens’s Hard Times allows us. The difference between science and art is not
that they deal with different objects, but that they deal with the same objects in
different ways. Science gives us conceptual knowledge of a situation; art gives us
the experience of that situation, which is equivalent to ideology. But by doing this,
it allows us to 'see' the nature of that ideology, and thus begins to move us towards
that full understanding of ideology which is scientific knowledge.” (Eagleton 1976
s. 562-563)

Den ungarske filosofen og marxistiske litteraturforskeren Gyorgy Lukacs hevdet at
det sosiale i litteraturen viser seg i litteraturens formelementer: “the truly social
element of literature is the form.” “In his early essay The Evolution of Modern
Drama (1909), the Hungarian Marxist critic Georg Lukdcs writes that ‘the truly
social element in literature is the form’. This is not the kind of comment which has
come to be expected of Marxist criticism. For one thing, Marxist criticism has
traditionally opposed all kinds of literary formalism, attacking that inbred attention
to sheerly technical properties which robs literature of historical significance and
reduces it to an aesthetic game. [...] Marx himself believed that literature should
reveal a unity of form and content, and burnt some of his own early lyric poems on
the grounds that their rhapsodic feelings were dangerously unrestrained; but he was
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also suspicious of excessively formalistic writing. In an early newspaper article on
Silesian weavers' songs, he claimed that mere stylistic exercises led to 'perverted
content', which in turn impresses the stamp of ‘vulgarity’ on literary form. He
shows, in other words, a dialectical grasp of the relations in question: form is the
product of content, but reacts back upon it in a double-edged relationship. Marx’s
early comment about oppressively formalistic law in the Rheinische Zeitung —
‘form is of no value unless it is the form of its content’ — could equally be applied
to his aesthetic views.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 564)

Den franske naturalisten Emile Zolas roman Germinal (1885) “depicts the people
and industrial landscape of north-eastern France in a careful, almost microscopic
fashion. It might therefore seem surprising that the Marxist Lukacs is so critical of
Zola but the thrust of Lukdacs’s criticism is that, in striving to accurately portray the
social world, Zola ends up producing ‘reportage’, or mere description. The
underlying structure of power relations is thereby obscured. It is actually in the
more bourgeois settings of the realist novels by Balzac, Dickens and Tolstoy that
we find typical characters and situations that reveal the totality of life under
capitalism. [...] Both the nature of the capitalist world and the form of art have
changed since the nineteenth century. As Brecht puts it: ‘Methods become
exhausted; stimuli no longer work. New problems appear and demand new
methods. Reality changes; in order to represent it modes of representation must also
change’ (Adorno et al., 1980, p.82). Brecht is defending his own practice as a
playwright here. He uses avant-garde techniques such as bizarre make-up,
discontinuous jumps from dramatic scene to declaimed chorus, and the mixing of
film with live performance in order to expose a system — capitalism — that produces
poverty, mass unemployment and dictatorship. (By the time he wrote the passage
quoted above, Brecht was living in Denmark, as an exile from Hitler’s Nazi
regime.) Brecht’s reasoning is that the working-class audiences he wants to reach
need to be shocked into seeing things for what they are; yet at the same time they
must be brought into the theatre and entertained. To try to achieve this he adopts
characters and devices from popular culture — songs, gangsters, comedy, pirates,
the quick costume change.” (Jason Toynbee 1 Gillespie og Toynbee 2006 s. 163-
164)

Lukacs oppfattet avantgardekunst som “opprevet” (f.eks. hos ekspresjonistene og
surrealistene) og dette skyldtes deres overflatiske forstaelse av virkeligheten. I det
som han hépet var kapitalismens krisepregete sluttfase, opplevde mange ifolge
Lukacs samfunnet som splittet og fragmentert (gjengitt fra Hotzel 2013 s. 30).
Lukécs framstilte realismen innen litteraturen som en motvekt til den fragmenterte
modernistiske litteraturen, blant annet fordi realismen inkluderer skildringer av
okonomiske og materielle forhold, ikke kun subjektive perspektiver pa verden.

Tyskeren Thomas Manns roman Buddenbrooks: En families nedgang (1901) folger
fire generasjoner. Lukacs oppfatter i boka Thomas Mann (1948) slekten
Buddenbrooks’ utvikling som et menster pa borgerskapets historiske forlap. En
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klasse er 1 ferd med 4 bli avlest av en annen klasse, en prosess som gjennom
motstand og kamp til slutt vil fore til arbeiderklassens dominans (Hillmann og
Hiithn 2012 s. 171-173).

“Marxist criticism sees form and content as dialectically related, and yet wants to
assert in the end the primacy of content in determining form. The point is put,
tortuously but correctly, by Ralph Fox in his The Novel and the People (1937),
when he declares that ‘Form is produced by content, is identical and one with it,
and, though the primacy is on the side of content, form reacts on content and never
remains passive.” This dialectical conception of the form-content relationship sets
itself against two opposed positions. On the one hand, it attacks that formalist
school (epitomized by the Russian Formalists of the 1920s) for whom content is
merely a function of form — for whom the content of a poem is selected merely to
reinforce the technical devices the poem deploys. But it also criticizes the ‘vulgar
Marxist’ notion that artistic form is merely an artifice, externally imposed on the
turbulent content of history itself.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 565-566)

“English Marxist critics of the 1930s fall often enough into the ‘vulgar Marxist’
mistake of raiding literary works for their ideological content and relating this
directly to the class-struggle or the economy. It is against this danger that Lukacs’s
comment is meant to warn: the true bearers of ideology in art are the very forms,
rather than abstractable content, of the work itself. We find the impress of history
in the literary work precisely as literary, not as some superior form of social
documentation.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 566)

“Originally a pupil of Lukdcs, but later jealous of the master’s eminence, he
[Joseph Revai] published a pamphlet on Literature and Popular Democracy in
1954. In it, he drew up a Stalinist indictment of Lukacs’ life-work. He accused
Lukacs of having consistently neglected contemporary Soviet literature. He charged
that Lukacs’ concentration on Goethe and Balzac was dangerously obsolete. Even a
mediocre novel by a Communist, declares Revai, is infinitely preferable to a great
novel by a reactionary or pre-Marxist. Lukécs places “formalistic” literary ideals
above class and Party interests. His style is inaccessible to a proletarian reader.”
(Steiner 1967 s. 338) Lukéacs oppfattet de franske 1800-tallsforfatterne Balzac og
Stendhal som realister som i sine verk avdekket drivkreftene bak sosiale prosesser
og de historiske dynamikkene 1 et kapitalistisk samfunn.

Den tyske sosiologen og litteraturforskeren Leo Lowenthal mente at det ikke er en
enkel ekvivalens mellom et formelt trekk ved et verk og en ideologi, men et
komplekst forhold. Han ville vise hvordan de samme formene har ideologisk
mening som skifter avhengig av sosio-historisk kontekst (Sayre 2011 s. 204-205).
Lowenthal hevdet at skipbrudd-scenene i1 Shakespeares The Tempest representerer
samtidens engelske samfunn som et symbolsk mikrokosmos, samtidig som det er
de borgerlige verdiene som blir stdende som de mest solide i skuespillet (gjengitt
etter Sayre 2011 s. 147).

11



Forfattere klarer vanligvis ikke & losrive seg fra sin borgerlige klassetilhorighet og
ideologi (Michel Zéraffa i Roman og samfunn, 1971; her sitert fra Cogny 1975 s.
105).

Franskmannen Lucien Goldmann ville forene marxistisk og strukturalistisk
litteraturanalyse (Arnold og Sinemus 1983 s. 387). Han prevde & overvinne
svakheten ved basis-overbygning-modellen. Goldmann tenker ikke innen en
“vulgermarxistisk” modell med basis og overbygning, men lager koblinger mellom
en sosial realitet og en struktur: Det er en likhet/homologi mellom strukturen 1 et
littereert verk og “strukturen i en bestemt gruppes livsanskuelse” (Arnold og
Sinemus 1983 s. 386-387). Han utviklet en modell der likheten mellom basis og
overbygning ikke gjelder innhold, men altsa likhet 1 struktur (struktur-homologi).
Med “struktur” mener Goldmann en homologi som finnes mellom en “mental og
kulturell struktur” i et samfunn og den litteraere strukturen 1 en tekst (gjengitt fra
Masiello 2012 s. 68). Disse strukturene er bade formelle og ubevisste, og det er den
marxistiske forskerens oppgave & avslere dem, med en metode som Goldmann
kalte genetisk strukturalisme, og som han oppfattet som en syntese av marxisme og
strukturalisme.

Goldmanns “genetiske strukturalisme” skal vise hvordan litteratur gir et bilde av
virkeligheten som speiler en bestemt sosial klasses oppfatninger (Arnold og
Sinemus 1983 s. 407). Alle mennesker ensker & forene sine tanker, folelser og
livsfarsel til en sammenhengende “struktur”, og i et vellykket kunstverk oppnés
dette pa en overbevisende méte (Arnold og Sinemus 1983 s. 407). Kunstverket blir
en “ekspressiv totalitet” der kollektiv tenkning innen en definerbar sosial gruppe
blir tydelig (Arnold og Sinemus 1983 s. 408).

“Goldmann’s view is that the work of literature is the expression of a collective or
trans-individual subject (Goldmann 1964: 15; 1967b). It epitomises the world-view
of a particular social group at a given moment in history, and expresses in literary
form the ideology of that group. The author is the ‘exceptional individual® (1964:
17) or ‘great representative writer’ (1969 :59) in whom the collective subject finds
expression; he (or she) is able for one reason or another to give voice to the world-
view of a social class. [...] only in particular individuals is the world-view of the
collectivity coherently expressed and fully articulated, as a result of specific
structural features of that author’s social existence. [...] the ideas expressed need
not be consciously perceived by the writer, but they are nevertheless the product of
the writer’s intention (which may be unconscious) and of his creativity. [...]
Elsewhere Goldmann outlines the task of the social investigator thus: “He ... must
try to link the study of the facts of consciousness to their historical localization and
to their economic and social infrastructure.” (Goldmann 1969: 36) Literature too, as
a ‘fact of consciousness’, must be viewed in the context of its social and material
background, for human activity has a total character, and there is an ‘indissoluble
bond between the history of economic and social facts and the history of ideas’
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(ibid.: 62). Literature is fully understood and explained only by considering the
social group out of which it arises, and the processes which have formed the
ideology of this group.” (Routh og Wolff 1977 s. 26-27)

Den egentlige skaperen av et littereer verk er for Goldmann ikke en enkeltperson,
men en sosial gruppe med spesielle folelser, ideer og tilbeyeligheter som stammer
fra sosiale og ekonomiske betingelser. Slike gruppers virkelighetsoppfatning er
merkbare 1 kunstneriske og filosofiske verk, og disse verkenes struktur tilsvarer
strukturen 1 gruppas “verdensanskuelse” (Jurt 1998).

Goldmann hevdet at romansjangerens historie viser 1 fiktive historier de ulike
etappene 1 den kapitalistiske gkonomien (Sayre 2011 s. 159). Han mente ogsa at en
realistisk roman mi vise motsetningen mellom mennesket 1 et humant perspektiv
og mennesket i et tingliggjorende, kapitalistisk perspektiv, fordi denne konflikten
gjiennomtrenger det moderne samfunn (Sayre 2011 s. 164). Han oppfattet realismen
1 litteraturen 1 det 20. arhundre som “abstrakt™ og relativt virkelighetsfjern, men
tolket dette som et uttrykk for individets minkende betydning i en statlig
monopolkapitalisme (Sayre 2011 s. 166).

Goldmann sa en overensstemmelse mellom romanstrukturen pa 1900-tallet og
strukturen for “varebytte” i den liberale markedsekonomien. Romanhelten seker
etter autentiske verdier, men de er vanskelige & finne. Tilsvarende dominerer
okonomisk bytteverdi i samfunnssystemet over nytteverdi og ifelge Goldmann ogsa
1 de sosiale relasjonene mellom menneskene (Arnold og Sinemus 1983 s. 387).

“Goldmann is concerned to examine the structure of a literary text for the degree to
which it embodies the structure of thought (or ‘world vision”) of the social class or
group to which the writer belongs. The more closely the text approximates to a
complete, coherent articulation of the social class’s ‘world vision’, the greater is its
validity as a work of art. For Goldmann, literary works are not in the first place to
be seen as the creation of individuals, but of what he calls the ‘trans-individual
mental structures’ of a social group — by which he means the structure of ideas,
values and aspirations that a group shares. Great writers are those exceptional
individuals who manage to transpose into art the world vision of the class or group
to which they belong, and to do this in a peculiarly unified and translucent
(although not necessarily conscious) way. Goldmann terms his critical method
‘genetic structuralism’, and it is important to understand both terms of that phrase.
Structuralism, because he is less interested in the contents of a particular world
vision than in the structure of categories it displays. Two apparently quite different
writers may thus be shown to belong to the same collective mental structure.
Genetic, because Goldmann is concerned with how such mental structures are
historically produced — concerned, that is to say, with the relations between a world
vision and the historical conditions which give rise to it.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 571)

13



“Goldmann’s work on Racine in The Hidden God is perhaps the most exemplary
model of his critical method. He discerns in Racine’s drama a certain recurrent
structure of categories — God, World, Man — which alter in their ‘content’ and
interrelations from play to play, but which disclose a particular world vision. It is
the world vision of men who are lost in a valueless world, accept this world as the
only one there is (since God is absent), and yet continue to protest against it — to
justify themselves in the name of some absolute value which is always hidden from
view. The basis of this world vision Goldmann finds in the French religious
movement known as Jansenism; and he explains Jansenism, in turn, as the product
of a certain displaced social group in seventeenth-century France — the so-called
noblesse de robe, the court officials who were economically dependent on the
monarchy and yet becoming increasingly powerless in the face of that monarchy’s
growing absolutism. The contradictory situation of this group, needing the Crown
but politically opposed to it, is expressed in Jansenism’s refusal both of the world
and of any desire to change it historically. All of this has a ‘world-historical’
significance: the noblesse de robe, themselves recruited from the bourgeois class,
represent the failure of the bourgeoisie to break royal absolutism and establish the
conditions for capitalist development. What Goldmann is seeking, then, is a set of
structural relations between literary text, world vision and history itself. He wants
to show how the historical situation of a social group or class is transposed, by the
mediation of its world vision, into the structure of a literary work. To do this it is
not enough to begin with the text and work outwards to history, or vice versa; what
is required is a dialectical method of criticism which moves constantly between
text, world vision and history, adjusting each to the others.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 571-
572)

“Interesting as it is, Goldmann’s critical enterprise seems to me marred by certain
major flaws. His concept of social consciousness [...] is Hegelian rather than
Marxist: he sees it as the direct expression of a social class, just as the literary work
then becomes the direct expression of this consciousness. His whole model, in
other words, is too trimly symmetrical, unable to accommodate the dialectical
conflicts and complexities, the unevenness and discontinuity, which characterize
literature's relation to society. It declines, in his later work Pour une Sociologie du
Roman (1964), into an essentially mechanistic version of the base-superstructure
relationship.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 572)

“Goldmann is right to argue that the class structure of the society in which the work
originates must be the starting point for any comprehension, for, as he says,
literature is part of the ideological structure of a society and a period, and ideology
in general arises within the social relations of society and is related to them in
complex ways.” (Routh og Wolff 1977 s. 27)

“It is in the significant silences of a text, in its gaps and absences, that the presence
of ideology can be most positively felt. It is these silences which the critic must
make ‘speak’. The text is, as it were, ideologically forbidden to say certain things;
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in trying to tell the truth in his own way, for example, the author finds himself
forced to reveal the limits of the ideology within which he writes. He is forced to
reveal its gaps and silences, what it is unable to articulate. Because a text contains
these gaps and silences, it is always incomplete. Far from constituting a rounded,
coherent whole, it displays a conflict and contradiction of meanings; and the
significance of the work lies in the difference rather than unity between these
meanings.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 572-573)

“[I]t 1s in the nature of the work to be incomplete, tied as it is to an ideology which
silences it at certain points. (It is, if you like, complete in its incompleteness.) The
critic's task is not to fill the work in; it is to seek out the principle of its conflict of
meanings, and to show how this conflict is produced by the work's relation to
ideology. To take a fairly obvious example: in Dombey and Son Dickens uses a
number of mutually conflicting languages — realist, melodramatic, pastoral,
allegorical — in his portrayal of events; and this conflict comes to a head in the
famous railway chapter, where the novel is ambiguously torn between
contradictory responses to the railway (fear, protest, approval, exhilaration etc.),
reflecting this in a clash of styles and symbols. The ideological basis of this
ambiguity is that the novel is divided between a conventional bourgeois admiration
of industrial progress and a petty-bourgeois anxiety about its inevitably disruptive
effects. It sympathizes with those washed-up minor characters whom the new
world has superannuated at the same time as it celebrates the progressive thrust of
industrial capitalism which has made them obsolete. In discovering the principle of
the work's conflict of meanings, then, we are simultaneously analysing its complex
relationship to Victorian ideology.” (Eagleton 1976 s. 573)

Den franske marxisten Pierre Macherey “understands ideology in A4 Theory of
Literary Production to be a compact system of illusory social beliefs. It is complete
in itself, but only on the condition that there are certain things it cannot see or say.
Literature ‘produces’ ideology by writing it out. It gives it a shape and contours it
could not possess as ideology, since illusions are insubstantial. In doing so, the text
‘hollows’ the ideology, separates its fictional version from the same ideology
before it entered the text. In Macherey’s words: ‘there is a conflict within the text
between the text and its ideological content’ (1978: 124); ‘literature challenges
ideology by using it’ (1978: 133).” (David Forgacs 1 Jefferson og Robey 1986 s.
180)

I boka Den hellige familie (1845) analyserer og kritiserer Karl Marx den populare
franske romanforfatteren Eugene Sues Paris’ mysterier (foljetong pdbegynt i 1842)
(Sayre 2011 s. 54). Marx’ yndlingsforfatter var franske Honoré de Balzac. Av alle
forfattere som Marx omtaler, er det Balzac som nevnes oftest. Ogsd andre marxister
har verdsatt den franske romanforfatteren. “Balzac’s vision of a society in which
class, money and personal ambition are the major players has been endorsed by
critics of both left-wing and right-wing political tendencies. Marxist Friedrich
Engels wrote: “I have learned more [from Balzac] than from all the professional
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historians, economists and statisticians put together.” [...] Balzac has always been a
favorite of Marxist critics, starting with Marx and Engels themselves.” (http://
neoshinka.wordpress.com/2008/12/02/balzac-asimov-starfuckers-inc/; lesedato
14.10.13)

“Bruker man den marxistiske teorien 1 forhold til litterer produksjon, kan man stille
spersmalene: Hva er produksjonsforholdene for litteraer kunst? Hva er produktiv-
kreftene for littereer kunst? Med de to begrepene kan marxismen fange inn hva det
er som bestemmer tilblivelsen av litteratur. Marx’ produksjonsteori er pd mange
mater ogsd en kommunikasjonsteori. Kjeden produksjon, produkt og konsumpsjon
har en parallell i kommunikasjonsteoriens avsender, budskap og mottaker. Innen
kunstfeltet er det en kunstner som er betingelsen for avsendelsen av budskapet. Sa
har du produktet, kunstverket, og til slutt har du publikum, mottakerne av
kunstverket. I en slik marxistisk teori blir kunstverket oppfattet som en vare. Mens
publikum er konsumenter som tilegner seg varen. Nar produksjons- og
konsumpsjonsprosessen analyseres historisk og samfunnsmessig, apner det for en
forstielse av kunstens funksjon i en bestemt historisk sammenheng. Marx’ analyse
er en analyse av varesamfunnet. Og det skjer faktisk noe helt grunnleggende med
litteraturen og kunsten nér den, etter den industrielle revolusjonen, blir en vare pa
markedet” (Arild Linneberg 1 http://www.nrk.no/nyheter/kultur/lesekunst/teorier/
2082008.html; lesedato 11.08.15).

Den sakalte Frankfurt-skolen (Adorno, Horkheimer, Marcuse, Benjamin m.fl.)
mente at kapitalismen var langt sterkere og overlevelsesdyktig enn mange andre
marxister hevdet. En lang rekke mekanismer hindrer arbeidsklassen 1 f mer makt
og kunne gjennomfere en revolusjon. Frankfurt-filosofene mente at Marx’
“overbygning” hadde enorm pévirkningskraft. Litteratur og annen kunst tenderer til
a bli varer som hindrer befolkningen i & se undertrykkelsesmekanismer. Den
moderne kapitalismens fremmedgjering og kollektivisme gjor mennesker ufrie,
men massekulturen glatter over dype samfunnsmotsetninger og framstiller det
kapitalistiske markedet som noe uunngaelig. Kunst ber ifalge Adorno ikke skjule
motsetninger og skape falsk harmoni, slik masseprodusert og lettfordeyelig kunst
gjor. Borgerne blir manipulert av massekulturen og ledet 1 retning lydighet og
servilitet.

For den filosofen Theodor W. Adorno kunne ikke noe vare kunst hvis det bekreftet
radende samfunnsforhold, og altsa ikke stod i en motposisjon til disse forholdene
(Dorner og Vogt 2013 s. 87).

Adorno og Horkheimer hevdet at verdifull kunst alltid har gjort motstand mot
samfunnets dominerende verdier. Slik kunst representer pd 1900-tallet utopien om
et bedre liv, utformet pé estetiske méter som beriker tilvarelsen, 1 motsetning til
masseproduserte, overflatiske underholdningsprodukter. Ekte kunst er dialektisk, i
et spenn mellom motsetninger, et spenn som krever refleksjon og stillingstaking.
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For den amerikanske litteraturforskeren Fredric Jameson, “with his motto “Always
historicize,” the text is an alibi for ideological formations that are subtextual. The
heroic task of the critic is to wrench a text’s ideology into the light, “massy and
dripping,” as Jameson puts it (245; qtd. in Crane 92), so that it can be unveiled and
resisted” (N. Katherine Hayles i http://ade.mla.org/content/download/7915/225678/
ade.150.62.pdf; lesedato 03.08.17).

Den amerikanske forfatteren Francis Scott Fitzgeralds The Great Gatsby (1925) er
en av de meste kjente romanene skrevet pa 1920-tallet. “Written and set during the
post-World War I economic boom of the 1920s, F. Scott Fitzgerald’s The Great
Gatsby (1925) can be seen as a chronicle of the American dream at a point in this
nation’s history when capitalism’s promise of economic opportunity for all seemed
at its peak of fulfillment. “Get-rich-quick” schemes abounded, and many of them
succeeded, for it was a time when stocks could be bought on a 10 percent margin,
which means that a dollar’s worth of stocks could be purchased, on credit, for ten
cents. So even the “little man” could play the stock market and hope to make his
fortune there. [...] Jay Gatsby, the character who seems at first to embody the
American dream and the hope capitalism thereby offers to all, reveals, upon closer
inspection, the hollowness of that dream. In true rags-to-riches style, Gatsby has
risen from extreme poverty to extreme wealth in a very few years. [...] If Gatsby is
the novel’s representative of the American dream, however, the dream must be a
corrupt one, for Gatsby achieves it only through criminal activities, a fact that
severely deflates the image of the honest, hardworking man that the dream is
supposed to foster.” (Tyson 2006)

“Operating against The Great Gatsby’s powerful critique of capitalism is the
novel’s subtle reinforcement of capitalism’s repressive ideology. This
countermovement operates in three ways. First, the unflattering portraits of George
and Myrtle Wilson deflect our attention from their victimization by the capitalist
system in which they both struggle to survive. Second, because Nick is seduced by
the American dream Gatsby represents, his narrative romanticizes the protagonist,
obscuring the ways in which Jimmy Gatz’s investment in the dream produced the
amoral Jay Gatsby. Third, the lush language used to describe the world of the
wealthy makes it attractive despite the people like the Buchanans who populate it.
Perhaps The Great Gatsby’s most obvious flaw, from a Marxist perspective, is its
unsympathetic rendering of George and Myrtle Wilson, the novel’s representatives
of the lower class. George and Myrtle try to improve their lot the only way they
know how. George clings to his foundering business, and Myrtle, in a sense, tries to
start one of her own by marketing the only commodity she has in stock: she “rents”
her body to Tom Buchanan, hoping he’ll want someday to “purchase” it by
marrying her. They are victims of capitalism because the only way to succeed in a
capitalist economy is to succeed in a market, and, as neither George nor Myrtle
succeed in the only markets open to them, they are condemned to the “valley of
ashes.” Their characterizations, however, are so negative that it is easy to overlook
the socioeconomic realities that control their lives.” (Tyson 2006)
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Ernest Mandel har publisert boka Delightful Murder: A Social History of the Crime
Story (1984). Her hevder han at “when the bourgeoisie gained control of society,
their need for law and order made the outlaw unpopular, and the noble bandit
evolved into the evil criminal. Thereafter, with each change in the structure of
society, a new type of crime story became popular: with the rise of the police force,
police and detectives appeared in crime fiction; brilliant sleuths such as Poe’s
Dupin and Doyle’s Holmes upheld upper-class values; country house and drawing-
room murders, especially popular between the two World Wars, showed bourgeois
readers looking for prewar nostalgia; as crime became more organized, the brilliant
amateur sleuth could not deal effectively with its complexities, and he was replaced
by the team efforts of police procedurals; spy stories developed as espionage
increased during the two World Wars. [...] unlike the noble bandit of earlier
periods, the modern rebel-hero has no true goals or values because of the confused
ethics of decadent western bourgeois society. Other matters Mandel touches on are
the parallels between the spy story and the classical detective story and the
relationship between the rise of paperbacks and the mass consumption of crime
stories. Mandel sees the crime story as a temporary, vicarious escape for the reader
from monotonous middle-class life, an escape that acts as an opiate for sufferers
from the ills of bourgeois society yet at the same time reassures readers of the
permanence of its values. Mandel states clearly that his study uses the dialectical
methods of Hegel and Marx to view the crime story as a social phenomenon rather
than as literature. He sees Marxist implications in the hard-boiled detective story:
“The relative decline of pure intellect, pure ratio, in the detective story is a striking
reflection of the relative decline of rationalism in bourgeois ideology, and of the
rational (or allegedly rational) behaviour of homo oeconomicus under mature and
late capitalism.” He also finds traces of capitalism in the crime story: “Instead of
human conflict, there is competition between abstract intelligences. This
competition is like that of the market-place, where what is involved is a struggle
over cost-prices and sales-prices, and not between complex human beings.” ”
(https://muse.jhu.edu/article/242810; lesedato 17.09.20)

“I det 20 arhundre levde 1 perioder tredjeparten av verdens befolkning i regimer
som hadde marxismen som statsbarende ideologi. Og vi vet hvordan det gikk.
Ubeskyttet av rettsstat, rettigheter og flerpartidemokrati ble hundrevis av millioner
mennesker tyrannisert i Sovjet, Ost-Europa, Kina, Nord-Korea, Vietnam og
Kambodsja, for ikke & snakke om de mange millionene som ble drept.” (Gunnar C.
Aakvaag 1 Morgenbladet 22.-28. juni 2018 s. 7)

Litteraturliste (for hele leksikonet): https://www litteraturogmedieleksikon.no/gallery/litteraturliste.pdf

Alle artiklene i leksikonet er tilgjengelig pé https://www.litteraturogmedieleksikon.no
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