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Por AND CIRCUMSTANCES:
SoME OPERATIVE PREMISES

Parrick D. FLORES

Social life is essentially practical. All mysteries which mizlead theory to mysticism find their
rational selution in human practice and in the comprehensicn of this practice.

- Earl Marx

| haven't rejected Mastism. Something different has eccurred, It is Mapeism that has broken ap

and [ believe I am holding on to its best fragments.
=~ Erriesie Ledun

There is Ettle chance that a moralizing denunciation of the logic of consumerism will have any
significant effect in contemporary society, or that it will prove much more attractive than the revival,

say, of the old religious motif of the vow of poveny.
- Fredric Jameson

n inzipid resporse of Philippine ar ademe to the theoretical initiatves that atempr o
reappropriate the conjunctural posibilities from within the territery of the “popular/mass” is surely
symptomatic of either the basic instinct oforthodes leftist survival/political correctness or ofthe discreet
charm of the bourgeoisie/party — whetever it tmay sublimare and in whatever form it may assume. In
fact, there are moment: when these two apparently oppositional tendencies coalesce in their effores
fance out the discourses of the populac/mass from their respective canons of privileged constructions.
For clearly, the popular/mass cannot possibly gain efficacy as political instrument inasmuch a3 it, on the
one hand, does not contain the Aesthetic and, on the other, it aoneing, precuizely, the guerilla revolution.
T hus runs conventional wisdom hereabouts. Either which way, the domain ofthe popular/mass, together
with the constituencies whenee it derives the power to prevail, the mandate to write texts, to shape lives,
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and to bring forth worlds, is demed of any
substantial forrn of theoretical investiture 35 &
wgitimete agency of tacticai partisanship and  stra-
t»gic cogency. [n other words, it does not count.
And the academe cannot but distance itself from
it becauee the popular/mass offers no distantiating
effect that operates on the Aesthetic and the

ldeclogical,

It iz this bipclaristic pegation that must be
problematized, This paper, however, specifically
locates left-wing mediations of, if | may implicate
the imprimatur of the master narcative, Marxist
theorizings on populat/mass culture; and concomi-
tantly, the former’s construals of the recuperative
agenda pertaining to the latter. | feel that it iz the
t*volutionary project, more than any other enter-
prise sdll in business today, that must learn to
res kon with the subversive desires inscribed inand
sustained by the technology of popular pleasure.
Aller all: while the culture in the popular is not
“cultured,” its claim o popularity invokes the
people and the mass. Simply put, wlat iz at stake
really are crucial territories of contestations, loci of
confrontations, sites of struggles.

Tony Eennett’s "Mardsmand Popolar Fiction™
iin Popular Fictions: Essays in Literature and
History. Ed. Peter Humm, Paul Stigant, and Peter
Widdowson, 1986) lay: bare the sort of cavalier
nonc halance with which canonieal Marsxist thinkers
grasp popular culture. Bennett posits that Lukacs,
for instance, has nothing to say on the subject; not
2 word. Goldmann for his part virtually precludes
discursive activities on the popular Eont: ac cording
to him, only great works of the past can express
wotldviews. Even Althusser sets up dichotomies
that contradistinguish "authentic art” from “warks
of an average or mediocre level.” And to finally
deal the death blow to the popular, the Frankfiirt
School passiomately preaches the logic of false
corsciousness, the principle which onderlies its
lefiist  moralism, iz derisive dismissal of mass
culture, and its valorization of high modern and

avant-garde art.

Bennett ably demonstrates that Marxism's high
priests have not only treated popular culture
condescendingly, they have :nobbed it decisively
and, worse, excluded it liom the revolutionary
catalogue raisonné. It is this theoretical
marginalization which predizposes Bennett to con-
clude that itis withinthe Marxisthorizon of habitus
to negatively define the popular —which ironically
partakes of the same populist population/mass the
movement contracts/censeripts tofurther the cause
— againet something it deems more aesthetically
potent and politicaliy exigenr. By plundering texts
for the evidence of Rlsifications of reality which
they putatively embody, like quarries to be “socio-
logically ransacked,” Marxist eriticismms, Bennett
continues, “have joined hands with boargeois crit-
cism in reproducing, in the very form of their
critical practice itself, the Literature/popular fic-
tion distinction in itz ideclogical form.” (p. 250)

Bennett fuarther probes into the inquiry by
zeroing in on the underside of production: the
notion of value, valeing, and valuation. He argues:
""Texts do not have value, they can only be valued
by valuing sebjects of particolar types and for
particular reasons, and these are entirely the
product of critical discourses of valnations, varying
from criticism to cniicism. (p, 244) Bennett then
proceeds to see through the ways inwhich Marxists
valoare texts, with the view of finding out how thess
procedures and methods militate in the final analysis
against 3 more politicaliy emabling reading of the

popalar.

Lukacs, according e Bennett, appraises texts “in
proportion to which they approximate the norm of
historical seli-knowledge,” (p. 245) upholding the
concept that texts must render “depth of historical
penetration’ and “wocial typicality." Althusser
somewhat twists the il of the Lukacsian prescrip-
tion by stating that tesxs must be asessed “in termy
ofthe extent to which (they) distance or rupture the
ideclogical discourses towhich theyallude,” (ibid )
emphasizing how the apparatuses of sesthetics, or
the devices of defamiliarization, or the specific set
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diucantiating formal operations work on and
tirough texts. Against this theoretical background,
Hennett is led to calculate the politcal sfects that
these critical perspectives could bring into the
reading of the popular, insisting that we need to
rome to grips with “forms of critical practice that
can best politicize the process ofreading:” (p. 255)
"to “occupy’ the domain of popular fiction merely
provisiomlly; to treat it a5 a  stiategic site upon
wilich to deconstruct the entire system of conceprs
of which popular fiction is at once a part and the
excluded term.” (p. 262)

The trouble with Lukacsian and Althusserian
aesthetics is that it cannot account for those forme
which do not fall under the rubric of Art — as
interpreted either in terms of the prerogatives and
criteria of Marxist ideclogizing or of the Russian
Formalist/New Critical etiquette. Por what really
debilitates the model, that which begirds the pro-
gresnve /reactionary opposition, is actually the fis-
cimtion with aesthetic form/art object as frame of
reference: popular culture is to be considered void
ab initic because of its apriori absence of artness/
articity; before anything becomes politically cor-
rect and aesthetically defensible, or in other words,
“real,” it must be foremost and forever, once and
for all, Art—— whatever it akes. Otherwise, it has
no theoretical personality and cuolteral capiral: it
cannot be discumed “'seriously™ andis nottransactable
¢ commadity of knowledge.

Herein lies the dilemma ofhow the problematics
of power that make possible and ensure the status
ef art as social production and practice and as
inculcated norm of specialized actvities/disci-
piti=: could be c/sited, articulated, and then
reaporopriated to speak on behalf of certin inter-
=sis amel  struggles, if the operative term is, for all
intents and purposss, form as poetics — a3 in, =y,
pure literariness or cinematicity or any other
=chnicist category internalized by a  universal
valuing subject —- or form as mode of production
brtricated within the text and representing
unhistoricized historicity. How canthe category of

the popular/mass be foregrounded then so that it
would cease to be merelya sociological factthatean
only aspire for artistic status in order to be construed
as something significantly and functionally ideo-
logical and mot just. in the words of Bennett, simply
ideological? As he would point out: This lopzided
historical approach makes it appear that “the
history that fowed into the text through the
conditions of its praduction wers the only one that
counted, overriding or caacelling out in advance
the history which wmight bear on it throogh the
history of its consumption.” (p. 248)

Which inevitably brings us to the premise of
contemporary culteral siadies. Graeme Turner’s
British Cultural Studies: An Introduction (190)
provides s very interesting overview of the British
tradition of cultural mzterialism 2s informed by the
groundbreaking discourses of Antonio Gramsci,
Raymond Williams, Ruichard Hoggarr, Stuarc Hall,
Richard Johnson, and E.P. Thompson, to cite only
the most well-known. One nesd not reiterate here
the paradigmatic shifts charted by cultural studies
in the areas of language, discourse, hegemony,
culture, subjectivity, audience, textuality, ideol-
ogy, and reading. Suffice it to sy that culrural
studies has liberated Mangsm from the inertia and
torpor of its arthodoxy, remapping its tectitocies,
refunctioning its premises, and putting it to more
respontive utes. fnot for thess epistemic ruprures,
popular culture today, in spite of it overwhelming
presence and effecrs, would still remsin in the
periphery of academic disconrse and be virtually
out of the reach of the academic, whose intsrven-
ton in the process ofite production and reprodoc-
tion can only come in the form of consuming and
thensubsequently regurgitating pop pap and pulpin
high modern disgust.

Terry Esgieton (A Dictionary of Modern
Critical Terms, 1990) clarifies the claims of
British Cultural Studies by resituating/reposition-
ing Marxism within the theoretical agends of othar
Marxisms:
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But for Lukacs and Althusser,
“Literatoge” ftself remain a lirgely

For her part, Angels McRobbie (“Post-Marx-
ism and Cultural Srudies” in Cultural Studies)

unproblematic term — as it does indeed for notas:

tie Flegelian Maotists of the Getman
Frinkfurt School (notsbly Theodor Adoro
and Herbert Marcuse), who find in the very
forms of at 2 spiritual transcendence of 2
sordidly cls-bound society. They differ thus
from the second major Maoist coluz
heritage, which concerns itself less wath the
genesis of the an-work than with its political
aies and effects, less with the literary product
itzelf than with the soc.al relations and
ealtural institations from which it emerges.
The aim of this traditicn is to transform or
dismantle the very meaning of the term
“literature” by transforming the material
means of cultural production in society a5 a
whole. Prominent among such revelutionary
cultural workers were the Bolshevik avant-
garde artists (Futagists, Formalists,
Conuructivists, ete.) of the 1920s, who
sought not merely & new meaning in an |:-!.1.t
a new meaning of art, fashioning new social
relations between artists and audiences,
collapsing the barrers betwean at and social
life, and insisting on new media of cakural
communication. Crushed by Stalinism, their
great inheritors were the revolutionary artists
and eritics of Weimar Germany (Erwin
Piscator, Bertok Brecht, Waler Benjamin)
and to some degres the Marxist suzrealists of
France gathered around Andre Breten. (B
143) |

For contemporary Maposm, there is no
izolated *lireratare” to be ideclogically
eramined; what we have instead is 2 set of
fitacany modes of production, embedded in
vhe dominant social relations of capitalism,
which may themselves be transformed i;r?
political practice te produce new meanings of
“litarature” and new andiences. The literary
works of the past must be studied in their
historical condrions; but, more imponantly,
they must be constantly rewriten, in order to
be put to different kinds of political use. (p.
144)

It i not jusk textoality, difficrence, identity,
snlitizs, and Datida’s insistence on the
relational snd unfixed nxture of meaning (the
"Hoating signifie”), nor s it the
“interaptions” of ferminism and race which
have wronght the criziz of Marxism in
cokural stadies. Stuar Hall is guite right to
remind o3 that from the start cohocal studies
emerged 2 2 form of radical inquiry which
went against reductionism and economism,
which went against the base and
superstoacture metaphor, and which resisted
the notion of fake conscicusness. Howewver,
no matter how fu cemnoved caltursl theory
became from polineal economy, for example,
it did, nonetheleas, retain 2 senze of political
urgency. (p. 720)

As Haymond Willlams reminded ug a
long time aga:

The major modern communication
3ystems aie now 5o evidently key institutions
in acvanced capitalist sociaties tha they
rzguire the sam= kind of sttention, at least
inuzally, that is given to the institutiong of
industrial production and distribution,
Studies of the ownership and control of the
capitalist presz, the capitalist cinema, and
capitalist and state capitalist radio and
television interlock I:l.i!tt':I-I'ivl:l.il':,1 and
theoretically, with widss analysis of capitalist
society, capitalist economy and the nea.-
capitalist state. Foeaher, many of the sarme
institntions require analysis in the context of
modeon impediatism and neo-colonialisi o
which they are crucially relevan, .

Over and sbove their empirical resuks
these analyses force theoretical revision of ‘th
formub of base and saparstracture and of the
definition of prodactive torces, in a social
area in which large scale capitalist economic
actrvity and cultutal production are now
inseparable. [nless this theoretical revisian is
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made, even the best work of the radical and
anti-capitalist empiricists is in the snd
overlaid or absorbed by the specific
rthearetical structures of bourgeois cultural
socinlogy. (Marxism and Literature,
1977}

T hiz debate on the reinvention of Marxist
prercgatives in the face of broad changes has
indeed shaken the armchairs of Marxists every-
where. Fredric Jameson has had to temind his
confreres of the realignment of political eco-

" nomic variables in contemporary society, of the
systemic overhau] which must be deemed 35 2
determining talking point within which to situate
new theoretical modalines. According to
Jameson:

What. is original about "lie capitalism”
{a genenlly sccepted term for the third stage
of the wodd-wide expansion of this system,
after a nineteenth century national capitalism
and an early twantisth-century “'imperialist”
ar “colonial” one) is fandamentally cokural,
and the greatest strides made in contempoisy
Macxian theory have been in this ares [which
it is important to grasp in the widest jense, &
encompasticg daily life, information, madia
and commu-ications, the role and function
of intelle-tuals, and abstract theory and
philosophy of all kinds). What used to be
calied “cultural imperialism,"’ that is today,
the export of U.S, cukural produacts (film,
welevision, information -- and
misinformation -- ideclogies, music, sports,
clothing styles and other fashions), is, along
with food, our most profitable induastry, as
well a5 our most powerful instrament for
influence of 2 material as well a2 an
jdeclogical type (what my tradition calls
“hegemony'') over foreign countries...[nto
this cultural void then, and a: the only form
of some possible resistance 1w 2 universal
English-speaking American/Disneyland
culture all over the globe, the various so-
called religious fundamentalisms have then
fowed. It rernains to be seen whether they
can resist the ULS, “lifs-style™ tidal wave

feamainly, some Amercan religions
“fundamentalizm:™ have seemed uttecly
compatible with consumgtion on an
encigetic scale).

At any rate, the academic relevance of
these developments is as follows. What is
batbarously called “ieification theory™ (or the
anabysis of so-called commadity fetishism)
used to be 2 seconduy wadition with
Manxism; today it hes become the dominant
mode of analysis {or "' problemstic™) of all
Marxist investigations (from sociological
ones to those of high litersture and mass
cultare, from psychoanalytic studies of the
sabject and of gender and sexualicy all the
way to finance capitalism, the intarnational
Db, and the power of the IMF)." (from
“Actually Existing Maoasm,” pp 15-16,
anpubli:hed manuscript)

Jameson's recognition of the need to IeOIganize
the Mandst problematic, however, is not sustained
by a moie radical revamp of operative premises.
While Jameson proceeds fromthe position that the
capitalist world has already entered the orbit of late
or multimational o informatienal capitalism or
postmodern  culturs “with its new technologies
(cybernetic and nucieatr) and  its new internal
expamion and commodification, which has most
often been described a3 1 colonization of the mind
(but also ar: industrislization of hitherto precapiralist
agriculvares), or in short what we might character-
ize 25 the commodification of those last two
remalning zones of a certain feedom we suill call
MNature and Unconscious™ (p. 12); he still cannot
come up With 3 more revolutionary term with
which o caregorize this  mansitional moment
Jameson, in fact, cannot bat simply reiterate that
“late capitalism is still capitalism,” albeita “prodi-
gions mutation," to be sure. On the one hand,
Jameson insists that it is the challenge of Mamxism
teday to “gererate anenlirged theory of capitalism
capable of explaiting the production of a whole
host of new social levels and the developmentofa
whole range of new differentiations” (p. 13), on the
other, trapped as he is in the epistemic circumscrip-
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tans of classical cxpita]i:m wrhich ke thinks are still

consamerist mirages and intoxications” (p. 40)

operative, Jameson believes that the problematicof concomitint o their practices somewhat Gils to

Marsxism which “developed around the peculiari-
ties of the production of value in industrial capital-
istn, at a crucial central space - that of sarplus
value..." {p. 8) has not been substntally altered:

(I3t does not seem empircally plaosible to
suggest that the intarnal dynamics of present-
day capitalism (or late industrial bosiness, if
vono prefer) have been radically modified
Surely the whols system continges to revolve
around the madmization of profit, and its
patticipants are not st liberty to suspend tha
fundamental mative even locally, let alone te
replace it altogether in certain ageas. “What we
see today, rather is the spread of the profit
motive in a generalized and tendentially
global and universal fashion, so that it comes
to be basic and to recognize areas hitherto
relutively exempt from that pressure (areas
that might range from cld-fashioned book
publishing to village agriculure). In the
language of my philosophy, this is called the
penetration of capital into hitherto uncom-
rodified zone: and enclaves, and the process
today is omnipresent.. (p. 10)

Along with capitlism, Jameson likewise up-
holds the tenability of class as always having "the last
word" in the long run, thus undermining the
possibilities of overdetermination, which he seems
to apprehend as “delirious pluralism of lare capital-
15 and it alleged celebration of a host of social
differences” (p. 4), or as precondition for alliance-
building, which is premised on the completion and
realization of class through race and gender: “What
this idea suggests minimally is that ifyou forget any
one of these basic categories, it does not fail to
remember you." (p-30)

Jameson’s self-reflexive critique of post-
Warxisme, poststructuralisms, and postmodernisms
opens up Marxism and lets the air in, so to speak.
But the way he anchors certain crucial problematics
on the axiomatics of clasz, capitalism,
commodification, and the “various cultural and

convince us that Marxison, as it is appraissd here,
can really grapple with the “new diasporic social
logic” tharwould usher in a "new global opposi-
tonal language and culmre." Surely, Marxism
which Jameson compel: o explore “all kinds of
interesting overtones about ftishism" in 2 “truly
modern or postmodern way,” (p. 40) has @
intertext with its others.

And Arf Dirlik, writing in "Post-Socialism/
Flexible Froduction: Marxism in Contemporary
Radicalism," precisely talks about this. Diclik
begins by stating that “in its spatial and temporal
premises, Marxism is indeed limited by a
conceptualization of the world in which the capi-
talist mode of preduction provides the principles

for ordering time and space...” (p. 2) He continues:

More bluntly, beneath the surfice
tormulations conceming an akemative social
existence to that prevailing under capitalism,
Marxizm in its spazial and temporal premises
has suffersd from the ideclogical hegemony
of the capitalist mode of production of which
it was the product, which hes limited it
ability 1o conceive of anthentic akernatives vo
capitalism — to which the oing of “socialis™
societias stand as sad testimonial. Por all its

powerful cotique of capitalism, therefore,
Marxism nust rise and fll with the capitalis
mode of production. fibid)

Dirlik thus locates at once the crisis of
Marxisem: that is, 15 Gilure w absorb the shocks of
capitalist ransformations and contequently “come
o terms with altermative radical  critiques of
capitaiist society that have their source: cumide of
the Marxist tradition. In other words, can Mandiam
be made into something other than a “derivative
discourse’ —that i, derivative of capitalism?” (p.6)

By subjecting Marxism to 3 Marxist critique,
Dirlik undercuts the formet's illusion that it can
essentialize the production, organizaton, marker-
ing, circulation, and comumption of capitalism.
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One can no longer safely invoke capitalism 2z a

tomogenous, continuous, undifferentiated, and

exclusive category ofpractice. Bor, verily, ax Dirlik

points out, "while the capitalist mode of produc-

ton persists, it has gone through phases that differ

significantly {rom one another insocialand political

nrganization, and even the organization of produc-

Ren” (p. 27) And so, let us now swoop down te
the bottomline: since it has been agreed on already
that capitalismis no longer the capitalisiof before,
i 1t still viable o cling to the knowladge it
inplicates, toits vision of the world, to its stratepies
of steuggle? Moreover, it is as if capitalism were
overwhelmingly presmptive and preclusive that
mon-capitalist modes could not exist by virtue of its
presence. How do we now assess the dynamics of
cverlapping modes of production in the Philip-
pines, for instance? Is capitalism, 25 defined in terms
of Eurocentric parameters, singuiarly salisnt to the
analysis of this kind of milieu?

Dirlik, who also thinks that global eapiralism i
il capitalism, enumerates further the changes in
the climare. He ¢laims for one that the transnational
corporation “has mkenover national markets 5. the
locus of economic activity, which is gor St 3
pastive medium for the tarsmission of r.:*u:caz,
commodities and production, but detérmines the
nature of the transmission, and it directon, (p. 400
Also, globul capitalism has in a sense “homog-
smized " the world, eroded the power 'Dfnﬂt‘iﬂr., and
rramiormed the function of the nation-state, Ac_
cording o Dirlik:

Transnational corporations, in their
organization a: well as their activities in
production and consomption, have created
Lransnational class cufpmfminnn]: and
managers, dependent groups thet are tied to it
through subcontracting and other
mechanisms, global patterns of consumption
and, with it, a global culkure. {p. 44}

Bur this globalization iz not really ﬂiﬂrﬂush["r '
sfficient. Dirlik highlights, too, the contradictions
thatdestabilize the attemnptto absolutize the world,

recuperating in the proces: the emergent role of
ratonness or ethnicity in this new political and
economic end/game: "1t iz probably not accidental
it while globalism find: its most enthusiastic
sdvocates among the more powerful transnationsl
corporations with bases in the economically stron-
gor states (the Trilateral or Triad areas of the
United States, Western Burope and Japan), new-
eomet: on the scens {such as from Taiwan and
South Korea) are more visibly ted in with the
mationality and nation-state: of thei: m'igjm-“ I:P 44)

It iz in this context that the previous construsls
of Marxismcollapse. Dirlik particularly pounceson
the privileging of class a: the determining agency of
practice. To guote:

The political implications of this
tendency sre equally horrendous: in existing
socialist zccieties, the shatract notion of clas
was to be appropristed oy the vanguard
leadeiship, to be ased 1o deny the complex
social existence of the very lboring classes
thentsefves, (o remake them forcefuily in the
image of the shetraction. This kind of
teleology has net only proven to be
palitically and sozialky dangerous; it is handly
sppropriate at a time when the stracture of
social existence and individual consciousness
“ppears more blatantly than ever as the
Sverdetermined product of social
r¢|a:.iumhip. (p. &0}

Indeed, Marxisin can o longer turn a blind eye
on the Rce thar the world is organized and clek
along new lines. Froma ronference on marketing,
we listen to this [eport;

The world market is now being
computer micromappad into consumer
Tones wccording to residuai caltaral fxcton
{L.:: ldioms, locsl traditiang, 1eligicus
nﬂihlmcrm. political idealogies, falk mores
traditional sexus) roles, =tc.}, dominant .
cultoral Betors fie typologies of lifestylas
!:mitd Oh cotsumption patterns: television
Tatings, musicel tastes, B:hionz, metion
picture and concen attendance, home video
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—

t-iitals, magazine subscrdptions, heme
computer software selection, shopping mall
participation, etc.}, and emergent cultural
Bactors (i.e interactive and patticipatory video,
mobile micramalls equipped with holo-
graphy and soper conductivity, computer
inter-facing with consumess, robotic
services, etc.). The emergent marketing
tercain which must be our primary conceen
can only be covered totaily if the 304
geographical consumption zones already
computer mapped (the horizontal) can be
eross referenced not only with the selatively
homogenous “conscions’ needs of the
inacroconsamer units, but also with the
heterogenous mukiplicity of "anconscious’
nesds of the microconsumer (the vertical).
{op. 61-62)

It is this rigorous reterritorialization of mo-
bile positionalities that must be taken very seriously,
and not juse lipped-service ro. It is not sa!dﬂT o
Licar arthodax Marxists quoting poststructus ehists,
enfy to rodud e sociery to the determinations of class
o mode of P:uducﬁun. A Tausug :ingit: mother
i-vrng in Tonde': slams cannot be Eﬂ-ﬂ\"ﬂﬂiﬂ‘ﬂ[!?
categorized as poor only; the potentizlly “contra~
dittory endowments” of being Tausug, woman,
single mother, and squatrer are indispensable pres-
sures that overdetermine her subjectivity. Further-
maore, her relationships with Metro Manila, patri-
archal, Catholic, Filipine culture also impings on
the multiple constructions of her heterogenous
petsonality. This irreducible overdetermination of
the subject must never be seen as a liberal demo-
cratic and bourgeois/reactionary ploy to invalidate
tii: revolution, to elide struggle, to erase the subject
it historical agent, and to valorize coalitional and
parliamentary politics. Rather, it must be consid-
ered ag 4 pecessary Staging of the symptoms of a

tanging world, of the dialectical risks that rankie
i 1he ambiguous and overlapping moments of the
dominant, residual, and emetgent. The sice of
:mbat must no longer be romanticized and ide-
ilzed as the qum:’if: zgone. It must be widened o
.. vmpass all acvities that speak of change in the
pnne of various causes. The war is on, yes, but the

wope of seizure through 2rmed conflict is not the
only merphot/option people can avail of in their
intense aspiration to strike 4 better deal.

What thi: papsr wme to undewscors is the
processes by which power moves, how it iz
mobilized o dissemimte tuths, o construct
categories, and to make cure that these medizted
realities are inserted into legitimating institutional
networks and ate received by various constituen-
cissasnaturai and incluctable. One cannot possibly
gain access o thiz t=cra incognita if one continued
to subscribe 1o the ides that aesthetic form forms
the basi: of diference. To do this woold be to
altogether and retroactively obviate the potentali-
wes of popular cultural texs in prefiguring space:
for intervention in daily life's exchange and trans-
senon of power. Indeed, there iz much 1o theorize
on the “sociological realities of pop consumption.”

Cluing us into this area is Pisrre Bourdien who
problematizes the meachanics of consumption, of
how people define things against an implicit
standard, ofwhy theyare competent to judge things
and events, and of how because of this competence
they coopt the power to see and know the world in
specific terms. Bourdieu in Distinction: A Social
Critique of the Judgement of Taste (1984)
outlines the contours of thiz concepiual landscape:

Consumption is..2 stage in 2 process
of communication, that is, an act of deei-
phening, decoding, which presupposes
practical ar wxplictt mustery of 2 cipher or
code, [n 2 sene, one can say that the capacity
to se¢ (voir) is a function ol the knowledge
(savoir), or conceprs, that is, the words, that
are aviilable to name visible things, and
which are, st it wers, programmes for pec-
ception... Thus the encounter with a wark of
art iz not love ot bt sight’ 2 is generally
wapposed, and the act of empathy,
Einfuhlung, which iz the at-lovar's pleasure,
presupposes an act of cognition, a decoding
operation, which implies the implementation
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of a cognitive acquirement, 2 cultural code '
- 2-3)

Bourdieu tells us that how/why we ree and
know things i cegulated by a matrix of pradispo-
sitions that =xer(s pressure on Ouf [ec:phion of/
rawards those things. Ordinary movie fn:, for
:stance, might simply view Dear Heartasa Sharon
Curetz flick, but 2 movie critic worth his/her salt
viight tegard it aga typical Danny Zialcit film. To
be sure, there is a disjunction that cleaves the
teading of the fan and the critic. But the more
interesting point here is that this slippage also
distupts the illusion of the critic/academic that &/
he can impose on the fin what to see and how o
see it in the “proper” way. Fans see things the way
they do because they belong to a discursive com-
munity governed by rules of interprenation which
they are competent enough to recognize. In spite
of the academic efficacy vested in the judgsment of
critics and the very real effects of canonical
tenediction, fans mediate reality in their own
fshion because they have defined for themselves a
cortext of interpretive alterpatives and options
within which and against which they make senze
of their interactions with society and themselves,

Meaning thus is not read-off from the text by 2
fixed unitary seader, but rather produced by an
overdeterminsd subject circumscribed by the
predisposition to respond to taste, which cannot but
reoresen: and reproduce the competence to read
30 OrGing to a range of meaningful norome. 1§11 d.jis
aower 10 mediate reality, the competence [o site
subject-positionality, the habitus to privilege ide-
ologies and subjectivities that ought ro be the
subject of a thoronghgoing theery which, following
Predric Jameson, mustdismantle or deconstruct the
intertextual parts of the text and describe its func-
tioning. Aside fromthe promising breakthroughsin
audience studies, which have intslligently refor-
mulated the equation of analysis from literary
criticismstescrual representation to coltural stadies
e sociology of reception, Jameson reminds us to
tesort to the knowledge already cleared off by

Miche! Pouwcault's “pelitical technology of the
body,” Jacques Derrida's “grammatology.” Jean
Baudrillard’s “symbolic exchange," Jean Prancois
Lyowrd’s libidiml economy, and Julia Kristeva's
“semmarmalyse.”

We can ask, for imtance, how women viewers
negotiate the multple unplicadonz of what conld
be fminist subversions in popuiar cinerma. If Tania
Modleski, writing in “The Search for Tomorrow
in Today's Soap Operas,” can toy with the idea that
soap operas need not necessarily be apprehended as
an entirely negative iifluence on the viewer, bur
rather as 3 force of negation, 3 "negation of the

ical (and masculire} modes of pleasure in our
society’' — which privilege narrative verites such
as “progression,” “climux,” “resolution,” “jrre-
versible change,” “expectaton of imminent clo-
sure” — w= might a2 well find out how Filipine
women filmgoers smuggle outmeanings fom fims
churned out by, as it were, the irremediably
masculinist and capitaiist movie indu:et:y, W har
would they make of the beroine's refosal
deteriorate into a damsel in distress and rejectinno
uncertain terms Prince Charmings who are vaeil-
lating wimp: (Hilda Koronel/Christopher de Leon
in Kung Mahawi Man ang Ulap), repentant rapists
(Hilda Koronel/Christopher de Leon in  Kapap
Puo'y Simugatan), manipulative social climbers
(Maricel Sorianc/Richard Gomez in eaw Pe Lang
atig Minahal), libidinal lotharios (Dawn Zoluets,
Maricel Laxa/Richard Gomez in fiss Pa Lamang)?
In whatways would they remanofacture the desiras
of Sharon Cuners in Tayeng Delava who continu-
ally reterritorializes  her positionalities az ar once
single biown yuppie living alone ina condominiom
and :paftfmm her conservative mother, lover to an
unwed husband, and potental mother ofan illegiri-
mate daughter; or of Manstte Medved in Eimm ne
Mukha who har to undergo 2 surgery of neurotic
facelifts from slum carnival freak, wo modern-day
Prankenstein fancied by 3 demented medic, ro
remorseful parvenu? How, | wonder, should they
cope with the stres: indnced by the amtjeties and
neuroses of these feminist utopian aspirations to
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~antravene patriarchal prowocol and  inaugurate a
Leey LBEARD JI. i
lzss oppressive destiny?

The struggle of and by women thus to construct

new conditions for visibility and intervention in the
arena of textual practice and production of gender
discourse rages fuchsia bright. But, definitely, there
are casualues. Why is it, for instance, that the
lib=ral, witty, financially independent Vilma Santos
suddenty and easily degenerates into a bed-hopping,
chain-  smoking lady-in-waiting who finds life
incomplete and meaningless without Eddie
P.odriguez. But why must he alway: come? Why
must the metrical trops be upheld? Can women
not live in their own terms? Apparently, men are
threarened when the woman can hold cut on her
own. Look what happens to Maricel Laxa in fhaw
Ang Lahat Sa Akin. Because she is smarter than
R.ichard Gomez, she it conveniently portrayed as
an overly ambitious nouveau riche, a disputatious
fishwife, indeed, the perfect foil to Janice de Belen,
a self-effacing, sickly, docile elementary school
reacher  with whom Richard cohabit in the
zemugal home., Man is seemingly an island. Bur
hows about the women?

Well, Sharon Cuneta was able to put up 3
flourishing  restaurant business without Gabby
Concepcion in Bakit Thaw Pa Rin?. Nora Aunor as
chie southern belie Magnolia de la Cruz waz able
=0 head a conglomerate after being harshly rebuked
by Tirse Cruz 111 in Bilangin ang mga Bitwin sa Langi,
Theteare more examples. And | mention these not
much to regale women with success stories as o
insst that the circumstances and sitvadions of
women in Philippine popular cinema cannor be
simplified by orthodox and reductionist sociclogical
analysis anymore. For verily, they symptomatize, as
recoded in filmic discourse of course, the fierce
combat for meaning fssl::rinﬁ in textssocieties, for
the appropriation of the vision 2nd the truth that
should hold sway at the end of the day. Thus, the
next tme we see Janice de Belen (Rosendd) playing
neostitute to pay for het daughter’s hospitalization
and wanting to marry his boss  in the bope of

i

conflating the office and home sphere, the public
and private domain; Vina Morales (Sana’y Detw na
Npay singing her  way out of the clutches of =
dornineering benefactor whe is into drogs and the
Yakuza; and Lea Salonga (Bakit Labis Kitang Mahal?)
putting on that Broadway pout, posing petulant, and
anxionsly sorry for not being perfect — we must
look again and see through the implicatdons of
tranggressive, becauss wansformative, desire.

[t 1z thit habitus of the popular audience that must
be explained. John Fiske {“Cultural Studies and the
Culwre of Everyday Life,” in Cultural Studies)
pursues the wail via Bourdieu:

I wish to tum to Bourdien’s theory of
the “habitus" as a way to think through both
the material practices of everyday cokure and
our difficalty in sndying them. The concept
“habitus” contain: the meanings of habitae,
habitant, the process of habitation and habit,
patticalarly habits of thought. A habitat is 2
sacial environment in which we live: it isa
product of both its position in the social
space and of the practices of the social beings
whe inhabit it. The social space is, for
Bouardieu, 2 multidimensional map of the
¥ocial order in which the main axoes ars
=conomic capital, cukuaral capital, sducation,
class, and historieal trajectories; in it, the
material, the symbolic, and the histarical are

NOL separats categories but interzctive lines of
ﬁ"’f"’ Wwhose sperstions stroctore the macro-
suchl ““?"“- the practices of those who
;:E’f;:f"&“m pesitions and moments of ik
iy o
and the nmult:irne " h#bj-n:"' d.“n" is at one
Tyl ety o
actics ofhicin . o) through it: it is the
P Hing within thae position and
"-ﬂ.:lmm‘h and the sovcim] Edenﬁt?- the habits
of thoughts, tastes and 'ilspnair.iq:.l h
formed in and by thoge e i
peslbion in soclal soaca cr s D
identitiés ace noe :PL-:. the practices and the
7 : JEparare ‘:H’EE":-"I'II:I in a
hlt‘l‘il'l:hlf:ﬂ! or detapm

ittistie relation to each
aother, but muatnally inform each other ta the
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extent that their significance lies in their
LIANsgression ofthe calegorical boandares
that produced the words [ have to use to
explain them and which are therefore
perpetuated by that explanation. (p. 155)

Finally, we must tezd into the internsl economy
of popular enlture the inscription of hegemonic
eelations and not merely capture its reflections of
false comsciousness. As Bennert explains: "l is
rather 2 question of articulation: it concerns the
diverse ways in'which different practices of writing
are bound into the struggle for hegemony; their
imbrication with and not separation from other
regions of ideological struggle.” (p. 263
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