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Being on the `critical list` these days seems to be another way of saying that one`s work is (somewhat) influenced by Marxist thought. These associations with Marxism are not necessarily affirmative as much critical theory is at pains to indicate its distance, or separateness from Marxism. The notion of `critical` denotes a theoretical link with the history of critical theory within the Marxist tradition. In much critical work these days there is a selective borrowing of concepts from critical theory, while at the same engaging with non-Marxist thought (see for example, Morrow, 1994; Calhoun, 1995). The rationale for this `opening-up` of critical theory is at least two-fold. Firstly, social and material conditions have changed and hence different notions are required to grasp the complexities of social life. Secondly, with Marxism`s `discrediting` following the collapse of the totalitarian regimes of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, the way is now open for different theories of the social.

Should critical psychology follow a similar route to that of critical social theory which has spread out from critical theory`s origins in the Frankfurt School of the 1920s, and encompasses work as diverse as Giddens and Habermas on the one hand, and Baudrillard and Foucault on the other hand? A cursory glance at critical psychology shows that what it includes under the rubric `critical` is broader than that conceived by most critical social theory (see the edited collection Critical psychology by Fox and Prilleltensky, 1997). Furthermore, even in its Marxist and radical versions, critical psychology seems little influenced by the tradition of critical theory (see the edited collection Psychology and society by Parker and Spears, 1996). The challenge arising out of this state of affairs is that a critical psychology is still in the process of being formed. How does an emerging critical psychology understand what it means to be critical? Is critical to be understood in a Marxist sense, or in terms of the Frankfurt School`s notion, or in the diverse range of meanings attributed to critical within current critical social theory? And what is the relationship between critical psychology and a Marxist psychology?

Homer doesn`t specifically discuss critical theory in relation to Jameson`s thought, as Jameson in some ways represents a more traditional version of Marxism. Homer notes that the `declining influence of Marxism within European radical and critical theory cannot be accounted for intrinsically, therefore, in terms of the history of ideas, but must be seen in the context of politics and society at large.` (p. 5) And Jameson`s concern, throughout his work, has been to re-assert a traditional Marxist understanding of contemporary culture. Homer points out that Jameson has achieved this by insisting `on the continuing relevance of `traditional` Marxist concepts of history, class struggle, commodity fetishism, reification, utopianism or transformative politics and the totalizing nature of late capitalism` (pp. 6-7). Jameson has also extended his Marxist understanding in a non-dogmatic manner in so far as he has not been shy to include an impressive range of theoretical perspectives to complement his Marxism.

Homer starts his account of Jameson`s work with a discussion of the dialectic, and especially dialectical method. Dialectical thought is ruthlessly reflective, and self-reflective in its questioning of the conditions of possibility of its own categories. Dialectical thought is concerned with reversals, with contrary notions, with identity located in identity and non-identity, with being located in being, non-being and becoming, and with the fleeting affirmation of the negation of the negation. One of the more complex aspects of dialectical thought resides in an object`s relation to the whole, or as Homer pertinently puts it: `Until a given object is situated in relation to the totality itself, it remains partial, fragmentary and incomplete. Herein lies the real difficulty of dialectical thinking and particularly of a dialectical style of writing, "its holistic totalizing character"` (p. 17).

Precisely because dialectical thought is so difficult to grasp in its movement between the particular and the whole, there is a temptation to try and oversimplify the dialectic through method. Within Marxism this is evident in the dialectical materialism (diamat) of Stalinism, as well as in the crude reductionism of certain base and superstructure conceptions. Oversimplifications of the adventures of the dialectic also abound in non-Marxist social science, especially in the retreat to method. Homer shows how Jameson`s style brings to life the workings of dialectical method. Even the difficulty of his prose, it could be argued, is equal to the levels of analysis required to make sense of late capitalist society and culture. As a dialectical thinker it matters to Jameson how we think, and write, and thus Homer encourages us to get as much pleasure out of the Jamesonian (dialectical) sentences, as Jameson gets in writing them.The dialectic of writing and thought in relation to its object raises some interesting questions for critical psychology. Mainstream `scientific` psychology is not well-known for the elegance of its prose, and this is not to suggest that critical psychology should primarily be identified by its `beautiful sentences`! The self-conscious concern with writing and thinking in Jameson`s work could well animate the substantive accounts of psychological reality that are the focus of critical psychologists. In short, the psychological realm seems to `scream out` for dialectical thought, and yet it is mostly absent in psychological writing, even within much of the new critical psychology.

Another Marxist notion that is central to Jameson`s thought and evident throughout his work, is the notion of totality. While it is possible to admit that there are theoretical, and political problems with the notion of totality (in Marxism), it is nonsense to suggest, as many critics of Marxism do (and especially coming from postmodernism), that the notion of totality (directly) gives rise to totalitarianism, and soviet-style societies. To paraphrase Jameson, the form of this kind of critique of totality, never mind the content as well, is inherently ideological. It also fundamentally misunderstands the relationship between theory and practice, let alone political practice. On this score Homer writes that 

the totalizing epistemology of the Hegelian tradition can still be invoked against the fragmentation and dispersion of late capitalism, but only if we grasp that the problem of totalizing thought is first and foremost a problem of representation - as Jameson formulates the problem in The geopolitical aesthetic, `the very problem of representability now becomes in some sense its own solution - the thing being done, as it were, by showing it cannot be done in the first place` (p. 163).

The repression of the social whole, the social totality, in psychology, as well as the other human sciences for that matter, alerts us to the evasion and denial of moral considerations in much contemporary theoretical practice. The association of values with scientific practice is still anathema for many human science epistemologies. The notions of totality and representation take us unavoidably to the heart of the morality of current arrangements of social life, and our theories thereof. And while some social and psychological critics would be content to leave it at the level of a critique based on negative dialectics, they are less comfortable embracing the other strand of the Marxist hermeneutic, that is, the `positive or redemptive hermeneutic` (Homer, p. 95). It is within the politics of desire that Homer locates his discussion of Jameson`s `utopian impulse`. In a much simpler vein, than Homer`s systematic weaving through of Jameson`s usage of Lacan, and Deleuze and Guattari with regard to the politics of desire, ideology and utopia, we might want to ask what prefiguring of social relations comes to the fore if we take seriously the social production of desire within a dialectical conception of the social totality? Are these not at the same time crucial political and psychological questions?

These existential questions force us to think about where and how we live our lives, and so it is no wonder that Jameson`s monumental work on postmodernism deals with the spatial logic of our lives under capitalism. It is now accepted within social theory that space is a social relation, or rather part of social relations, and cannot simply be taken for granted as given. Whether one agrees with Jameson`s textual reading of space, and Homer is right to point to David Harvey`s critique of Jameson as a `spatial fetishist` (p. 145), the impact of spatial relations and the politics of space on our lives is undeniable. The three dimensions of space - physical, social, mental - or `what Lefebvre terms the perceived, the conceived and the lived` (Homer, p. 141), and Jameson`s notion of cognitive mapping raise some fascinating questions about human agency. If postmodernism is the cultural dominant of late twentieth century capitalist societies, and has had a significant impact on the built environment and the production and construction of social space, how are these social processes lived, cognitively mapped, imagined, and involved in the formation of identity? In other words, what are the effects of postmodernism on the production of mental space, and interpersonal relations? Marxism and psychology have oddly often been at one in not wanting to ask questions about how social relations are lived, maintained, reproduced, resisted, and imagined at an individual level.

There is much else in Homer`s thorough and systematic account of Jameson`s thought for critical psychology, and already too much has been glimpsed and omitted. However, it is worth noting that while Jameson`s work might on the surface seem remote from the concerns of critical psychology, this shows how isolated psychology has become from discussions of contemporary capitalist culture and society. Is it not an indictment of an insular and asocial discipline that we have to strain to see the relevance for psychology of the key areas of Jameson`s work: form, history, desire, postmodernism, spatial theory, and totality?

It remains now to conclude by making a few general critical comments about Homer`s treatment of this important cultural theorist of our time. Firstly, the breadth of Jameson`s scholarship is quite staggering as the list of influential figures that he works through includes Hegel, Lukács, Sartre, Adorno, Lefebvre, Lacan, Althusser, Deleuze, Mandel and Baudrillard. Homer on the one hand wants to sing Jameson`s praises for being non-dogmatic in including so many non-Marxist theorists in his work, and on the other hand is `accusing` Jameson of overly selective readings of these theorists, and in part suggesting that Jameson gets them `wrong`. Of course this is overstating the case, but the point is that there seems to be a slightly formalistic and textual assessment of Jameson`s reading of his theoretical sources. This is not an objection to Homer`s rigorous analysis of Jameson`s exegetical powers, but an interest in understanding why Jameson reads Lacan or Lefebvre in the way that he does. What are the conditions of possibility for Jameson`s recognition and misrecognition of the theorists that he uses? What does this tell us about the limits of Marxist theory that Jameson strays so far and wide over the modern, and even postmodern intellectual landscape? What does it tell us about the limits of Jameson`s Marxism? In other words, rather than staying so close to a theoretical exegesis of Jameson and his influences, it might have been more instructive had Homer suggested, for example, how a materialist account of desire might transcend some of the conundrums inherent in Jameson`s selective reading of Anti-Oedipus. Of course Homer is right to contend that Jameson`s reliance on Anti-Oedipus has significant implications for his work as a whole (p. 83), but given his familiarity with Jameson`s work, what would Homer suggest as a possible Jamesonian / Marxist way out? How should we try to think desire in Marxist terms?

Secondly, Fredric Jameson is an oddly apolitical text given that it is about Marxism. Maybe this vindicates Perry Anderson`s comments about Western Marxism having retreated from political struggles and sought refuge in the academy. As political as Jameson gets is the politics of theory in the system of American university life. We are told nothing about the institutional contexts and struggles of Jameson`s life and work. Is this because there is nothing to tell, and that the criticism that Homer makes about the problems in Jameson`s theory of mediation can also be located in the absence of an institutional practice in his (Jameson`s) working life to help him think through a theory of (institutional) mediation? (cf chapter 6). How come it doesn`t seem to matter to Homer what Jameson`s political practices entail? While we can`t `reduce` an oeuvre to the person, can we really ignore the person in making sense of a body of theoretical work? I know Homer didn`t set out to write a biography, but is it possible to separate an individual`s life from her / his work this starkly? We aren`t even told when Jameson was born or where? Surely the very personable Mr Jameson (whom I encountered when he visited SA a few years back giving seminars) is not this secretive about his life! Jameson`s political and biographical agency stalks the book like a ghost.

Finally, in the 1970s we used to playfully chant - `what about the workers?` - as a way of reminding ourselves to include (class) struggle in our analyses and as a corrective against overly academicist conceptions of politics. Having read Fredric Jameson I find myself wanting to chant: `What about the women?` Does Jameson have nothing to say about women and gender? Postmodernism as the cultural dominant of late capitalism can`t be made sense of without reference to gender! And if Jameson is too silent on this, which he is, why does Homer not raise these issues? Again, to take the example of desire, who are the desire-producing-machines (Deleuze and Guattari)? It seems to me that a conjunctural analysis of desire, as a starting point for a materialist theory of desire, of necessity must interrogate the differential gender locations and intersections of the production and consumption of desire. If desire floats, and I don`t mind if it does, it surely floats in our bodies as historically specific gender subjects.
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