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1968: 11). Williams’ work was fundamental to these developments. But
more than this, it was fundamental to the development of cultural studies.
This chapter has hopefully demonstrated the importance of Williams’
concept of culture as a realized signifying system for the development of
cultural studies. On the basis of Williams’s redefinition of culture, cultural
ome to define culture as the production, circulation
gs; meanings that are always entangled in ques-
tions of culture and power.® To paraphrase what Williams (1989a: 22-3)
said about communication systems in ‘Communications and community’,
nnot think of culture as a realized signifying system as something
occurred, because it is through culture as a
he reality of ourselves, the reality of our

studies has gradually ¢
and consumption of meanin

we ca
which happens after reality has
realized signifying system that t
society, forms and is interpreted.”

Notes

1 What Williams actuall
1981b: 185).

2 See Storey 2009a.

3 The Four Tops, ‘It’s the same old song’, Four Tops Motown
Motown Record Company.

4 For a discussion of the ways in which the

see Butler 1999.
5 For example, over the last four years I have been doing research on opera. Not

opera as a body of texts and practices but opera as a shifting network of mean-
ings (i.e. the culture of opera); how in certain times and spaces opera is articu-
lated as ‘popular culture’ and in others it is articulated as ‘high culture’. What I
try to do (Storey 2002, 2009b) is to track the development of opera as a signifv-
ing system: the construction of a particular discourse on opera. A discourse
which enabled, constrained and constituted the meaning of opera and opera
going. Opera’s changing meaning is a question of culture and power.

6 When I describe the media as the dominant signifying institution I am thinking
of the media in terms of Williams’ (1980a) insistence on the need to recognize
the existence of dominant, emergent, residual meanings. In other words, [ am
describing dominant meanings; there will always be emergent and residuz

meanings.

7 What Williams actually says is t
ondary. We cannot think of it as margina
reality has occurred; because it is through t
reality of ourselves, the reality of our society,

1989a: 22-3).

y says is ‘thinking with it rather than under it’ (Williams

Greatest Hits,

‘biological’ is always already cultural,

his: ‘we cannot think of communication as se<
l; or as something that happens after
he communication systems that the

forms and is interpreted’ (Williams
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l. Introduction

T . o
W}/tlieuiaﬂ)mli’ox‘:fllonrgk scfontrlbu.t?on de.als with the significance of Raymond
il (;rr eadc?tlcal social theo.ry. Like Jean-Paul Sartre, to whom
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Raymond Williams’ manifold, comple.X and inventi\f‘e jVOkah oafiextth‘?sve;_rllé
ety of starting points, ideas and conceptions for a prc?]eut such a ® a{reas
has made very important and fundamental contributions to ?UO orees
such as the history of ideas, literary sociology, CL.1h.tural7 stu ts,h ;;1 ur
sociology and media studies. No ma'Fter how \X/ﬂlwarm%‘dwmic pas been
judged or classified in retrospect, he himself did not.c.onm er 1ntire e
lated action of an academic but as a Eiar}t1 o}f dzm;i;izlglrﬁ Sox;rlteezuecmal o
‘vino. as a historical project to which he dedi - :
i;\(/)ll{iltbi::alblifie. Williams I\inas convinced that seriqus theoremc;d Workd }rslobc;}t};
T1mportant and relevant. He wanted to cgntmbute to un erstandi ;1 e
social reality in a critical and transformative way and to mtzr.veﬁe i the
current social struggles and conflicts. Williams a}med for. a ra f1ca y mo
cratic and popular kind of socialism which realizes the idea of a com
o s ilner 2002: 105). .
wlt&:ﬁiiﬁi,l\iuch like the Frankfurt School ig th'e 1930s or Pler;zg:s;
dieu, represented a socially committed interventionist .concepmon % science
which connected the academic world with everyday life. He fCOtlsl e A e
work in the context of political movements' \yh1c},1 ﬁghF or i. ];118 and
democratic society in a ‘long revolution’. Williams stugxes(iw (EC (e:bs o
tially influenced the Centre for Contemporary (;ultugal tu 11eosrder U
Birmingham (see Winter }2}0011), ain}edhat anii:ufe;o; ;og;:dphne ,b which
i and regulates the lives ot the peopie,
1?rfleL;<.3rllch1erst}jenrmorbe, he wanted to create knowlledge which co}}fld be iz(eidtioiz
solving urgent social, political and economic problerrll's.. 1e v;lircltions e
knowledge to be introduced into the éultural and po 1t1cfa reation o o
groups which fight against social injustice an@ for a tra‘?{s ormbl  of the
existent. Williams called this kind of colléct}\nzatlon nox;@ he‘ﬁ ommt
nities”. A current example is the ‘social justice’ movement W EC~ is aozooso.

for an alternative globalization and radicall democracy (see bensty(r;erstooCi
Neate and Platt 2006). According to Williams, Fulttxre can be u? terstood
as a slow, yet steadily continuir;g process of iitlgies Caii ccr:r?tti;lle ‘t’ﬁeomﬁcai

5 anines. In this chapter, we wi : i
Zc{)nss};;\zijti?nesdzgzig conceptions of Williams which are of significance for a

critical social theory.

2. Culture and a democratic society

According to Williams, his most famous and most successfgibo:lk i@él;uO:
and Society ((1958] 1963a) has to be understood as gn.oppom ion tricts th;:
work (Williams 1979d: 98). On the one hand VV‘ﬂhams Y?OS? ™ Severj&f
development of the idea of culture by means of a cl.osfe rea me,o OSitiC;
texts from the ‘English’ tradition, w}iﬁci d‘eve?opedfi)h: ;gfjtriaf% sitior

Tirarian thinking. Ever since the beginning © : ' =
fc?cn:,t ﬂtll:ir li:rm has geen connected to a social idea which describes anc

interprets the novel experiences of the social transformation. Cultural texts
express the kind of experience of life which can only be accessed through
texts. Furthermore, they allow for sophisticated insight and contain utopian
possibilities which have not been implemented yet. Williams deals with
visions of the ‘Noch-Nicht-Sein’ (Ernst Bloch). Tendencies towards this con-
cept can be found in cultural texts. Williams frames those hopeful moments
which suggest a change, even though it is not clear what this change might
look like. His immanent analysis also resembles the approach of ideology
criticism of the Frankfurt School, which has complained that the emancipa-
tory promises of ideologies, like the civil ideal of democracy and justice, have
not been implemented thus far (see Jones 2004: 62ff.)." Just as Williams does
in Culture and Society, Jiirgen Habermas (1963) also proceeds methodologically
in the lines of historic semantics in Strukturwandel der Offentlichkeit.

On the other hand, Williams aimed at developing a critical and emanci-
patory version of culture in order to disassociate the term from the elitist,
conservative tradition of Leavis and Eliot, who regarded culture as ‘common
intellectual property’ which belongs to a ‘minority elite’ and which needs to
be defended by it. Williams attacked this position, which uses the term
‘culture’ in opposition to the working class, to democracy or to socialism
and, in doing so, has significantly shaped the contemporary way of thinking
(Williams 1979d: 98). But, his project was set out not just to be reconstruc-
tive but deconstructive as well. For it aimed at presenting the complexity
and the significance of the ‘culture and society’ tradition, criticizing the
selective use of the term culture and replacing it with a democratically
coined understanding of culture which rejects hierarchic classifications such
as minorities or masses.

At the end of Culture and Society and after analysing Leavis’s idea of a
‘mass civilization” Williams concludes: ‘“There are in fact no masses, there
are only ways of seeing people as masses’ (Williams [1958] 1963a: 289).
W hereas both Leavis and Eliot do not just relate culture to art but to an
entire way of living, Williams goes even further by including a society’s
collective democratic institutions such as labour unions, associations or the
solitical party of the working class into his idea of culture (Williams [1958]

263a: 327). For Williams, their culture, which is founded on solidarity and
zlped create these institutions, represents the idea of social cohabiting

h he opposed to the bourgeois—individualistic conception of society.
Thus, Williams used the term ‘culture’ in a critical and radically demo-
tic way. In distinction from traditional conservative points of view on
one side and modernist vanguard opinions on the other, he postulated

assumption that ‘culture is ordinary’ in an early essay, first published in
%, like Culture and Society.

Every human society has its own shape, its own purposes, its own
meanings. Every human society expresses these, in institutions, and in
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arts and learning. The making of a society is the finding of common
meanings and directions, and its growth is an active debate and
amendment under the pressures of experience, contact, and discovery,

writing themselves into the land.

(Williams [1958] 1989b: 4)

Williams’ thinking revolved around the idea of a ‘common culture’.
Admittedly, it has only been implemented rudimentarily in a society which
is marked by inequality, exclusion and subordination. It rather presents the
normative ideal of a radically democratic society in which the central eco-
nomic, political and cultural institutions are organized according to demo-
cratic principles. This ideal enabled Williams to criticize the existing social
reality, to present (utopian) latencies and to show the necessity of a cultural
and social transformation.? “We need a common culture, not for the sake
of an abstraction, but because we shall not survive without it’ (Williams
[1958] 1963a: 304).

Thus, for Williams, speaking of a common culture included criticizing
the division and the fragmenting of the present culture and finding creative
ways to overcome it. It is supposed to be generated and constructed by a

community during its life process.

A common culture is not the general extension of what a minority mean '
and believe, but the creation of a condition in which the people as a
whole participate in the articulation of meanings and values, and in the
consequent decisions between this meaning and that, this value and that.

(Williams [1968] 1989d: 36)

Hence, for Williams, a common culture was closely related to the idea of a
creative democracy in which every member of the society participates and
can develop and learn. Both artistic and medial practices play an important
role in this process.

Rased on Great Britain’s social situation at the beginning of the 1960s,
Williams further developed his theoretical concepts about the relationship
hetween culture and society and about the character of the cultural process
in The Long Revolution (196lc), which was first meant to be published
as Essays and Principles in the Theory of Culture. The ‘long revolution’, which.
according to him, marks the beginning of the modern society, arose from
the interaction of three processes, namely the Industrial Revolution, the
democratic revolution and the cultural revolution. Since modern society iz
defined by manifold interactions between these processes like, for example,
interactions between industry and democracy (Williams 1961c: XI), these
processes cannot be considered independently from one another. Expanc-
ing and intensifying the communication leads to a profound cultura

revolution.
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We spe : - )
o tp ak of a cultural revolution, and we must certainly see th
spiration to ; e the
reracy and Ote;l(tend the active process of learning, with the skills of
to limited o er advanced communication, to all people rather than
groups, as comparable in i °
; In importance to t
democracy and the rise of scientific industry he growth o

(Williams 1961c: xi)
Williams’ i i
N alreadsoc1o(lioc.g1cal approach helped him develop two concepts which h
e iSy used in earlier works. On the one hand, he shows that, as | .
' ‘ ( , ong
2 here & Wh.c}cl)mmon cultl.ne, a literary and cultural tradition is based ob
oection andm are 'made in the present and which are shaped by Valun
hons end poyv;r 1nter§sts. In doing so, Williams deconstructed the ides
e the @ an(;s}?l erent in a literary tradition (see Milner 2002: 70). Thus
hevis and is suppc;rters a literary or cultural tradition was .stiH 1,
velopment of a nation’s i -
‘ consciousness, the ex i
oot cevelop . . : , expression of an
oreanic com umtyll: Milner rightly points out (ibid.) that Williams antici
o 'ucgurac;st presumptions such as the idea that the production ul;
1s based on a social fou i .
‘ ndation and ths
omowedse st at cultural texts hav
T ang(;g.lsl.(see Gergen 1999). On the other hand, based on the lwe?
C i ’ b
€, Willlams examines how forms or structures develop and ¢
an

be defined.

[he most difficult thi
thing to get hold of, i i
o to get | » In studying any past i
is felt sense of the quality of life at a particular place ang timzezlof

of the ways in whic :

ich the particular activiti :
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(Williams [1958] 1963a: 47)

this case, Willi: i i
e ) liams e'mph381zes the social nature of experiences which :
ed 1n communities or social relationshi e

. s and he sugg

ructure of feeling’ ] i p uggests the term

: ling’ for the analysis. ‘In one sense, this structure of feeli
eeling

the cult iod: it i i
< gen;;el Zi ja iiezzsd. ’1t i)s(/ ‘Fh'e: particular living result of all the elements
e seneral ;<strucion ( ff1111;1.ms’[195{‘3] 1963a: 48). At the same time he
S e thata Spedﬁucri o elehng may r}ot be equated with an ideoclogy
s metther fic to a class l’lO}‘ universal. This term, which rather
Imension of the experience, also ties in with Leavis. So, in

mnterview with New Left Revi
e eft Review at the end of the 1970s, Williams stated

Yes, ‘experi ’
,.~m>e mb}; ;}elilfel ::/;Ss aaﬂt;rlm I took over from Scrutiny. But you must
o e 1 was all e tine \fV(})tkng on historical changes in lit-
oeneons rrr{xs. e'a\.ns s strength was in reproducing and
‘ g what he called ‘the living content of a work’ The oti
T a structure of feeling was designed to focus a mode of ’}'1~istorcicr:l):§2




nal to the work, rather than
rnal placing or classification.

(Williams 1979d: 163£)

ons which was yet quite inter

social relati
deducible from it or supplied by some exte

ng as the ten-
a newly emer-

hich can be

(1977) defines ‘structure of feell
ken ideological position and
Jrural and social changes, w

In his later works Williams
sion between a consciously ta
ging experience. It indicates cu
counter-hegemonic.

3. The challenges of hegemony

fe Williams kept developing his cultural theory
lly specified and modified the meanings of

terms which he had already applied in his early works. For instance, the
tures of his attitude towards cultural materialism, which he con-
erature (1977), can already be found

for a socialist society which is both
a funda-

Throughout his entire 1i
and, at the same time, continua

main fea
cingly elaborated in Marxism and Lit

in his early culturalistic works. Hoping
organized democratically and popularly anchored has remained
mental motive of his entire work. During the 1960s and 1970s he occupied

himself with studying cranslations about Western Marxism in New Left
Review. Antonio Gramsci's research began to take a central role. This is
especially true for his concept of hegemony, which significantly changed the
CCCS’s analysis of culture (see Winter 2001) but does not remain confined
o the realm of culture. For it refers to the whole social process and how it

is embedded into structures of power and authority.

vin

Y

To say that ‘men’ define and shape their whole lives is true only in

abstraction. In any actual society there are specific inequalities in means
and therefore in capacity to realize this process ... What is decisive &
not only the conscious system of ideas and beliefs, but the whole lived
social process as practically organized by specific and dominant meaz-

ings and values.

(Williams 1977: 10

A ruling class has succeeded in establishing 2 hegemony if their ideas
ues and concepts have become generally binding for the entire societ
d by the dominance and the subordination
ws. Common

val
This process is characterize

certain classes, as the exam
appears to be a natural concept,

with those in power. However,
hegemonic culture is an active process. Hegemony is neither ultimarte

unassailable, and it is prone to being challenged by alternative social po
This idea of Gramsci’s became the centre of Williams® critical
theory. For he claborated the idea that the dominant culture doe

ple of common sense sho
but it has been constructed in accor

constructing and preserving a dominans

3

include the lived
deology theos cu}l:u;e as a whole. In doing so, he opposed both Al
S w. . ed bo ser’s
¥, whnich was prevalent in British thinkine at that ti thusser »
S ime, as well

« ¢ 3
as the ‘dominant ideology thesis’, which
» which was accepted in sociology.

What has really to be said ...

. is that no
therefore no dominant social ord mode of production and

. ) er a

ever in reality includes or exhausts aﬁdhtherefore no dominant culture

and human intention. uman practice, human energy
)

(Williams 1977: 125)
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4. Practices and agency
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e interaction between those various f’orms Lof
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doning the opinion that only some of our produc-
According to Williams, cultural practices in the

aesthetic or ideology needed to be understood as
hole material social

Williams demanded aban
tive practices are material.

realm of art, philosophy,
(Williams 1977 94) as ‘elements of aw
cture, but many and variable

‘real practices’
s a realm or a world or a superstru
h specific conditions and intentions’ (ibid.).

ign the term ‘productive forces’ to the
every activity of the social process. It

of production in general was reduced

to the production of goods, that is, the production in particular (see
Williams 1977: 90ff.). Williams joins Lukécs for whom the predominance
of the economy was not a ceneral characteristic of human life but a specific
characteristic of the capitalistic economy (ibid.: 141).
Having dealt with Volosinov’s language philosoph
way, he also identifies language as 2 material and social practice.

process; not a
productive practices, wit

Williams did not exclusively ass
realm of economy but rather included
was not until capitalism that the idea

v in a sophisticated

the social creation of meanings through the use of formal
1 material activity; it is indeed, literally, a means
f that practical consciousness

Signification,
signs, is then a practica
of production. It is 2 specific form o
which is inseparable from all social material activity.

(Williams 1977: 38)

h subjectivistic and objectivistic theories of

Williams resolutely rejects bot
idea of language as an objective

language. He especially criticizes Saussure’s
system which is based on the abstract binary distinction between ‘Jangue’
and ‘parole’ and the arbitrarity of the sign.* Following Volosinov’s con-
ception of the multi-accentuality he points out that the ambiguous mean-
ings of signs depend on the social situation in which they are used. Using
them in a creative way can result in novel accentuations and shifted meanings
Here, Williams anticipated opinions like the ones held in the approach ¢
‘social construction’. In reference to Wittgenstein's language-game concept.
Gergen (1999) points out that the playful and sometimes subversive proces:
of signification, the ‘différance’, which Derrida postulates, is not unlimiras
and endless, because the possible ambiguity of signs is limited by a giv
social-historic situation. Ways of life and interpersonal relationships crez
reproduce and stabilize meanings. Finally, Williams defined language as
‘constitutive human faculty: exerting pressures and setting limits’ (Willi
1077: 43). ltis a material practice of human sociality.

By critically dealing with Marx’s thinking, Williams’ cultural materia
approach succeeds in creating a ‘radically novel theoretical posi
(Milner 2002: 105) which assumes that practices are socially determined
still holds on to the idea of ‘agency’. That way

e peither derived nor autonomous, are
onstitute the social process. Thus.

which ar
nent potential is presemed. Practices ¢

some extent, Willi: s antici
1 ; liams anticipates the current ‘practice "
cultural studics. practice turn’ in social and

5. Raymond Williams today

Our reason f i
5 . . .
Qur reason I ezpl\s;(;mng and discussing important concepts and
mon . ., ] . . . ers -
e Thzs - Olﬂ}limb work is its significance for a critici Sopcei:LI
theory. T to,th ing his works, which deal with specific histori .
sicllation ,t . }()i present, rereading them and readopting them i I}T ace
> ; : : m in the S
e th;oc; 51) Irelat%o'nslrul;)s, is a necessary step. In our o 'C'faCC
et o e e 1;3 11ﬂ3}(})51tlons are of enormous relevance for the f enrs,
s well. They show a s i e
. trong i
prsecentury a8 well. T g affinity to the perspectives of the
For both S
tuart Hall ¢ illi
aor both ¢ repla}iaﬂ a?d \Xl/llhams, theoretical work in the realm of cul
; political activism, which i C -
ure il ot rep : sm, ich greatly distinguishes the
S i Horkhe'lmer. Williams aimed at support?nd 'mdthem
motng radic y democratic movements with the help of his bmct 1l e
. rmo i ity &
worke Fur represree,tm the realm of adult education and the universit;ull: 1
nt positions which ¢ el
rante orresponded his iti
experiences and an: s i o o o
periene umvers;a}loysesd gnd displayed counter-hegemonic persppecti\tC%1
s the univer frZ‘ as(ei 11m§lementation of the Cultural Studies projeiz.
: g m adult education (see Wi ’ ’
ieh originare ' : e Winter 2005), created ‘a certai
= Democratl;cit;al}dn‘ference in the university’ (Williams [1986] Llegggm
) Democat i eaks Wefe introduced to the realms of learning and du
ri o make culture accessibl s his
> . ible to everybod illi
e o : ybody. Williams owes his
Y Jemocrs 1: perépectlves to his socialist ideals. They corre; hlg
| respectiv %Ozlolonls in the British working class (see Gilbert 2006: lagi
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oreed the : ém ealing with them, he developed critical posi on
were s pp?i'e to promote a creative, democratic culture postrions
< u i i ¢ ’
o EhOtgor 1é;aréan1§m and carefully analysing anti-capitalist attitud
2 i e‘
< ot or & u W? 1, his ybook Culture and Society is also relevant fob
rional ser nurel'(;) today’s generation. Furthermore, considerine thr
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nance of - eofl efral beliefs and practices, which, bound tob thL
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st movement ¢ b A
e Cou,lthef movement of movements’ which has emerced
© pase o ple oCl years, questions the hegemony by aligning O't;
ice i ‘ e
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one hand th i .
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Mexico, which, by using the Internet, received global support for their
opposition against the Mexican government and the North American Free
Trade Agreement, as well as the organized campaigns against the WTO’s
policies in Seattle in 1999, are outstanding example of this resistance (Starr
2005). Richard Kahn and Douglas Kellner (2005) show that many forms
of oppositional politics and alternative cultures develop and enunciate via
the Internet.
One the one hand, by referring to the human collectivity, both the pri-
vatization and the commercialization of collective goods (such as water,
health, education or the trafic system), as practised by today’s govern-
ments, is criticized. This idea shows a great affinity with Williams’ ideal of a
‘common culture’ in which competitive individualism is contrasted with the
formation of communities. Considering this background, Williams can also
be considered a precursor of Agamben’s, Nancy’s or Hardt and Negri’s
current occupation with the topic of community (see Gilbert 2006: 191€.).
On the other hand, alternative forms of economizing, of operational orga-
nization (see Wall 2005) or of trading, as practised in the Fair Trade movement
(see Grimes 2005), are being tested. This occupation with a radical form of
¢ can be found in Friends of the Earth, had already been anticipated
dealt with the conception of nature early on in his
80b) but who commented on questions concerning
3f). In doing so, he laid the basis for an ecole-
d called for both taking responsibility for €
dea of society (see Williams 1973¢).
The novel meanings, values and practices, which have developed in the
t of criticizing neo-liberal globalization, are aimed at the im
mentation of an actual alternative with a radically democratic orientati
This idea clearly reveals a resemblance to Williams’ concept of a ‘i
revolution’. ‘This anti-capitalism is therefore not a revolutionary utopiani
but just the kind of open-ended, pluralistic refusal to endorse the h
mony of contemporary capitalism that the New Left always argued
(Gilbert 2006: 190). Instead, it is rather about a gradual implementation
creative democracy.
The foundation of the World Social Forum in Porto Alegre in
which represents a novel form of a democratic institution, is an examp
this. On the one hand, it is a platform on which various social move
can cooperate. On the other, it is a forum of deliberative democracy,
promotes counter-hegemonic alternatives from below, which are bas
and contrasts them with the market’s neo-liberal utopia. It
6 become a cosmopolitan place of critical utopia. Analogies to R
Williams’ work are obvious here as well. His analysis of emergent
ings, perceptions and practices already partly anticipates the work
World Social Forum. For imnstance, the Portuguese sociologist Boay
de Sousa Santos calls for a sociology of emergences.
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Chapter 5

The 1968 May Day Manifesto
Stephen Woodhams

Raymond Williams® engagement in politics remains a lesser-known feature
his life, yet he came from a political household, his father Harry being a
ish councillor and effectively running the Labour Party in Pandy (Smith
208: 59-60). That Raymond himself was nearer the edge of the Labour
ty may be appreciated from his participation in the local Left Book
b, his membership in the popular pre-war Communist Party at Cam-
dge and the 1980s when he joined with his friend Gwyn Alf Williams to
ome a member of Plaid Cymru (Williams, D. 2003). Placed in the con-
of these activities, the initiative of the May Day Manifesto may seem
exceptional. However, what marks out the years 1966 to 1969 was that
lams was pressed into a public role to which he rose and assumed the
el of speaker and organizer. In what follows, the Manifesto is linked
to the New Left of the early 1960s, and out to the convulsive politics
“ne years, in particular the anger raised by the American presence in Viet-
The main part of the essay is concerned with the organizing around
Manifesto leading to a National Convention of the Left, the Bulletin that
mpanied activities and those who were drawn to its support.
May Day Manifesto appeared in its popular form in 1968. The year
come down in public memory as a time of progressive revolt in forms
g through music, demonstration, dress, violence and sex. Yet it was
e year when the state responded to a possible movement of ‘Asian’
citizens from Kenya by introducing legislation effectively setting
to non-white peoples (Miles and Phizacklea 1984). These contra-
- histories form a context for the Manifesto and informed correspon-
the Bulletin. The effects of the conflicts and allegiances emanating
e changes at the New Left Review in 1962 had caused considerable
In content, the Review embarked on an international path engaging
oretical and political currents across the world. A group of editors
tributors centred on Perry Anderson caused rifts and dissension
fed through the necessary task of establishing a journal that turned
al thinking into a political activity. Facilitating the change in direc-
new editorial group gained the support of Raymond Williams. An
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