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Williams
He begins by saying that ‘powerful feelings have gathered and …been generalized’ about ‘country’ and ‘city’ and that the contrasts between them, ‘as fundamental ways of life,’ can be traced back through history. For example, the former has become associated with ‘a natural way of life: of peace, innocence, and simple virtue’, whereas the latter is seen as ‘an achieved centre: of learning, communication, light’. ‘Hostile’ representations have also been developed, with ‘backwardness, ignorance, [and] limitation’ being attributed to the country and ‘noise, worldliness and ambition’ for the city. 
Despite the fact that both country and city can be ‘astonishingly varied’ in their definitions, ‘certain images and associations persist’ and Williams aims to ‘describe and analyse them…in relation to the historically varied experience’. For him, country life has many meanings ‘in feeling and activity, in region and in time’ but he states that ‘these changed in themselves and…in relation to others’. He was born in a village and still lives in a village but can remember recognising the same ‘pulse’ of the city and in ‘many[other] cities’ too. This ‘pulse’ gave him a ‘sense of possibility’ and became a ‘permanent element of [his] sense of cities’. Whereas he came from a village to a city, he encountered a ‘whole set of books [and writings on] country life’ that made him question where he stood in relation to these writers. 
Williams claims that ‘the initial problem is one of perspective’. He traces this problem back through English literature and discovers that the same imagery of country and city has been repeated by writers throughout history as far back as the 1500s. He discovers a ‘regular…pattern’ of novelists/poets/essayists who have written about the ‘disturbance and destruction of …the “timeless rhythm of agriculture and the seasons”’, who all claim that this ‘decisive change’ happens in their lifetimes. Williams attributes these to ‘historical perspective’ rather than ‘historical error’. Our attitude when we think back to earlier times may not be so different from these writings in its ‘nostalgia’ for ‘Old England’. Williams asks how far back this pattern goes (‘where indeed shall we go, before the escalator stops?’) and highlights the difficulty of analysing it since all these accounts ‘mean different things at different times…[and have] different values.’ Then we must also examine the ‘questions…of literary fact and perspective’ in that each piece of writing is in a different mode (such as a play, poetry, an essay) which gives them different significances, adding to the problem. 

Spivak
‘The question “Who should speak?” is less crucial than “Who will listen?”’ Spivak talks of the ‘benevolent imperialism’ that one is met with when they speak for themselves as a Third World person.  She claims that ‘speaking as’ involves a ‘distancing from oneself’ in which one is then generalised and made into a ‘representative’. She addresses the problem of when hegemonic, dominant people –she calls them ‘cardcarrying listeners’ – desire or expect to hear, for example, an Indian woman speaking as and Indian, a Third World woman speaking as a Third world woman because this is then used as an excuse to possess ignorance. (Gunew, the interviewer): ‘what seems to happen…within the context of multiculturalism, is that certain people are elevated very quickly to those who speak for all immigrants…you don’t hear about the rest, because…it is much easier to have these recurrent token figures…[than] to educate oneself to know just what is in the field.’ Spivak says that this results in the ‘silenc[ing]’ of the tokenized individuals. 
Spivak talks of ‘earning the right to criticize’. Refusing to criticize just because you are in a position of power or privilege is a way of ‘salving your conscience’ and not taking a risk. Instead, she argues, you should ‘investigate what it is that silences you’ and educate yourself on Third World issues (such as ‘through specific programmes of study…and through a historical critique of your position as the investigating person’), then you have earned the right to criticize.
Spivak doesn’t offer a solution to the problem and thinks that the only way we can deal with it is to ‘keep it alive as a problem’ (‘as long as one remains aware that it is a very problematic field, there is some hope’).  The problem is homogenization, of the ‘Other’ being constructed simply as ‘an object of knowledge’ and gaining access into public places ‘due to these waves of benevolence’ with the ‘real Others’ continuing to be silenced. She says that ‘in order to intervene [with the constraints of the current situation] one must negotiate’, ‘negotiate’ meaning that ‘one tries to change something that one is obliged to inhabit…in order to keep one’s effectiveness, one must also preserve those structures – not cut them down completely’. 
