BRITAIN’S CRISIS OF
EMPIRE

R. Palme Dutt

AllL the burning current problems of Britain’s crisis are here ex-
amined against a world background. The author Inys bare the true
character of the erisis as the outcome of the breakdown of Britain’s
old imperialist basis, in the face of the advance of the peoples of
the Lmpire to freedom, and the offensive of the new American
Lmperialisni. - Reviewing the consequent problems arising for the
British people, he exposes the bankruptey of the programmes of
Toryism and the Labour Government to meet the erisis, and in-
dicates the socialist solution. No one ean afford to miss this impor-
tant new contribution to political thought and discussion.

168 ppi. Cheap edition s, Gel. Cloth hound Ts. Gd.

TITO’S PLOT AGAINST
EUROPE

The Story of the Rajk Conspiracy

Derelk Kartun

“So very much stranger than fiction is this narrative,” savs e
author, who was present throughout the rial.

128 pp. 38, Gel,

DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM
AND SCIENCE

Maurice Cornforth
.
7 in the “Marxism Today Series.” “This little essay, so
masterly in its grasp of the subjeet, so lucid and vigorous in ex-
pression, clears up one of the major problems of our tihwve.”
Lrofessor Benjamin Farrington in his IForeword.

Gk pp. Is. Gd.

Number

LAWRENCE & WISHART LTD.

The
Modern
- Duarierly

EDITOR: DR. JOHN LEWIS

SIXPENCE

&

)
o
v
-
i
p
"
]
4
-

LAWRENCE AND WISHART




MADE IN ENGLAND

All enquiries about advertising space in this journal should be made
to Messrs. Hart and Barton, Ltd., 189 Strand, London, W.C.2

—

B ———

IF YOU WANT
THE FACTS ...

about

® China
@® Devaluation
@® European Economics

® Tory, Labour and Communist
Programmes

® The U.S.A. Economic Offensive

® Newly Translated LENIN Letters

. « you should be reading

LABOUR MONTHLY

where authoritative articles on all these
subjects have appeared recently.

Editor: R. Palme Dutt

In 1950, HALF AS BIG AGAIN AT
THE SAME PRICE. This magazine
of International Labour goes up to
48 PAGES, ON THICKER PAPER.

ORDER NOW

DECEMBER : Special 16-page Sup-
plement, including article by
STALIN, hitherto unpublished
in English; China’s historic
Common Programme (full text),
etc.

Annual Subscription, [2s. home,
13s. overseas

Subs. 134 Ballards Lane, N.3

A SHORT HISTORY

NORMAN MACKENZIE
B.SC. (Econ.)

This book presents the leading
Socialist thinkers against the
background of their times and
discusses the reasons for their
success or failure. It states the
philosophy of such men as
Robert Owen, Proudhon, Marx,
Bakunin, Lassalle, Keir Hardie,
Jaurés, Ramsay Macdonald,
Eduard Bernstein, Sidney Webb
and Lenin. It examines the
various schools of Socialist
thought; and the records of the
First, Second and Third Inter-
nationals. The British Labour
Party and the international
position of the Socialist move-
ment to-day are reviewed in
the light of both contemporary
political problems and the clas-
sical Socialist tradition.

COMEDY

L. J. POTTS, Mm.4.

Fellow of Queens’ College,

Cambridge, and University

Lecturer in English in the
University of Cambridge

A study of comedy based on
representative works of drama
and narrative, mainly in English,
from Chaucer to Bernard Shaw.
The writer deals with the sub-
ject in the concrete rather than
in the abstract; but in his view
comedy implies a philosophy
of life, more or less constant,
though influenced by changing
social conditions and by the
range of the author’s mind.

All volumes 7s. 6d.

HUTCHINSON’S
UNIVERSITY
LIBRARY

SOCIALISM




THE

RATIONALIST
ANNUAL 1950

SIXTY-SEVENTH YEAR OF PUBLICATION

¥
CONTENTS .

The Master Passion of Thomas

Henry Huxley SIR ARTHUR KEITH
Liberty in Retrospect and

Prospect PROF. G. D. H. COLE
Myselt When Young GILBERT MURRAY, O.M.
An Anthropological View

of Mysticism PROF. RAYMOND FIRTH

A Rationalist Approach to
the Problem of Sexual

Relations PROF. J. B. S. HALDANE
“Undiscoverables” in

Biology DR. MAURICE BURTON
The Missing Statue PROF. A. E. HEATH
Good, Beautiful, and True LAN FREED
Voltaire at Ferney E. ROYSTON PIKE
The Teacher, the Child, and

the Church A. GOWANS WHYTE

Cloth, 4s. 6d. net
Paper cover, 2s. 6d. net

C. A. WATTS & CO. LTD.

5 & 6 JOHNSON’'S COURT, FLEET
STREET, LONDON, E.C.4

CHRISTOPHER
CAUDWELL

his long-awaited posthumous
collection of essays

EDITED AND WITH A PREFACE BY
EDGELL RICKWORD

FURTHER STUDIES

IN A DYING CULTURE
8s. 6d.

THE BODLEY HEAD

GOD
AND
SCIENCE

J. W. Doorly

HIS original study sets out to prove that the
rccord of the Bible is essentially scientific as
well as spiritual, and demonstrates the author’s
contention of the inevitable unity between science
and rchigion.
10s. 6d.

ii

FREDERICK MULLER

111

ey, T g e L R A S



Jack Lindsay

MARXISM AND CONTEMPORARY
SCIENCE

‘An acutely intelligent, challenging re-
examination of the Hegelian and Marxist

Dialectics. . . . deserves to be widely
read and discussed. . . .—Nineteenth
Century

Demy 8vo 18s net

With Allen & Unwin Ltd:
W. Arthur Lewis

THE PRINCIPLES OF ECONOMIC
PLANNING

‘. .. he is a brilliant explorer of our

jungle of discontents. His approach is a

balanced one. . . >——Financial Times

Demy 8vo 7s 6d net

Managing Editor: A. P. PILLAY

CLIFFORD ALLEN

NEWS OF PROGRESSIVE
BOOKS

Selected these titles in its first issue

FURTHER STUDIES IN A DYING
CULTURE, by C. Caudwell. The
Bodley Head, 8/6

WHAT IS LIFE? by Prof. J. B. S. Hal-
dane. Lindsay Drummond Limited, 6/-
SCENES FROM A BOURGEOIS LIFE,
by Alaric Jacob. Secker & Warburg,
15/-

THE DIPLOMAT, by James Aldridge.
The Bodley Head, 12/6

By enrolling on the
Progressive Book List

You can get regularly advance in-
formation on such books before
publication, together with reviews
by leading Marxists. Send your
name and address without obliga-
tion to

Central Books Ltd.

2 Parton Street, London
W.C.I

THE INTERNATIONAL
JOURNAL of SEXOLOGY

incorporating MARRIAGE HYGIENE

Editor for Great Britain: CYRIL BIBBY

with the following Editorial Board:
AMBROSE APPELBE
E. ELKAN KENNETH WALKER

F. ‘A. E. CREW
HELENA WRIGHT

Vol 3, No 2

November | 1949

Principal Contents:
S. J. BAKER. Speech and Sexual Taboos
P. D. EEMAN. Physiology of the Orgasm and of Psychoanalysis
MARC LANVAL. Facts and Factors of Sexual Delinquency
C. M. FLEMING. Problems of Adolescence
M. WOOLF. Psychoanalysis and Mental Hygiene
JOHN AITKENHEAD. A. S. Neill—Educationist

Abstracts—Notes—Reviews—Cerrespondence—etc.
Summaries of all original papers in French and German

Quarterly, 6s.

Annual subscription, 22s.

Descriptive leaflet, with the principal contents of
the previous issues, will be gladly sent on request

THE BIOTECHNIC PRESS LTD., BCM/BIOTECHNIC, LONDON, W.C.1
FEFSE ISR SRR RIS e e e e BT A S N R

THE MODERN QUARTERLY

NEW SERIES. Volume 5 Number |

WINTER 1949-50

Contents

Tur Myrn oF WESTERN CrviLizatioN Geoffrey Clark
MceNTAL TEsTING  Joan Simon

ProBLEMS oF Sovier MusicalL Turory Alan Bush

A TweNTIETH-CENTURY CRUSADE Stanley Evans
BeaTricE WEBB; AND THE OTHER ONE Douglas Garman
REeviEWws:

The Freedom of Necessity by J. D. Bernal, F.R.S. .
Feudal Order by Marion Gibbs . . . c .

Discussion:
The Mode of Production. S. Aaronovitch
The Mode of Production. John H. Prime

REVIEW oF FOREIGN PUBLICATIONS .

19

38
48

67

i
79

81
85

87

The Modern Quarterly is published by Lawrence and Wishart Lid.,
81 Chancery Lane, W.C.2. Subscriptions (11s. per year, post free)

should be sent to Central Books, 2 Parton St., London, W.C.1.

Editorial Communications should be sent to the Editor, Dr. John

Lewts, 28 Leaside Avenue, Muswell Hill, N.10.

Printed in Great Britain by
The Camelot Press Ltd., London and Southampion




Science and
Society

Established 1986

Volume XIII, No. 4
Fall, 1949

TRENDS IN THE BRITISH
LABOUR MOVEMENT
SINCE 1850 E. J. Hobsbawm

MAIN DIRECTIONS IN
CHINESE LABOUR
Israel Epstein

THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF
PHILOSOPHY
C. W. Churchman & R. L. Ackhoff

Communications and Book
Reviews

Quarterly, 50c. single copy

17s. 6d. per year (post {ree)

Science and Society

30 EAST 20ra STREET
NEW YORK 3, N.Y.

English Representatives:

CoLLET’s LTD., 40 Great Russell Street,
London, W.C.1

LLA PENSEE

Revue du rationalisme moderne

ARTS—SCIENCES—PHILOSOPHIE

Le numéro 26 de LA PENSEE (Sept-
embre-Octobre) est plus particuliere-
ment axé sur les problémes d’histoire
littéraire: il contient sur GOETHE,
BALZAC, STENDHAL et POUCH-
»KINE quatre études de Pierre
HENTGES, Jean VARLOOT, René
ANDRIEU et Jean PERUS.

Ou vy lira aussi la fin du texte fonda-
mental de Friedrich ENGELS:
Introduction @& la Dialectique de la
Nature.

et un important article économique
d’actualité : Aspects économiques de la
marshallisation de la France, par Léon
LAVALLEE.

Une bréve préscntation du livre de
Maurice THOREZ: Fils du peuple an-
nonce pour le numéro suivant une
étude plus approfondie.

A signaler encore un Hommage du
Comité directeur & Georges Dimiirov et
lafinde ’étude d’André LANGEVIN
sur la Télévision.

LE NUMERO: 100 francs pour la France.

ABONNEMENT: 1 an (6 numéros) 500
francs pour la France, ces prix s’entendent
frais de port en sus pour 1'étranger.

ADMINISTRATION: abonnement et Service
de Vente a I'étranger, 64, boulevard
Auguste Blanqul, Paris, 13e.

The Myth of Western Civilization

By Grorrrey CLARK

“rhat enlture, the loss of which he laments, is for the cnormous majority,
o mere truining to act as a machine.” The Communist Manifesto.

I

ESTERN UNION, the Brussels Pact, and the comic-opera

«Parliament” at Strasbourg have their counterpart in the
battle of ideas. For some time there has been developing a propa-
ganda campaign around the theme of the “West European tradi-
tion” and its “values”—a campaign conducted by books, by articles
in Press and periodicals, and on the B.B.C. A set of radio talks,
begun in July of last year, and continued at intervals ever since,
was of special interest because it represented an attempt to reach
the widest possible ‘‘serious” audience by top-rank official and semi-
official publicists. '

Three elements can be distinguished in this propaganda. First,
there is an historical argument. The origins of our civilisation, we
are told, are to be found in ancient Greece and Rome, whose
heritage was preserved for us through the Middle Ages by the
special carc of the Holy Roman Church and the Holy Roman
Empire, and from these the culture of modern Europe—or at least,
of modern Western Europe—takes its rise.. Most upholders of the
theory go further, and imply if they do not say explicitly that the
heritage of classical and Christian antiquity passed directly, with-
out significant breaks in continuity, and almost if not quite ex-
clusively, to the favoured nations of the West. Secondly, it is held
that this tradition embodies certain ‘‘permanent values”’—truth,
kindness, tolerance, freedom and so on—which persist essentially
unaltered through the ages and transcend the rise and fall of
material civilisations. Generally these values arc left undefined;
though Sir Harold Butler (Lustener, August 5th, 1948) offered the
following summary of what “we’’ mean by freedom and democracy:

“We all want to be free to live our own lives, to think our own
thoughts, to say what we like to each other. We want to choose
our own government and to have the right of political opposition.
We hate the idea of being dictated to, being ordered about by a
government we cannot control, being bullied by an arbitrary
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police, being told what we must say and think. That is what we
mean by democracy. That is why we hate the whole concept of
the totalitarian State.”

Thirdly, these values are said to be threatened by the rise of a
new “‘heresy”—materialism; which “makes it ]l'I('H..TIiDg]('SS to talk
about human rights,” “knows only ‘power’ and expediency’’;
which recognises “no justice, only a ruthless, functional eXi
pediency”’; whose attack is directed both from within the citadel
and from without, and must at all costs be repulsed.

Most of this propaganda is more or less openly designed as an
attack on Marxism, on Communism, on Kastern 14]‘111'0[)(-. and above
all‘ on the U.S.S.R. And as might be expected, some confusion
arises from the attempt to rule out Marxism as incompatible with
the “Western™ tradition of “freedom.” Professor E. L. Woodward
and John Plamenatz, indeed, know enough about the facts to admit
that Marxism s in the Western tradition (though a “heresy™);
while Mr. A. J. P. Taylor contradicts the other speakers by pointinu.'
out {‘L'E.S‘H"HW', July 15th, 1948) that the course of Europe;m histors
has in fact been a series of “dictatorships,”” and that “liberty has
always been fighting against the current of events.” Professor
Woodward—whose contribution contains enough contradictions
for a St}ldy in itself—goes so far as to say: “We are not defending a
set of ideas derived from a Western European tradition” at all.
(Lestener, June 2nd, 1949).

11

Before we examine the historical basis of their argument
we must consider for a moment the political use to which it i;
being put. One can hardly avoid being struck in the first place by
the effrontery of these learned gentlemen, who wish their audience
1.‘,0 assume, no doubt, that the liberties they proclaim exist already
in the West; but who must be perfectly well aware that to say the
least there are extremely serious restrictions upon them in practice;
and, above all, who devote none of their energies to the struggle tt;
remove these restrictions, either at home or in the cnloni:s for
which as citizens they bear their share of responsibility. For
]%]astern Europe they are not responsible—and they are never
hkely. to be. Criticism, like charity, might well begin at home.

It is clear that what we are dealing with is no longer a genuine
academic theory, but one that, as Professor Barraclough puts it—

"4

B | e e e .

The Myth of Western Civilization

“has now hecome the vehicle of organised political forces,
charged with political content; it has come into its own as an
ideological smokescreen behind which the militant upholders of
‘Western tradition’ hastily seek to manceuvre into position the
compelling artillery of the atomic bomb, it is the battle cry of the
British Council and the Anglo-Saxon equivalent of ‘Blut und
Boden’ ” (Humanitas, June, 1947).

Mr H. V. Hodson, speaking of the Empire, made the point very
frankly (Listener, September 9th, 1948):

“Here is approximately a quarter of the world, measured
cither by land mass or by population, an asset whose value in
cither cold or hot war can be best gauged by imagining how
calamitous a change—from our Western point of view—would
come over the balance of forces in the world if some non-Western
Great Power were firmly established, let us say, in India. The
preservation of the Western tradition in this area is thus one
of the greatest contributions which the British Commonwealth
has made to the welfare of mankind and has still to make in the

future.”

The “Western tradition” propaganda is, in practice, a defence
of Western Union; that is, of the metropolitan countries of the old
imperial systems—DBritain, France, Holland, ete.—united in their
new dependence on the imperialism of the U.S.A., in hostility to
the Soviet Union and the forward movement of the colonial
peoples. This is what we are to defend under the name of our
“common European heritage of Hellenic culture, Roman law, and
medieval Christendom.”” Now that we are faced with progressive
deterioration of our living standards in consequence of the Marshall
Plan, and with further surrenders of our economic and political
independence, it has become more than ever necessary to persuade
us that here is something worth fighting and perhaps dying for,
certainly worth going hungry for. Moreover, the appeal to “liberal”
principles is specially useful now because the more directly reac-
tionary ideologies—fascist and near fascist—have been heavily
discredited in the war; instead, democratic freedom is to be ex-
tended, even to the enemies of democracy; which conveniently
enables Liberals, Right-Wing Social-Democrats, and Fascists to
unite in support of the same social system—all in the name of
Western values.
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The historical argument itself is open to scveral objections. To
begin with, the “continuity” of the “Western” tradition is not borne
out by the facts. (The invocation of this “continuity” to lend an air
of respectability to the political philosophy of Messrs. Attlee and
Bevin is, of course, a mere verbal juggle.) The economic and cultural
basis of thelate Roman Empire was not in Western Iuropc at all, but
inthe East Mediterrancan arca. The same is true of the early Church,
whose language for the first two centuries was not Latin but Greek,
and whose intellectual centres were in Africa and Asia Minor.
Further, it is not by any mcans clear how the Church “preserved
and transmitted the best of classical culture.” What we do know is
that from the fifth century at any rate the Church was profoundly
hostile to the pagan culture of ancient Rome, and regarded it as
the work of the devil. In any case, long before that, the classical
tradition had decayed. Slavery had destroyed alike the economic
prosperity and the spiritual vigour of the Empire. What was
required was not defence against “barbarism,” but a new infusion
of creative encrgy, which only the barbarians (because of their
relatively free tribal institutions) could give.? Again, it is easy to
overestimate the “continuity’ by which the learning of the ancient
world was carried on in, say, the Carolingian schools: medieval
standards of scholarship were often atrocious, and the repetition of
classical phrases is much more in evidence than any genuine persist-
ence of classical thought. The samec is true of medieval civil law,
where “it was only the form which was provided by the Roman
law, while the substance was rooted in the contemporary social
structure.”? As for the political traditions enshrined in the Holy
Roman Empire, it is sufficiently notorious that the creation of

Leo III was “not Holy, not Roman, not an Empire, but otherwise
very suitably named.”

With the ‘“unity” of medieval civilization we shall fare little
better. Traube and more recently Coulton have emphasised the
difference between the possibilities of a rich and unitary culture
provided by the Latin tongue, and the historical reality. The
fabriec of medieval Europe was constantly torn by the feuds of
rival kings and princes, of Emperors and Popes. Within the
Church itself, a semblance of unity was maintained largely by

1 Cf. Engels, Origin of the Family, pp. 167-78.
2 Kantorowicz, cit. Barraclough, op. cit.
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exterminaling the opponents of Catholicism and burning their

books: bul. there is plenty of evidence of a persistent tradition of
opposition to Papal supremacy in various countrics, even in the
twellth and thirteenth centuries. Before and after this there

were, of course, considerable differences between the various
national churches, such as became evident at the Council of
Constance.

« Weakest of all is the suggestion, intended to make us look down
on the “uncultured” East, that Western Europe has somehow
enjoyed a monopoly of the classical and Christian il}h(-'ritzmco. The
legacy of Rome passed in the first place to Byzantium, \’Vhf'].‘C the
political strueture of the Empire remained intact whl].e that in ‘f.he
West disappeared. Here for 800 years was the “chief Christian
state in the world”: whose torch was handed on, ultimately, not to
the West, but to Moscow, the “third Rome.” Till the late Middle
Ages, casily the most progressive societies in the world were those
of the Near East, whether Christian or Arab. To the Arabs the
West is indebted for successive infusions of classical learning, and
of their own discoveries—for example, in mathematics. To By:r.%.m-
tium the debt is immense. Most people know that the Byzantine
Emperor Justinian edited and codified Roman l:-lw_: we sometimes
tend to forget that he intended his work to “reveal in due course to
the nations of the barbarous West the idea of a state based upon a
foundation of law.”t After his time there were many outposts of
Eastern civilization, like Ravenna in Italy. When the Princ?ss
Theophano married Otto of Germany in 972, she hruught_w;th
her not only Byzantine treasure, but Byzantine monks, architects
and statesmen, whose influence continued to be felt tilli ’Fhe
thirteenth century. The Western Church, itself the most positive
cultural force in the formative period of feudalism, was largely
built up by missionaries from the East: St. Theodore, for example,
came to England from Tarsus in Cilicia; and even as late as
the eighth century half the Popes in Rome were (‘Tr{‘cks or
Syrians by birth. The typically “European” figure, Aqull?as, was
considerably influenced by John of Damascus; and it was from the
Arab philosophers, above all Averroés, that he brought back the
thought of Aristotle to the West.

There never has been a West European civilisation sharply
marked off and isolated from the East. In the Middle Ages there
were countless contacts by pilgrims, by traders, in the Crusades.

1 N. . Baynes, The Byzantine Empire, p. 195.
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Poland was Roman Catholic; Bohemia had close links with France
and England. In the fifteenth to seventeenth centuries Eastern
Europe was largely occupied with the attacks of the Turks; but even
these wars were to a certain extent a unifying influence, a task
shared by East and West. The influence of France on Russia in the
eighteenth century and of Russian literature on the West in the
nineteenth are well known. Above all, Marxism, born in the
European-wide movement of the 1848 revolutions, stands out as
the supreme achievement of the Western tradition—the crown of
English political economy, French socialism, German philosophy;
and Marxism has won its first decisive political triumphs in the
East. When Europe has been divided, as in the Reformation or
in 1848, it has been divided not between East and West, but
between the forces of progress and reaction.

It is of course truec that in the last 800 years, certain states of
Western Europe have been transformed by the development of
industrial capitalism, and their cultural history has taken a
somewhat different course. But this has meant neither their
isolation from the rest of the world—rather the reverse—nor the
effacement of the common traditions of 3,000 years before. Within
the Furopean framework capitalism has made possible the develop-
ment of various national cultures, whose interaction has been
extraordinarily fruitful. To its special role as the cradle of
industrial capitalism, Western Europe owes alike its industrial
pre-eminence (vis-d-vis the East) and the acuteness of its social
and political crisis. Its culture likewise is the culture of a
capitalist society, and is necessarily involved in the crisis of
capitalism. Thus the critique of Western civilization is a critique
of capitalism, and the dcfence of Western civilization is a defence
of capitalism.

To-day the division is neither between East and West, nor
between ‘““Christianity”” and ‘“‘paganism’ or “materialism.” It is
between the tiny handful of politicians, bankers and militarists
who rule the U.S.A., with their satellites and puppets in Europe,
on the one side; and the great mass of the peoples of all countries,
who passionately desire peace and social progress, on the other—
the few against the many. If the history of Europe is being drastic-
ally and unsoundly rewritten, it is done with a purpose: to conceal
the fact that the real divisions are not geographical but class
divisions; to set the West against the East in the interests of
capitalism.

8

The Myth of Western Civilization

v
Wil is the actual condition of Western Europe to-day? The
most. conspicuous feature common to all countrics of Western
Union is their growing economic and cultural dependence on the
United States. The report of the European Economic Commission
has underlined what was already evident from the recurrent

sterlings erises: the mounting unemployment in Belgium; the com-
prehensible failure to produce a surplus by adding together sixteen
(or even nineteen) deficits; the chronic and overriding dollar famine.
Kceonomic dependence on the U.S.A. is not being reduced by
Marshall Aid, and it never was the intention to reduce it. Culturally,
Western Turope is exposed to invasion by the worst of American
mass-produced culture, its screens monopolised by Hollywood, its
radio stations plugging the same crooners.

Politically, Sir Harold Butler’s freedoms are less in evidence
than the steady encroachment on such political liberty as used to
exist in capitalist democracies. “Freedom to live one’s own life”
perhaps never meant quite so much to an unemployed miner or a
locked-out enginecer as it did to Sir Harold Butler; while the horror
of the bourgeoisie at the prospect of being ordered about by a
government “we’’ cannot control has long been notorious. West
European governments are to-day even remoter from control by
the mass of the people than they have been hitherto, through the
huge growth of permanent bureaucracies and the relative inde-
pendence and inaccessibility of the executive. As for arbitrary
police, it would be difficult to imagine anything more arbitrary
than M.L5, or the new powers to arrest or deport on suspicion en-
joyed by the police at Hong Kong. Freedom to choose one’s own
government has, of course, never existed even in name for the
great majority of ‘“our” colonial subjects; in the metropolitan
countries it is daily becoming less of a reality. The case is much the
same with the right of political opposition and freedom of thought.
So long as you oppose in the right way, so long as you freely think
the right things; so long, let us say, as you support the Marshall
Plan, so long as you are not too pro-Soviet, so long as you demand
no fundamental social changes—excellent. Otherwise, you can
hardly expect. to be given access to the radio, to the big Press, to
the cinema screen: you may not even be allowed to teach. Freedom,
so far from being an “absolute” or “permanent value,” is to be ex-
tended just as far as safcly suggests—and to-day that is not very far.
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In such a society it is not surprising that the scientist feels him-
self frustrated, since an ever-increasing proportion of research
must be devoted to war, while his discoveries must be kept secret
for “security” and the threat of the purge hangs over him if his
opinions are ‘‘unreliable.”” It is not surprising that art, poetry,
philosophy appear to have run into a blind alley; that irrational
and mystical philosophies are constantly propagated. We have
here all the symptoms of the decay of a social system—economic
bankruptcy, political centralisation and increasingly autocratic
government, ideological confusion, spiritual impotence and despair.
This is why the leaders of the Churches and reactionary political
partics are for ever exhorting their followers to learn the enthus-
lasm, the devotion, the self-sacrifice of the Communists: and in their
hearts they know it cannot be done.

One nced not assume that all the “Western” propagandists are
consciously dishonest. But behind their shrill cries about saving
Western civilization one can generally detect the anxiety of a vested
interest that feels itself threatened:

“They identify the particular social order they have created
with the principle of order itself, and regard the threat of a
competing order as synonymous with the peril of chaos. They
think of themselves as priests preserving the sanctities of the
temple of civilization, and they are only partly conscious of the
fact that they arc at least as interested in the golden chalices
on the temple’s altar as in the sanctities which the chalices
symbolise” (Nicbuhr, Reflections on the Iind of An Era).

It is because they are absolutely unable to conceive that there
might be a different kind of society and a different kind of culture
from the one they know, one which would work as well or better
than their own, that they become irrational. As Whitehead puts
it, “Slow drift is accepted, but when for human experience quick
changes arrive, human nature passes into hysteria. When funda-
mental change arrives, sometimes heaven dawns, sometimes hell
yawns.”

v

It is not Western Europe that is collapsing, but Western capital-
ism, and with it the culture and the whole world-outlook of its
apologists. Western Europe is in transition. The old order is dying
and the shape of the new can be scen—by those who care to look
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for it. The attack on the 1tast is intensified now because there the
new sociely is already arising. Its economice basis is to be found in
the common ownership and control of the means of production,
and the planning of production for use, for the needs of people, in
place of the arbitrary criteria of profit. To the reeent achievements

of this system, the European Economie Commission, again, bears
witness. In the Soviet Union prices come down and real wages rise.
Still more to the point, in this economy there is no fear of slump,
no panic to export, no scramble for markets, no motive for war.
Its political basis lies in “the conquest of power by the working
class in collaboration with the farmers, the professionals, and some
at any rate of the small proprietors,” and their use of that power to
“end the existence of capitalists as a social class” (Barrows
Dunham, Man Against Myth).

The new democracy is far wider than the old: the Webbs called
the U.S.5.R. “the most inclusive and cqualised democracy in the
world.” Tt is also far more real, because for the first time there has
been revived the characteristic feature of ancient Greek democracy
—the active participation of the maximum number of citizens in
the actual work of administration, as well as the discussion and
formation of policy. “¥very cook must learn to rule the state.”” More-
over, the progressive abolition of class conflicts and the ending of
the terrible waste of human effort in internecine struggle has made
possible the release of creative energy on a scale never before
imagined.! The tasks before these new democracies demand nothing
less than the willing and whole-hearted co-operation of the
millions. “What we build,” says Zhdanov, “cannot be built with
passive people.” -

The new society presents a challenge to the old not only because
it is economically and politically successful, but because it exem-
plifies, so far as they mean anything at all, those values which
Western capitalism proclaims so loudly and so conspicuously
fails to enshrine. The “‘eternal values” of the Western apologists
are in fact no eternal values at all: they are the values learned by
the bourgeoisie in the course of their own liberation struggle, in
seventeenth-century England and eighteenth-century France,
dressed up in nineteenth-century Liberal phraseology; they reflect
the conditions ol bourgeois society, not as it is, but as it was. The

1Mr. R. H. S. (“Double-Dick”) Crossman seems to feel that this is somehow
unfair. “‘Having eliminated the free play of class against class in their own totalitarian
State,” he complains, ‘‘the Communists exploit the conflict of classes in the democratic
States for their own purposes™ (Listener, August 12th, 1948.)
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bourgeoisie demanded liberty, fraternity, and equality not only for
themselves: their principles had from the outset a wider signi-
"ficance, as a flag to rally the people behind the bourgeoisie; though
capitalist socicty by its very nature prevented liberty, fraternity
and equality from being extended to the mass of the people. These
“values”™ helped to create bourgeois society; to-day, so far as they
represent something more than the interests of the bourgeoisie,
they can only be realised in the conditions of socialistn—that is,
by the overthrow of bourgeois society. Hence the proclamation
of these values in the abstract cannot possibly any longer serve
the cause of human progress: it can only serve the cause of those
who usc them to defend their threatened interests, by diverting
attention from the social changes that are needed to make the ideals
a reality. Vague aspirations towards complete individual autonomy
mean very little in any organised society; if “freedom,” “‘respect for
personality,” “‘government by discussion rather than coercion”
are to become realities, they must be reinterpreted in the context of
the new social relations.
“Liberty” is perhaps the most often invoked and the most
generally abused of all these slogans. It is hardly ever explicitly
defined. A. J. P. Taylor, for example, says:

“we should be shocked by anyone, if such could be found,
who questioned whether liberty—the right of the individual to
determine his own course—was historically a part of the Western
way of life which we are now so constantly called upon to
defend.”

Mr. Taylor is willing to take the risk. But it never occurs to him
to ask whether this is all that is meant by liberty. As Caudwell
long ago pointed out, this conception of liberty as the absence of all
social bonds, as a “free for all” reflecting the ideal conditions of
bourgeois economy, as anarchy—this is the central illusion at the
heart of bourgeois culture. “Seen from the viewpoint of the
bourgeois, bourgeois society is a free society whose freedom is due
to its individualism, to its completely free market and its absence
of direct social relations, of which absence the free market is the
cause and expression. But to the rest of society bourgeois society is
a coercive society whose individualism and free market is the
method of coercion.” As it develops the resources of production
at an unprecedented rate, bourgeois society necessarily becomes
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more and more complex. Because he aims at freedom from social
relations, the bourgeois is completely unable to control the forces
of society. He finds himself at the mercy of economic and political
lorces, which he can no more control than his forbears could control
the forees of nature. His freedom has ended in unfreedom, not only
for the rest of society, but for himself.

In order to master nature, men have first to understand its laws,
then to co-operate to achicve the desired end. If we wish to control
society the same is true. In either case we must enter into definite
relations, definite obligations to one another. There is no other way.
Robinson Crusoe can solve neither our technical nor our social, nor
our cultural problems. Only if we unite our forces can we achieve
our ends; only thus can we increase our freedom. From this
point of view, freedom is power—the power to do what we want;
and to counterpose ‘““the idea of freedom’ and “‘the idea of power,”
as Professor Woodward does, is meaningless.

As soon as freedom is conceived not in the abstract but con-
cretely, as freedom for actual men to do specific things, it becomes
clear that the control of social forces by society must be its basis.
The fundamental “freedoms”—the right to a livelihood, the right
to work, the right to leisure-—are not only guaranteed by the Soviet
constitution. They are guaranteed by an economic system which is
free from slump and unemployment. Freedom to eriticise and
control the administration of one’s factory, farm, or office is rightly
considered more useful than the chance to vote for one of several
capitalist parties at elections. Socialism has brought freedom to
hundreds of thousands of young people to follow their chosen
careers, by establishing an educational system in which the students
are chosen on merit alone, and their needs provided for by scholar-
ships and grants. Not only students: one recalls the Dean of Canter-
bury’s remark that he met hardly anyone in the Soviet Union who
expected to be in the same job a year later, so rapid were the possi-
bilities of promotion and so widespread the enthusiasm for part-
time study. Above all these people are free to enjoy the best of
their country’s culture and to make their contribution to it: they
arc free to take part in the building up of a new society, and they
know that their work is respected and valued.

Further, it is suggested that the governments of the Soviet
Union and Kastern Kurope, and Communists generally, are
peculiarly dcficient in respeet for human personality and the
rights of individuals. It is diflicult to see why, except to make a
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propaganda point, the bourgeoisie should claim a monopoly of
these qualities. Naturally we too believe in justice, tolerance, and
kindness to our fellow men. The question here again is not whether
these things are desirable, but—can they be practised? And in what
kind of society are they most likely to flourish? Here again we have
to deal with the obsessive individualism of the bourgeois, to whom
the slightest interference with, for example, the property-rights of
“the” individual presents itself as a monstrous denial of human
freedom. The spring-time of bourgeois culture, as might be ex-
pected, saw the beginning of the cult of the individual personality:
yet even Mr. Taylor admits that the Renaissance ideal of all-round
perfection was and could only be the ideal of a small élite. The idea
of the autonomous personality was likewise a reflection of the
imaginary “free” producers, consumers, and wage workers who met
as individuals to exchange commodities in the market. And again
this idea has found its nemesis in the progressive denial of human
personality by capitalism; in the reduction of the worker to an
accessory ‘of the machine; in colonial slavery; and ultimately in
fascism and war. In Marx’s words:

“In bourgeois society, capital is independent and has in-
dividuality, while the living person is dependent and has no
individuality” (the Communist Manifesto).

“Human individuality, human morality, itself becomes at
once a commercial article and the fabric in which moncey operates.
. . . (Capitalism) estranges man from nature, from himself, his
own active functioning, from his universal essence. . . . It makes
his essence but a mere means for his existence. It estranges his
spiritual, his human essence . . . it is the alienation of man from
man’’ (Okonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte).

In the long run the bourgcois too loses his individuality. Because
the bourgeois conceives social relations not as relations between
men, but as relations to a commodity, to the market, he cuts
himself off from thec strength and the love of his fellow men.
The only relations that retain their human quality are his family
relations; the possessiveness that empoisons his family life is not
simply the result of his private-property attitude to his family,
but is due to his fear of the loneliness to which he has condemned
himself. For if these bonds slip he is left alone, with his world
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crumbling about him, helpless. Then he discovers that in isolation
he is not merely helpless, he is not in any real sense a man. In-
dividualism has destroyed him.?

liven theoretically, the concept of the individual as valuable only
in and for himself meant the rejection of the older tradition (the
tradition alike of classical antiquity and of the Middle Ages) of
man-in-society, man as a citizen. Man was isolated from society,
the individual from the social category. Marx madec his rejection
of this kind -of totalitarianism absolutely clear:

“The human essence is no abstraction inherent in cach single
individual. In its reslity it is the ensemble of the social relations™
(Stath Thesis on Feuerbach).

“Above all we must avoid setting up ‘society’ as an abstraction
opposed to the individual. The individual is the social entity.
His life . . . is therefore an expression and verification of the life
of socicty” (Okonomisch-philosophische Manuskripte).

When there is no longer a state power separate from scciety
itself, there can be no conflict between society and the individual.
In this society of the future, “the free development of each is the
condition for the free development of all.” “The ultimate goal of
Socialism is the individual.”

But concern for human personality, for people, is not a thing that
can be allowed to wait on the achievement of full communism.
Stalin emphasises that ““it is time to realisc that of all the valuable
capital the world possesses, the most valuable and the most decisive
is people.” The foundations for the futurc must be laid now; “‘every
child must be a first-class passenger.”

According to Professor Woodward, however, “it is meaningless
to talk about human ‘rights’ in a materialist society,” where
“sacrifices for a future generation have no theoretical justification,”
and—

“the relations between men . . . must always be relationships of
power—homo homini lupus—with all our values reduced to
shadow-play and our virtues regarded as epiphenomena”
(Listener, June 2nd, 1949).

11t is beecause of this social atomisation that neurosis is the peculiar stigma of
capitalist society in its dotage. It is also why in England (‘‘this most bourgeois of all
nations”) strangers talk about the weather when they meet—it is the only thing we feel
we have in common.
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It is perhaps sufficient condemnation of modern “Western”
standards of intellectual integrity and freedom of discussion, that
misrepresentations of this kind can be broadcast, but neither reply
nor serious, documented, discussion of Marxism is allowed. One
would have thought, for what it is worth, that in a materialist
society, which claims to base its values and its ideals on the real
world of men and nature, there could be no rights except human
rights. As for self-sacrifice, it is hard to see how anyone can do more
than give his life, without hope of reward in any future existence.
The men who defended Moscow and Stalingrad, the thousands of
Russian partisans—the products, surely, of a “materialist culture”
—were prepared to die for their children and their country’s future.
But Professor Woodward appears to think they had “no theoretical
justification.”

Third, there is the claim that the West believes in “government
by consent, not by coercion,” and holds principle above expediency.
To quote Professor Woodward again:

“We cannot submit to a supposedly temporary surrender of
our standards on the ground that this surrender is a necessary
means to an end.”

But what is this?

“We cannot degrade our own standards, and yet, in the
defence of these standards, we have already, twice in a lifetime,
accepted a general war, and the line of argument I have adopted
leads to the conclusion that we may have to-accept a third war;
yet nearly everything we have to do in war is contrary to our
standards of value. I do not see any way out of this dilemma.”?

In other words, we are to adopt means so horrible that the odds will
be against the survival of the very values we are supposed to be
fighting for. Woodward makes no attempt to resolve this contra-
diction. Instead, he tells us it represents a ‘‘paradox.” Now
paradox is not a device for glossing over contradictions. It is a
rhetorical, not a logical device, used to rivet attention on some
important point, by juxtaposing words or concepts apparently
contradictory, but not, when correctly interpreted, really so. Here,

1 Listener, June 2nd, 1949.
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however, the intention is not to elucidate the problem but to shelve
or conceal it, by simply asserting that contradictory opposites can
both be true in the same sense at the same time. Reason, in effect,
is said to be confounded or surpassed (a process not unconnected
with the general growth of philosophic irrationalism). The defenders
of Western tradition flout not merely the logic of Hegel, but the
logic of Aristotle.

On this basis we can find plenty more “paradoxes” in Pro-
fessor Woodward. The Western tradition forbids ‘‘the substitution
of the idea of power for the idea of liberty”—but ‘“no nation-
state has been innocent of that sin of apostasy.” Freedom of
thought is sacred: but if freedom of thought involves “the accept-
ance in good faith of conclusions which are disruptive of our funda-
mental belicfs,” then it has led to heresy, which must be stamped
out, if necessary by a new holy war, complete with atomic bomb.
Yet “heresy” is only the Greek for “choice”; and according to Mr.
Taylor “everyone who believes in the rights of the individual is a
heretic.” Again, ‘‘government by discussion” and democracy are
supposed to be fundamental: but the discussion in the Press and
B.B.C. is a discussion with one side left out, and when the results
of democracy are not acceptable they are referred to as “the
tyranny of the majority.”

To come back to the question of force. There is no political
situation imaginable to-day in which all coercion could be dis-
pensed with. No one suggests that eriminals and lunatics should not
be coerced, or that declared Fascists should not have been re-
strained during the recent war. And it has often been pointed out
that if the German Fascists had been forcibly restrained by the
Weimar Republie, millions of innocent men and women would
now be alive who will never enjoy any freedom again. The question
is not whether all coercion can be avoided, but how it can be
minimised, and when the use of force is legitimate. In Western
Europe to-day the status quo can be maintained without frequent
rcsort to open violence—though the recent strikes in France
provide only one of numerous exceptions, and in the colonies the
repressive machinery has never been concealed. The protests only
arisc when the tables are turned, when the mass of the people,
having scized power, find it necessary to use their power against
the survivals of the old régime if all their work is not to be des-
troyed. In the end we have to ask what kind of society will make
possible the eventual abolition of coercion: and the answer can only
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be a classless society, in which the basic antagonisms that give rise
to violence are removed, and “the government of persons is re-
placed by the administration of things.”

VI

Two things impress one especially about the prophets of the
Western tradition; their irrationalism and their despair. Toynbee
says.that “the notion that our civilixation may. come to grief seems
now to be in the air,” and that in America he found this notion
“weighing on people’s minds.” Woodward says frankly that no
end is in sight; that it may be necessary to “accept” a third war;
rather naturally he does not tell us when or on what issue. He ad-
mits that he has no reason to think such a war would be less dis-
astrous than “submission,” nor victory than defeat. In the end he
prefers the choice of war, as “a mystical act of faith”: after all,
he has no reason to offer us. But he reveals his own position clearly
enough:

“Although war is very evil, it is not the worst evil . . . the use of
hateful means for a good end implied in the conception of a
bellum justum does not corrupt society to the extent to which the
use of other hateful means to a good end corrupts it.”t

In plain words, better destruction than fundamental social change.

Both the despair and the irrationalism reflect the impossibility
of making capitalism work any more. Capitalism is daily i'rustl'atin.'g
its own values, and its prophets can no longer create anything.
While they brood over failure and war, the peoples of the Kast are
carrying forward the tradition they claim to stand for.

‘ The task for us is not to destroy or reject the heritage of European
civilization, from which Marxism has sprung. It is to take up, carry
over, preserve and develop all that is best in the European tradi-
tion: and to do that means smashing capitalism. This is the historic
task of the proletariat and its allies, of Marxism, in East and West
alike. This is not the denial of humanity but its fulfilment; where
prehistory ends, and history begins.

“I call revolution,” says Marx, “the conversion of all hearts
and the raising of all hands on behalf of the honour of the free
man.”

1 Listener, June 2nd, 1949.
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Mental Testing
By Joax SimonN

I article by Angus McPherson, “The Philosophical Aspects

ol Tntelligence,” is calculated to make confusion on the
question of mental testing worse confounded. It is essential to
examine more closely the origins and development of the mental
Lest movement, and its use and abuse in capitalist society, if we
are Lo criticise and evaluate it in Marxist terms. It is also necessary
Lo recognise the import of the new departure in the Soviet Union
where psychology is becoming a social science in the full meaning
ol the term. It is from this standpoint, from the standpoint of a new
and advanced psychology, that Soviet criticisms of bourgeois
psychology are made. But McPherson, though he quotes these
criticisms, fails to recognise their full significance, for he himself
uscs Marxism as a formula, not as a method. He is satisfied to
expose the “false philosophical postulates’ of bourgeois psychology,
to oppose to them some quotations from the Marxist classics, and
thercafter to take over the content of bourgeois psychology as if
it had been purified (by incantation, as it were) and only needed a
little adaptation and re-interpretation to become sufficiently
“dialectical” and “materialist.”

But it is precisely the coneept of “intelligence,” as an allegedly
immutable attribute of the individual, that is the main barrier to
an understanding of human development and the learning process.
Having once accepted “intelligence,” and the contention that it
can be measured, McPherson can only argue within the limits set
by bourgeois theory and practice. He can only attempt a “Marxist”
definition of this eternal category of human nature, which, in the
nature of the case, is no improvement on the many others available.
The end result of his attempt to reconcile two diametrically opposed
theoretical conceptions in this way can only be a return to the
“false philosophical postulates” he has previously so roundly
condemned, a relapse into idealism.

I

Soviet psychology was choked by just such uncritical borrowings
from bourgeois psychology until, in 1986, the Central Committee
of the C.P.S.U.(B) intervened in the interests of advanced socialist
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practice and decreed the removal of all mental testers, the with-
drawal of text-books, and the abolition of the subject of psycho-
metry in institutes and colleges. By this measure the way was
opened for the development of educational psychology as a science.

The decree strongly criticised the People’s Commissariats for
Education for putting “pedologists” (mental testers) in control of
the schools and denigrating the teacher’s role. As a result the
schools were mismanaged and Soviet school work jeopardised. The
work of teaching and education was split between pedologists and
teachers, the former controlling the latter and virtually removing
responsibility for educational work from them. The whole apparatus
of mental testing was brought into play, the investigations under-
taken attempting to demonstrate from a “scientific biosociological”’
point of view “that the slow progress of the pupil or the defects of
his conduct were conditioned by heredity and his social standing.”’
An increasing number of children were classified as intellectually
unsuccessful, defective, or “‘difficult,” and removed to separate
schools; this merely aggravated the problems. Only neglect of
educational tasks and the ignorance of leading officials could explain
that teaching was declared an empiric and pseudo-scientific dis-
cipline, while pedology, which lacked an established object and
method and was full of injurious tendencies, was proclaimed as a
universal science competent to direct all educational policy and
teaching. The decree concludes with a condemnation of both the
theory and practice of the so-called pedology, which-—

“‘are based on quasi-scientifie, anti-Marxist theses. To such theses
belongs above all, the chief law’ of contemporary pedology—
the ‘law’ that the destiny of children is fatally conditioned by
biological and social factors, by the influence of inheritance and
by an assumed unchangeable environment. This deeply reaction-
ary ‘law’ is in crying conflict with Marxism and with the whole
practice of socialistic construetion, which successfully re-educates
the people in the spirit of socialism and liquidates the survivals of
capitalism in economics and the people’s mind.”

Such a theory can result only from an uncritical transfer of the
views of bourgeois pedology which—

“for the purpose of conserving the power of the exploiting classes,
tries to prove a particular ability and a particular right to exist
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hoth of the exploiting classes and of the ‘higher’ races, and on
(he other hand the physical and psychical damnation of the
toilimg classes and of the ‘lower’ races. Such a transfer . . . is all
the more injurious as it is disguised by a ‘Marxist’ ideology. . . .
I'he establishment of a Marxist science about children is only
possible on the basis of overcoming the . . . anti-scientific
principlesof ... pedology and by severely criticising its ideologists
and practitioners in order to rehabilitate pedagogy as a science
and the pedagogues as its practitioners.””?

This controversy had none of the publicity and attention in this
country that has recently been lavished on the biological contro-
versy. But, examined in the light of more recent discussions, it
clearly marks the first break with accepted scientific views in the
capitalist world, and a recognition of the need for new theories to
cncompass and direct radically different practical tasks in a vital
licld, Since 1936 Soviet psychology has come of age, and the
signilicance of the contributions of Rubinstein and Ananiev is that
they outline a new departure in psychology comparable with that
of the Lysenko school in biology, though as yet psychology has
still to consolidate its advances.z The issues are perhaps more
casily distinguishable in psychology, which has barely achieved
the status of a science in the capitalist world, than they are in
the physical and life sciences which can lay claim to a greater
tradition.3

Two important points need underlining with regard to the break-
away of Soviet psychology. Before theoretical generalisations can
be made in any field there must be a long process of experiment
and social action, and the material conditions necessary for gathering

L “On Pedological Distortions in the System of the People’s Commissariats of
liducation,” July 4th, 1936.

2 The publication in 1946 of a series of articles recalling the decree and developing
Lhe discussion is cvidence that cosmopolitan trends have still to be combated, and the
biological discussions have given rise to renewed criticism. But the issue of text-books
und the adoption of psychology as a subject in later sccondary education as well as
training colleges implies that it has achieved a new status.

# I'he general principles raised by the Lysenko controversy have been fully
dineussed by Bernal (3.Q., Vol. 4, No. 8). It is only suggested here that psychology
came under veview first, for very good reasons connected with the internal develop-
ment and external relations of the science, no less than the demands of practice.
Unfortunately, there is, as yet, little material available in translation. The references
in this section are Lo the sources used by McPherson: S. L. Rubinstein, Consciousness
and Dialectical Materialism (1945), translated in Science and Society, Vol. X, No. 8;
B. G. Ananiev, Progress of Soviet Psychology, abridged, translated and mlmeogra.phed
by the Society for Culturad Relations with the U.S.S.R. (1947).
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together accumulated experience (the aggregate of the practical
attainments of society). So the natural sciences arose and developed;
the necessary material conditions were those resulting from
capitalist practice which provided the practical foundation for an
understanding of the laws of nature, and mastery over nature. But
the material conditions necessary for a scientific understanding and
control of human nature are those of socialist construction, in a
classless society. So long as the division of labour. obtains there
must be a contradiction between the forces of production, the state
of socicty and consciousness; human nature is only seen through a
distorting mirror, and bourgeois practice restricts the whole field
of experiment and application. But with the negation of the division
of labour, the abolition of private property and contending classes,
the individual is brought into practical connection with the
material and intellectual production of society as a whole, and so
freed for real human cxperience. Society itself is controlled and
directed by men, with the conscious aim of providing for real
human nceds. Then also human change is rapid and extensive.
Completely new opportunities arise for investigating the real
springs of human conduct and disclosing the laws which govern
the development of human nature, for applying scientific principles
and advancing scientific knowledge of human processes.
Secondly, psychology must be centrally concerned with the

great question of philosophy—the rclation between being and

consciousness. Marxism solves this question on the basis of social
practice: ‘“the coincidence of changing circumstance and of human
activity or self-changing can only be comprehended and rationally
understood as revelutionary practice.”* Consciousness is not an
individual possession, closely locked away in each individual
psyche. Consciousness arises historically from the necessity of
intercourse with other men; it has, therefore, from the beginning
been a social product. As a social produect, its origin ahd develop-
ment must be governed by the laws of development that govern
society as a whole, that is by changes in the forces of production
and productive relationships. The law of social development,
knowledge of the material basis for the development of social and
individual consciousness in man, is, therefore, the essential founda-
tion for scientific psychological study. And that study must first
be directed to uncovering the laws of development of human
consciousness, to investigating its origin, development and
1 Marx, Theses on Feuerbach.
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inler-connections, to discovering processes, not analysing finite
Chingss,

The history of psychology is, therefore, not that of a simple
nceenmulation of knowledge—

“Lhe great socialist revolution brought about a radical change in
psychology which was only possible on the foundation of Marxist-
Leninist theory. Soviet psychology also has a special character in
that it studies the laws of development of socialist consciousness in
the Soviet people and plays a living role in construction and
especially in the cause of communist education.”?

Theory and practice are radically different; methods also are new.

“For Soviet psychology, which eliminates the idealist isolation
ol consciousness, investigation of the psyche is a study of man’s
consciousness in action. Soviet psychology to-day carries on its
investigations of psychic processes, such as pereeption, memory,
thinking, by investigating man’s action, his concrete activity
both practical and theoretical, by analysing the context of the
real molives and objectives underlying action; thus breaking with
the treatment of traditional functional psychology.””s

Soviet psychology unequivocally accepts the principle that man
consists ol body as well as mind; his psychic processes arc a property
of his brain—the highest form of organic matter—and cannot be
separated from his neural and cerebral processes. Nor, on another
plane, can man’s consciousness and his activity be separated.
Consciousness is formed by practical activity, and revealed in the
course of it. To take a simple example, the consciousness of a young
child opcrates within a relatively restricted environment, but as
his activity increases so his physical powers develop, his mental
[unctions are modified and new ones acquired: he can henceforth
envisage and take action in, a far richer and more complex en-
vironment and the process of development continues with the
changed child operating in a changed situation. This process is
the process of acquiring knowledge. Neither the chi nor the

1 As Ananiev says: “Whilst bourgeois psychology is principally concerned with

the classifieation of personality, Soviet psychology considers this a secondary,
purely formal, and frequently harmful activity. Before proceeding to the task of
classifiention it is necessary to establish the laws of formation of character. These
general laws are gradually being revealed at the present time,” loc. cit. p. 8.
2 Ananiev, loc. cit., p. 2. 3 Rubinstein, loc. cit., p. 259.
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environment are immutable, nor is knowledge detached and formal
—a system of ideas apart from the human being and the real world.*
Education is not, therefore, an external force brought to bear on a
separate watertight mind; it is the motive force in the psychic
development of the child, and exerts a formative influence on
mental development. Training and enlightenment can therefore
be the creative, motive force in the moral and intellectual develop-
ment of the child; it is such particularly in socialist society where
the educational system has a conscious aim conforming to the
genuine human needs of ecach individual.2

Contrast this position with the generally accepted view of
bourgeois cducational psychology as outlined by Schonell. In-
tellectual, emotional, physical and environmental factors, inter-
related and interdependent, form personality.? But the “principal
force in child development is . . . a purposive striving for expression
and power in physical, emotional and intellectual realms.” Though
security, social contact and a measure of success arc the usual
nutritives of this “expressional urge,” its particular nature “differs
with the individual’s inborn equipment and differing personal
attitudes are developed towards life’s activities.” These reactions
in turn vitally influence ““the elements of personality already formed™
so that “‘a child’s personality presents not only a picture of in-
herited tendencies, but, in addition, a mirror of the conditioned
states produced by the environment.”

1 The process is fundamentally the same when the stage of gencralisation from
experience is reached and language (which is, as Marx puts it, “practical conscious-
ness, as it exists for other men, and for that reason is really beginning to exist
for mec personally as well”) is the primary instrument of social intercourse.
But when language becomes a thing in itself, when it is employed, not as a means of
social intercourse and self-expression, not as a medium for transmitting first-hand
experience or achieving a concrete and accepted aim, then the form only is retained
without the content. Children can memorise and reproduce successions of words and
diagrams, and learn to juggle with concepts, without doing more than grasp the ends
of the cloak which covers the reality, without, therefore, gaining any real experience.

2 See Ananiev, p. 5. While this aspect of the formation of human personality has
reccived due attention, the question of inhcrited characteristics, their mutubility
and their importance for human mental development has been reclatively ignored.
But it is clear that innate characteristics can exist only as anatomic-physiological
peculiarities of an organism which cannot alone determine a man’s abilities, since
these abilities are formed only in the process of developing the appropriate activity
and therefore in dependence on those objective conditions which make the given
activity practicable. (See A. N. Leontyev, “Important Tasks of Soviet Psychology in
the Light of the Outcome of the Scssion of the All-Union Lenin Academy of Agri-
cultural Sciences,” Sovietskaya Pedagogika, January, 1949.)

3j.e. personality in the psychological sense, which is defined as ‘“that complex
integrated resultant of innate equipment and environmental influences attained by
an individual in the course of his development.” F. J. Schonell, Backwardness in the
Basic Subjects, 1948, pp. 1-2.
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Mhe boundarics to development are here clearly marked out by
the childs inherited tendencies and the mechanical action of a
given environment. The individual cannot rise above either. The
motive foree in his development is a “purposive striving,” a
“dynanic urge” (arising no one knows how) the nature of which is
determined by his inborn equipment.?

There is no way out of this blind alley. The only variations that
can be introduced are a greater emphasis on the psyche or a greater
emphasis on the environmental mechanisms in determining devel-
opment; in either case the dynamics of development can only be
explained in terms of some mystic force whether in the individual
or at the creation of the environment. At best the ideal is a gradual
progress towards the millennium because the more intelligent in-
dividuals benevolently adapt the environment for the backward
and so help them along. At worst, the “physical and psychical
damnation” of the backward is established for all time.

II

It is clear that the philosophic postulates on which a psychologist
hases his system, whether consciously or unconsciously, must in-
tegrally affect his methods and findings. It is impossible to separate
bourgeois theory and practice in psychology, or either from the
philosophic views they embody in a particular material situation.
It is when the contradictions of the capitalist world increase in
the epoch of imperialism, and social and individual conflicts become
more manifest, that bourgeois psychology flourishes; and, because
of the matcrial conditions in which it operates, is directed to ex-
plaining away or “resolving” these secondary contradictions.

The two main philosophic trends in the capitalist world of to-day
—pure idealism and, its inverted form, mechanical materialism—
find a parallel in psychology in the systems which attempt to
prove the primary importance of heredity in determining person-
ality and those which attempt to prove the superior influence of
the environment. But no clear line can be drawn, for to-day all
bourgcois psychology is shot through with metaphysical ideas; even
behaviourism has been unable to preserve its purity and the
various non-physiological behaviourist trends are strongly idealist.

Most psychologists, it is true, claim to be free from all

1 “Urges,” “impulses” and “drives” are only “instinets” and “complex innate
patterns” in more modern form, introduced when the latter degenerated into futility.
But this change of vocabulary masks a real failure to make any concrete advance,
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preconceptions. But the attempt to take a stand on the cmpirical
plane is doubly difficult in psychology which is bound to bourgeois
philosophy at one pole and capitalist social practice at the other.
It means in fact that the investigator works with the vestigial
remains of outdated philosophies, coloured by more or less un-
digested portions of the modern ones;t and there is a particular
danger in this field that inchoate and disconnected views may be
filled out with class bias or social prejudice. Tt means that psv'cho-
logists are still haunted by the traditional categories which the
_mechanists inherited from scholasticism—perception, imagery,
?ntclligcnec. When psychology broke away from theology, under the
influence of developments in physies and mechanics, the early
experimentalists simply took over these categories and :1ttcn-1pte£'[
to deseribe in terms of matter following physical laws all that had
previously been assigned to the world of the spirit. There was
therefore no obstacle to an idealist renaissance when the time was
ripe; and the way was also prepared for various forms of animism
when “scientific” psychology later came under the influence of
evolutionary theories and developments in the life seiences.
Lacking clear guiding principles “scientific” psychology has
helen l.mahlo to determine its field of observation. It has been led
b]'mdh.)ltl, via abstraction and formalism, into the investigation not
ot conerete human activity in a conerete social-historieal setting,
b1ut of “mind” as it operates in the world of spiritual processes.
Grounded on the mechanist view that external collision determines
development, it conceives of the formation of human personality
in terms of the mutual action of “clements” external and antagon-
istic to each other—biological and social, heredity and environ-
ment. If external action and reaction determine human personality
it is the task of psychology to examine the general nature of this
process. It is not therefore concrete man who must be the object
of study but “man-in-general,” the abstract individual—in the last

1 “Perhaps the most prevalent attitude of conten iporary psychologists is to regard
the problem (of the relation of mind and body) as outside the scope of psyeholo, Ty
as at present defined. This attitude, however, very naturally means in .pru(:tivcba
refusal to admit that any such problem exists. This again turns out upon closer
examination to mean among many psychologists that the answer to the problem is
quite simple, and that philosophy has made itself much trouble over many unproduc-
tive and unreal problems. When we turn to ask what this simple and obvious answer
is, we [ind persisting, without great alteration, a variety of answers prevalent in the
nineteenth century, indeed, a number of them prevalent in the ancient world, Many
of _l]mm have, however, taken on a special colouring as a result of the seientilie and
philosophical events of the last few decades,” Murphy, Historical Introduction to
Modern Psychology, p. 391, ) '
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nnnlysis spirilual man, or “mind.” Man acts, therefore mind acts;
nelivily is realised into the spivitual world, mind is activity, a form
ol hehaviour (whether purposive, vitalist or determinate). When the
psychologist claims that he studies behaviour this is what he means.
And when he turns to analyse this behaviour he can only do so
scienlilically by eliminating all that “irrelevant’ social conditioning
which makes it particular; therefore, in the name of science,
behaviour (the objectivised mind) is abstracted from all meaning-
ful relations and examined in a purely formalistic manner. That is,
(he psychologist, who has already abstracted individuality and
aelivity, now breaks the context of activity and substitutes for the
concrete situation a generalised situation, for capitalist society the
“cnvironment.”’?

[Ic now has his “psychic phenomena” corresponding to “natural
phenomena” and these, if they are to be scientifically studied, must
be studied as phenomena in general—in categories. The cternal
caltegorics of human naturce are ready to hand, only lightly buried
and not yet superseded. And so the “scientific” psychologist
returns by a devious route to the old metaphysical questions, of
which the primary one is “What is intelligence?”” The fact that he
can now give a physiological, biological, genetic, or anthropological
turn to the discussion, that he can measure various forms of action
and recaction and has given statistical expression to certain con-
clusions, does not detract from the ultimate futility of his quest.
Ilis views have only achieved importance because of their signifi-
cance in capitalist society; for, since the social determinants of
individual behaviour have been only formally excluded, the
psychologist’s ““man-in-general’ is (in distorted form) man under
conditions of capitalist class society; and so capitalism is vindicated,
it conforms to human nature.

The psychologist strongly defends his results. They have, after
all, emerged from scientific analysis. But the question must be
pressed, analysis of what? Not of original psychological facts but
ol various preconceived notions imported either openly or under the
counter. The whole practice of “intelligence” testing is based on a
concept of “intelligence” distilled from current social practice. In
addition, concepts and techniques are borrowed wholesale from
auxiliary sciences; as a result the laws disclosed frequently turn out
to be physiological or biological laws, but psychological phenomena

1 For an illuminating study of this process of degeneration, see Georges Politzer,
Le Crise de la Psychologie Contemporaine, Editions Sociales, Reprint, 1947.

27




The Modern Quarterly

are forced into this framework.? Alternatively the tendency is to
take from the auxiliary science the most tenuous theories which
thereafter remain embedded and less easily subject to modification
than in their original setting. Thus schools of functional psychology
(Stern’s, for example) are wedded more or less closely to vitalist
philosophies which experimental science has dislodged step by step
from their former positions. Starting from the proposition that life
can be explained teleologically in such terms as “environment”
and “responses,” they arrive at the conclusion that “intelligence”
consists in general mental adaptability to new problems and
conditions of life; a conclusion which contributes neither to
knowledge of the nature and origin of “intelligence” nor to its
practical recognition.2 Such theories can vary infinitely and so the
progress of psychology is marked by the warring of schools.
Analysis which proceeds thus from notions and definitions, which
is not grounded on original psychological facts, can only end in
theories which apply to any or all of the facts in any sort of direc-
tion. Psychology, having no firm scientific basis, cannot therefore
point the way to new knowledge. Even genuine experimental
research does not help, for the number of possible researches is
infinite, their direction random, and there is no means of recognis-
ing progress or finality.s The measure of psychology’s failure to

1 For instance, the whole theory of maturation, which figures so largely in the
construction of “intelligence” tests, involves the importation of biological law into the
psychological sphere, The child develops as his innate qualities unfold, and this un-
folding is regulated within certain biological stages during which new and more
mature mental qualities appear, having no connection with conerete experience or
educational background. This biological “growth” of “intelligence” is supposedly
separated from inherent intellectual capacity by a statistical elimination of chrono-
logical age when calculating L.Qs.

? “Teleological definitions of intelligence are numerous, contradictory, and
often meaningless. They usually take the form of defining intelligence as an a ljust-
ment or adaptation to new situations, where adaptation or adjustment produces
changes that are “‘useful” or “biologically advantageous.” But biology itself . . .
has given up the attempt to discuss the behaviour of animals from the point of view
of deciding whether it is ‘advantageous’ or not.” J. L. Gray, The Nation’s Intelligence,
P. 65. Nevertheless, the concept that “new” mental tasks test “intelligence” is still a
directive one.

3 “Research is spotty, scattered, unco-ordinated; great gaps exist which remain
unfilled for years, The warp and woof of physics and chemistry are so tightly drawn
that research takes place in a ready-made context, and an abundance of implications
are clear.” In psychology it is quite random, and “what is to be done with the
fragments of research which result? . . . The separate zones of research are as un-
co-ordinated as single fields of research could be. The inter-relations between our facts
on the motives of laboratory rats and the motives which influence adults® preferences
in polities are still almost as vague as if no experimental research had been done;
and the peninsulas of ‘learning to read’ and ‘learning to respect the ethical code’ are
two phases of childhood experience which are separated by a vast bay of sheer
ignorance.” Murphy and Newcomb, Experimental Social Psychology, pp. D-10.
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entablish itsell as a science is that it has not yet made the ancients
oul of date; on the contrary it has latterly given them a new lease
ol lile,

In Lhis situation the question of achieving greater exactitude has
become pre-eminent, and mathematical techniques have become
the life-line of pre-scientific psychology which is to wrest it into full
scientilic status, But mathematical exactitude or mathematical
experiment are not in themselves guarantees of objectivity and
accuracy; they are only one form of exactitude which makes a
discipline of a deseriptive science. Science first attempts to know
Lhe Tacts on the plane of the [acts, and thereafter to reduce them
systematically to phenomens; its cxactitude is defined by the
extent to which its knowledge covers the facts, the measure in
which its content is adequate to the forms in which the object it
investigates is concretised.

Psychology does not establish its work on analysis of the facts;
nor does it go from facts to theories but vice versa. It is bounded by
preconceived views and choked with borrowed theories; it has no
clearly defined object to investigate. The fact that mathematical
techniques are used at the intermediate stage does not overcome
the basic difficulty; at most it is removed a stage further in the
closed psychological other world. Thus all the efforts of innumerable
psychologists to measure “intelligence’ and define its origin and
nature have only ended in transferring attention from the general
question “What is intelligence?”’” to the general question ‘“What are
the factors of the mind?” And that question is no nearer solution
than any other with which modern psychology has grappled.

111

“Factor analysis” is a technique designed to provide a statistical
short cut to the discovery of the primary properties of “human
nature,” a solution to the problem of the structure of “mind.”
It signals the failure of mechanist experimental techniques to
cncompass the complex problems involved in investigating such
functions as thinking. It is also the result of capitalist pressure on
psychology to produce concrete results.! The way that it has

1 “Since the field is highly complex, a direct advance by non-statistical methods
is bound to be slow. Meanwhile scientific curiosity demands at least a provisional
solution; and the immediate needs of applied psychology call for working hypotheses
and some practical device for determining the key-characteristics of different in-
dividuals. It is these urgent demands that factor-analysis endcavours to meet.”
Burt, The Factors of the Mind, p. 12.
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evolved from simple testing is an example of the progress of
psychological investigation as previously described.

Originally the testing of physical capacity was believed to be the
direct road to testing mental capacity, but when simple mechanical
principles had been undermined and the attempt to measure mind
by measuring matter had failed decisively, testing gravitated into
the world of mental processes. Binet brought the modern form of
“intelligence” testing into the limelight. When he first constructed
his tests it was with the object of separating out the mentally
deficient from the indifferent and lazy in the French schools. He
rejected both the psychophysical approach and the a priori
mental categories of scholasticism, and asserted the empirical
justification of measuring “‘general intelligence” as manifested in
the social behaviour of individuals. That is he constructed tests
composed of simple everyday tasks held to be normal at different
ages by teachers and others. And he constructed a scale whereby
various tests were allotted to different age groups and on their
performance a mental age could be calculated.!

The popularity and usefulness of Binet’s tests raised the old
question—* “What is intelligence?”’—in a new form. It was inevitable
that as the technique of testing developed it should be turned to
solve this perennial problem of psychology, the more so at a time
when the whole question of biological inheritance had assumed
political importance.2 Practising mental testers were quite in-
capable of defining the “intclligence” they were measuring, let
alone its composition. Here, as elsewhere, theories could be had for
the asking according to the predilections of individual investigators.
At a symposium in 1921 Thorndike defined “intelligence” as the
“power of good responses from the point of view of truth,” Buck-
ingham as “the ability to act effectively under given conditions,”

1 This new instrument was eagerly adopted in the United States, which was
grappling with the problem of assimilating millions of European and Asiatic i
migrants and sifting them into schools and jobs. It was here that performance tests
for those suffering from linguistic and sensory handicaps were first developed, that
Binet’s individual tests were revised and adapted. and that (when it was decided in
1917 to test the whole Ameriean Army) the group test was introduced. The method of
calculating the 1.Q). (as the ratio of mental age to chronological age) originated with
Stern in Germany, In England, Burt working largely on his own lines, evolved tests
and scales.

2 As soon as it was discovered that test results showed a gradation in terms of
social class it beeame important to prove that “intelligence” was mainly innate. The
arguments used to prove this point were frequently ecircular. For instance, it was
assumed that if tests continued to place children in the same order of merit they were
testing innate capacity; tests which did not oblige in this respect were disearded and
the fact that the remainder showed constancy of LQ. was quoted as proof Lhat
“intelligence” is hereditary. Now genetical techniques are illegally imported.
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Waoodrow as a “capacity to acquire capacity,” Terman as the power
o “nbstract thinking,” Others gave alternative, complex and
altogether varying definitions, or refused to make any attempt.
Dearborn, from the materialist angle, insisted on a single definition,
“Lhe capacity to profit from experience.”

The most obvious point about all these definitions is their
shullling off of the real problems involved, by definition, to another
plane. In addition, as Spearman later noted, no one brought—

“any factual evidence that intelligence as defined by them does
really acerue in any particular performance, or constitutes the
actual basis of any particular estimates, or is veritably measured
by any particular tests.”

It was obviously time to put a stop to this anarchy, and, profiting
from the disorganisation and weaknesses of the various “empirical”
schools, Spearman made a bid to draw mental testing into the
scholastie fold. In order to give the word “intclligence” some
meaning, he argued, we must set forth all possible kinds of cognitive
performanee in a comprehensive system. Instead of trying to
“explain the nature of mind by the necessities of living, we should
derive, rather, the capacity to live from the nature of mind, and
Lherefore ascertain that nature independently.”! He therefore set
out to investigate the causal mechanisms of mind and the general
laws they obey, justifying this course in modern terms by reference
to the scientific theories which have been taken to demonstrate the
clernal relativity of all human knowledge of the material world.

Having started from scholastic preconceptions, Spearman had no
difliculty in arriving at scholastic conclusions.? But the method he
cmployed was an adaptation of the statistical techniques initiated
by Galton and developed by Karl Pearson, applied to the results of
specially constructed tests. The statistical search for unit traits in
“intelligent’”” behaviour involves in the first place the selection of a
few of the enormous number of possible activities for testing, the

! The Nature of Intelligence and the Principles of Cognition, pp. 18-82.
* I is instructive to note the jubilation with which his efforts were grected in the

Catholic world. “He has justified in his brilliant modern way the main theses of
scholastic psychology bearing on cognition, and has respectfully acknéwledged the
preal value of scholasticism,’ wrote the T'ablet (June, 1928). “He has trenchantly

criticised many shallow but popular modern psychological doctrines, while generously
acknowledging the splendid value of modern research work. In fine, with infinite skill
and Lacl he has raised to the lips of the gracious and venerable Dame Psychology a
phial of living water, that she may quaif it and renew her youth.”
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establishment of constant interrelationships, and finally the
interpretation of results. Spearman’s selection was essentially
limited by his mentalist approach, and his interpretation relied
mainly on introspective techniques. In analysing his results he
inferred from the presence of a regular correspondence between a
nuinber of different measurements the existence of a “hypothetical
general and purely quaniitative factor underlying all cognitive per-
formances of any kind.” This he called “g”; this statistical “g,”
he claimed, corresponded to the power to educe relations and
correlates. The net result, therefore, is the re-enthronement in
modern garb of pure reason, the logical faculty, or whatever else
you choose to call it, as the arbiter of man’s destiny under God.?

Burt arrived at a similar conclusion—that tests involving “‘higher
mental processes” such as reasoning vary most closely with
“intelligence’’—by a more empirical route; but the point of depart-
ure of his investigations was comparison of the results of tests with
teachers’ estimates of “intelligence” (based partly on their empirical
judgement and partly on examination results) so that he grounded
“intelligence” in the context of present day schooling. As a result
of work of this kind “intelligence” testing was placed on a more
respectable level, and directed to finding an index of general and
specific mental abilities and the degree to which these are deter-
mined by heredity or environment.

But the old scholastic question remained in a new form. Spear-
man had solved nothing, for many rejected his premises, others his
techniques. The question now was, Is there a single general factor
which operates in conjunction with another special factor specific-
ally relating to the particular activity undertaken (as Spearman
postulated in his Two Factor Theory), or are there anumber of group
and single factors involved? The search for factors of the mind was
on, and, encouraged by the belief that they were at last using
really scientific procedurcs and language, psychologists set about
isolating statistically a whole series of factors—verbal, arith-
metical, mechanical, retentivity, perseveration, oscillation of
attention, besides the overriding one of ‘“‘intelligence”—in an
attempt to reach an inventory of the abilitics of man. Now chaos
has broken out at this new level; as many different theories about

1 Spearman was, of course, very careful not to make any such claims and to eschew
the old formal categories. He was not himself responsible for spreading the idea that
tests designed mainly to isolate ‘‘g” were superior to others. Nor was he directly
responsible for the immediate confusion between ‘‘general intelligence” as sought by

Binet and his own factor. But that confusion has obviously arisen.
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the nature of factors being available as were offered to explain
“intelligence,” and as many disagreements arising as to the
nppropriate statistical methods.

‘T'he word factor is a neutral positivistic word which can be used
by malcrialist or idealist with equal ease. It may cover the indirect
expression of physiological peculiarities, it may have something to
do with God. Spearman could be said to hold that factors are a
causative ageney of some kind (his school now suggests that a few
fundamental factors “account for, explain, or are the cause of,
all human conduct”). Others treat factors as synonymous with
abilities, or call them “unitary traits of p(-rs(nmlit'v” or “the
fundamental dimensions of mind.” But, complains Burt, echoing
Spearman’s former criticism: '

“Few, if any, explain why some factors are ‘meaningful’ and
others merely ‘statistical,” what makes one ability more ‘funda-
mental” or more ‘clementary’ than the other, how to distinguish
‘true psychological factors’ from the rest, or the ‘causal’ from
the merely ‘descriptive.” 71

And it is now Burt who offers a way out of the chaos, or rather a
doctrine of resignation. Why, he asks, should not our factors have
the same kind of existence—or non-existence—as is allowed to
physical forms of energy? And so the “empirical” psychologist
follows the “philosopher” scientist from the logical “world of
determinism into that twilight world where there is no subject and
no object and, therefore, no relations between them; where there
is no nceessity and no causality, only phenomena. This is the
logical end of a system built on false foundations, a retreat from
any aspiration to know the individual and his processes at all.

For this positivist standpoint is the foundation of Burt’s whole
subscquent argument. He now proves that factors have no concrete
existence, still less any effective causal powers. He reminds his
readers that causality is, in any case, an out-of-date notion; it was
suceessfully “extruded” from physical seience by Mach and Karl
Pearson; and he later throws in Eddington and Bertrand Russell
for good measure. To those who are anxious for the fate of postu-
lates of inductive inference in the absence of causality, he advises®

the appropriate postulates of Keynes (4 T'reatise on Probability).
The theory of knowledge to which Burt has been led by a lifetime

L Op. cil., pp. 210-11, 2 Ibid., pp. 216-22.

C 33




The Modern Quarterly

of psychological research is that “the only articulate or com-
municable knowledge that we can attain is a knowledge of struc-
ture.” It is at this point only, that is when it has already been
“transcended,” that we are introduced to that obstinate problem
of being and consciousness, matter and mind. For, Burt adds—

“if this position be accepted the relation of matter and mind
would lose much of its mystery, for we should no longer be
concerned with the interactions of disparate substances but with
the correspondence of abstract structures.””?

In psychology, therefore, as in other realms of bourgeois thought,
theories revolve within the limits set by capitalist social relations
—_within a constricted circle, unbreakable unless the capitalist mode
of production itsclf is breakable. Psychological theories, therefore,
reflect the contradictions of capitalist society, not the contradic-
tions of objective actuality, and the methods of investigation and
field of investigation are correspondingly limited. Instead of tracing
the unified process whereby the impact of reality on the human
individual gives rise to a process of conscious activity and thought
—which in turn produces both a different individual and a different
set of circumstances—bourgeois psychology is narrowly limited to
investigating the mechanisms set in motion by the impact of the
mind on the given environment and vice versa. And it is on the way
to concentrating on these phenomena alone, not because, as in

physical science, great experimental advances have been made
which have exploded the old mechanist views, but because, in the
methods forced on it by bourgeois practice, psychology has for-
saken objective enquiry and experiment and sceks a justification.

v

Because he accepts the category of “intelligence’ McPherson is
unable to break out of the vicious circle in which bourgeois psycho-
logy is imprisoned, and can only take sides in the endless and futile
argument on the relative importance of heredity and environment
in forming it. As a result, caught up in the toils of bourgeois theory,
he follows up his re-definition of “intelligence” with a defence of
“intelligence™ testing based on an idealist interpretation of ex-
perience, and he vindicates the use of tests in the schools. I.-Ie is
aided on this downward path by the fact that he entirely omits to

1 Op. cit., p. 233.
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consider the social origin and uses of testing in capitalist society,
und the objective results of testing.

T'exls are now mainly used to separate off at a fixed age a fixed
pereentage ol children for grammar school cducation. Because
scleclion must be on a mass scale group tests are used which are
entively verbal and usually arranged in certain formal categories,
corresponding to types of intellectual operation. These tasks are
supposcdly divested of all emotional significance, interest or point,
(ramed to demand a denuded “pure” intellectual response.t At the
applied level all the controversial questions are ironed out into a
simple system of beliefs. It is just assumed that there is a general
factor corresponding to “intelligence” that can be tested, that the
Yintelligence” so tested is inherent and distinet from acquired
knowledge, and that predictions based on it are certain. It is in
this guise, at any rate, that “intelligence” testing has been sold to
cducationists.

When tests are specifically constructed to differentiate children
in terms of grammar school education, the form and content of this
Lype of education is tacitly taken as given (tests anyway were
originally grounded in this context). If there is room for only 15
per cent. of an age group in grammar schools the tests can be so
constructed that the raw marks are “skewed,” i.e. so that the top
pupils are stretched out on the scale, the remainder being bunched
closcly around the average. This makes it casier, in sclecting the top
15 per cent. to draw the line at the requisite point. It does not
prevent the results being used to justify the existence of the
prammar school, and of places in precisely that proportion. The
more the “intelligence’ test is used to this end the less objective it
becomes. The traditional forms of education as well as the bourgeois
attitude to knowledge are buttressed by the “intelligence” test;
the “intelligence” test is inextricably identified with maintenance
of the social and ideological status quo.

To-day, while testing gives way to more testing and all manner of
reaclionary cducational theories are upheld, real educational reform
sinks into the background. Education is overshadowed by psycho-
logical theories and eannot develop as a science. Teaching becomes

1 For instance, following directions (‘‘Write the letter which is the fifth letter to the
left of the letter which is midway between K and O”); opposites; rearranging mixed
sentences; paraphrasing proverbs; manipulating numbers; analogies (“‘education is
to revolution as crawl is to ?7°); similarities; mazes; story completion; memory. See
J. L. Gray, The Natiow’s Intelligence, pp. 26-34. For discussion of the method of
constructing tests, see B. Simon, ““The Theory and Practice of Intelligence Testing,”
Communist Revicio, Oclober, 1949.
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something like a conditioned reflex; faced with a certain concen-
centration of 1.Qs. the teacher automatically delivers the requisite
lesson. The separation of children into types of school, with different
types of education adjusted to their 1.Q. level, is not only the nega-
tion of education but also restricts the field of psychological enquiry
anew. This position is becoming clearer, and teachers, adminis-
trators and educationists are already showing signs of revolt.

The very scale on which tests are now used is calculated to show
up the fallacy at the root of the whole system. Because the tests
retain only the forms commonly believed to cloak “intelligence”
without any content at all, they are not even good tests from the
point of view of bourgeois schooling—particularly now that the
fight against formalism in education has achieved some results.
They turn out to be about as faulty a prognostic instrument as the
old formal examination. The psychologist, nothing daunted, now
advances tests of “character” and “‘temperament” to supplement
them. But the question obviously arises—Why go to all this
trouble? Why take the individual apart in accordance with certain
preconceived notions, abstract his reactions from all meaningful
relations, and then add them up into a composite psychological
picture? The functioning, living whole is there to be investigated;
surely it would be safer to start with the real thing? The psycho-
logist would then be spared the odd theories he now has to propound
to explain how his psychological machine works; he might even
discover the only thing teachers want to know—how real children
really learn.

There is only one answer to these questions on the practical
plane: that the whole technique of testing in the educational
field has been evolved to classify children at an early age. The only
intelligent course, therefore, is to abolish selection and testing
together, and give every child the maximum opportunity for
healthy all-sided development. Then psychology will have a free
field of investigation and the opportunity for scientific study of
child development, and education too will be free to develop as a
science.

“Intelligence” testing must, therefore, be consistently criticised
and exposed in its theory, its practice and on its results. It is
impossible to separate out these aspects. It is clear that progress
towards a fuller understanding of human nature can only be im-
peded by attempts to “‘reach a fuller understanding of intelligence’;
one might as well try to understand the laws of development of
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socicly by way of study of the bourgeois theory of the State. It
eoequnlly elear that the practice of testing perpetuates a bourgeois
coneept. of  “intelligence” reflecting bourgeois supremacy and
praoctice nand so lauding the middle class. The objective result of
Lesting is, therefore, to uphold and perpetuate class inequalities,
and Lo spread reactionary views of “human nature” which vitiate
cdueational theory, undermine educational effort and dehumanise
the edueational process. Because it is unscientific mental testing is
socinlly reactionary; because it is socially reactionary it perpetuates
the conditions which have led to its downfall. Psychology, of all

studics, can least afford to be socially neutral if it aspires to be a
science.
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Problems of Soviet Musical Theory
By Aran Busu

OVIET musical theory is Marxism applied to the practice of
music in the Union of Sovict Socialist Republics.

In his Contribution to the Critique of Pplitical Economy, Marx
touched upon the rclation of art to the foundations of society
when he spoke of the “legal, political, religious, ssthetic, or philo-
sophic—in short, ideological —forms in which men become con-
scious of this conflict (bctween the material forces of production
and the property relations within which they have been at work)
and fight it out.” Thus Marx rcgarded art as an expression of the
class struggle.

In another passage he pointed out that when socialism was
first being cstablished, it would necessarily be created from out
of some particular stage of the development of capitalism, it would
bear the “birthmarks of capitalism.” In other words the men and
women who were building socialism would carry with them to
some extent the ideological prejudices of a capitalistic upbringing.
Especially is this likely to be the case among intellectuals, because
their sphere of work is furthest removed from the economic
foundation of society.

Marxism was first developed further in the field of sestheties by
Plekhanov, who wrote in his I'undamental Problems of Marzism:

“In primitive society, where class divisions do not yet exist,
productive activity has a direct influence upon the conception
of the universe and upon @sthetic taste. . . . When we are con-
cerned with a society divided into classes, the direct influence
of economic activity upon ideology is far less obvious. . . . If we
want to understand a dance performed by the Australian
aborigines, it suffices that we should know what part is played
by the women of the tribe in collecting the roots of wild plants.
But a knowledge of the economic life of 18th Century France will
not explain to us the origin of the minuet. In the latter case we
have to do with a dance which is an expression of the psychology
of an unproductive class.”

These observations of Plekhanov are important; they point
out that in all societies art is wltimately based upon the economic
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tlraeture of society, but that the degree of closeness of its relation-
ship to the cconomic structure varies with the form of society, and
capecially with the profound difference between class society and a
sociely without classes.

Before the October Revolution, in the very midst of the Revolu-
Lion of 1905, Lenin, attacking the bourgeois theory of art being
above socicty and developing in a world of its own, wrote:

“It is impossible to live in society and remain frce of it.
The freedom of the bourgeois artist, writer, or actress is simply
sceret or hypocritically disguised dependence on the money bag,
on bribery, on maintenance. Non-partisanship in bourgeois
socicty is merely a hypocritical, disguised, passive expression of
adherence to the party of the sated, the party of those who
dominate, the party of the exploiters.” (“Party Organisation and
Party Literature.”)

Lenin regarded history and with it the history of art as a process
of' constant, irreconcilable struggle between the old and the new.
As far back as 1894 he had written:

“Historical materialism includes, so to speak, partisanship,
which enjoins the direct and open adoption of the standpoint
ol a definite social group in any judgment of events.” (“Iconomic
Content of Narodism and the Criticism of it in Mr. Struve’s
book.”)

Lenin developed these fundamental ideas of Marxism as far as
the practice of art in socialist society was concerned after the
October Revolution. In a conversation with Klara Zetkin, he said:

“In a society based on private property the artist produces
for the market, he needs customers. Qur revolution has freed
the artists from the oppression of these all too prosaic conditions.
It has made the Soviet State their protector and customer. . . .
But, of course, we are Communists, We must not stand with
folded arms and lct chaos develop as it will. We must guide this
process, following a quite definite plan, and mould its results. It
is not our opinion of art that matters, nor the fecling that art
arouses in scveral hundred or even thousands among a population
of millions. Art belongs to the people. Its deepest roots must lie
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among the very thick of the working masses. It must be such
that these masses will understand and love it. It must voice the
feelings, thoughts and will of these masses, must uplift them. It
must awaken the artists in the masses, and serve to develop
them.”

The present controversy in the Soviet musical world started with
the publication of a document described as the “Decision of the
C.C. of the C.P.S.U(B.) of February 10th, 1948, on the opera
The Great Friendship, by V. Muradeli.” Making a number of
criticisms of this particular opera, the decision points out that ““the
failure of Muradeli’s opera is not an isolated instance, but is closely
connected with the unsatisfactory state of contemporary Soviet
music, with the sprcad of the formalistic trend among Soviet
composers.” Further on in the document it is stated that “many
Soviet composers have, in their mistaken pursuit of novelty,
divorced their music from the needs and artistic taste of the Soviet
people, formed an esoteric circle of connoisseurs and musical
gourmands, lowered the high social role of music and restricted its
significance, confining it to satisfaction of the spoiled tastes of
individualistic would-be ssthetes.”

It is evident that this “Decision” carries forward the ideas
expressed by Lenin in the foregoing paragraph.

But Lenin also warned against a primitive interpretation of these
ideas. Dealing with literature, but in a way which could apply
equally to music, he wrote:

“It goes without saying that literary activity is least of all
subject to mechanical cqualization or levelling, to the domina-
tion of a majority over a minority. It goes without saying that in
this sphere it is absolutely necessary to ensure larger scope for
personal initiative and individual inclinations, full play for
thought and imagination, form and content. All this goes without
saying. But all this only proves that the literary part of the Party
cause of the proletariat cannot be mechanically identified with
other parts of the Party cause of the proletariat.” (“Party Organ-
isation and Party Literature.”)

To some people it may appear that the terms of the criticism of
the “Decision’” go beyond what Lenin considers correct, that they
in fact do make the Soviet composers “subject to the domination
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of a majority,” and do not ‘“‘ensure larger scope for personal
initiative and individual inclinations.” Such objections have at
their root objection to any criticism at all. They resent the
“Decision” because it is an indication that the C.C. are not “‘stand-
ing with folded arms and letting chaos develop,” but that they
are “guiding the process.” It must be realised that Lenin is here
comparing artistic activity with other forms of Party activity,
education, ete. He is carcful to explain that “artistic activity is
least of all subject to such domination,” not that it may remain
outside any criticism. It is here, therefore, a question of degree.

Let us turn now to a consideration of why the Central Committee
at this particular moment ceased to stand with folded arms, but
turned its concentrated attention upon the situation in the Soviet
musical world. The discussions and conferences inaugurated by the
publication of the “Decision” disclosed a number of facts of great
significance. It became apparent that the whole organisation of
Soviet music and its criticism, the award of the valuable Stalin
Prizes, the possibilities of publication and performance, had grad-
ually got into the hands of a small group of composers, together
with those writers on musie, who were their admirers. This group is
headed by the composers named in the “Decision’ as those “whose
work most strikingly illustrates the formalistic distortions and anti-
democratic tendencies in music, which are alien to the Soviet
people and their artistic tastes.”” These composers are Shostakovich,
Prokoviev, Khachaturian, Shebalin, Popov and Miaskovsky.

It is a very significant fact that with the exception of Khacha-
turian these composers all belong to the eclectic school of Russian
musical development, the school of Glazounov, Scriabin, and
Maximilian Steinberg, rather than that of the Big Five, whose last
representative was Rimsky-Korsakov. The case of Khachaturian is
different; he started as a composer with strong national Georgian
and Armenian elements, from which, however, it appears, his latest
work had shown an unexpected departure.

The discussions brought out the fact that the articles in the
musical journals and the musical articles elsewhere were never
critical of anything produced by these composers, and at the same
time ignored to a great extent the compositions of others, including
the very important musical developments in the Autonomous
Republics. Successful operas by composers in Azerbaijan and
Uzbekistan were sometimes ignored and such composers were
seldom by any chance considered for Stalin Prizes.
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Of course, this situation would not have becn so serious had the
composers in question achieved really outstanding successes with
the Soviet musical public. But this was not the case. Since the
victory over fascism, the public had shown signs of decreasing
interest in concerts where the works of such composers were
performed. Operas by Soviet composers arvouscd little interest;
indeed the general public began to display the same indifference or
even hostility to present-day music which the public of Western
Europe and the U.S.A. shows to its contemporary composers,
though not to the same degree. This was a new phenomenon in the
Soviet Union. And it is evident that such indifference or hostility
could not have been due, either to the influence of eritics (since the
critics whose articles appeared were always favourable to the
works of the composers now mentioned in the “Decision”), or to a
general feeling of hostility towards living composers, since the
public in the U.S.S.R. is in gencral biased in favour of its own
composers, as it is towards all contributors to the development of
socialism in its own country or elsewhere; hence a Soviet audience is
likely to accept a new work, whether it is fully appreciated at first
or not, provided that it does not actually repel.

The composers themselves remained seemingly unaware or indeed
tolerant of this situation; and one more symptom of aloofness and
superiority on their part showed itself. There had been two import-
ant celebrations since the actual victory, the 600th Anniversary of
the foundation of Moscow, and the 80th Anniversary of the October
Revolution. The people of the Soviet Union had celebrated both
these events by renewed efforts at the rebuilding of their shattered
country, by reaching new records in all domains of achievement.
But for the Moscow celebrations the composers created nothing,
apart from a few perfunctory popular songs. For the 80th Anniver-
sary, Shostakovich turned out a pot-pourri of Soviet popular songs,
which made an unfavourable impression of lack of interest on his
part. The remainder did nothing at all.

On the other hand, composers not belonging to this group had
little or no opportunity to reach the publie, cither through getting
their works published or by means of performances. There appears
to have been excessive centralisation in the organisation of the
orchestras. Provincial towns were sacrificed to the demands of
Moscow and Leningrad, whose musical life was again subordinated
to the influence of the one particular group.

The “Decision” has led to a drastic alteration in this state of
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affairs. It has analysed the reasons for the unpopularity of the works
of these composers with the general public, and taken steps to end
the monopoly of control enjoyed by them and their admirers
among the crities.

Not many people will be inclined to question the reasonableness
of these measures. But there will still be many who will find the
terminology of the “Decision’ peculiar, and the attack on the so-
called “formalistic tendencies” of thesc composers unwarrantable,
The “Decision” states that the tendency of their music “‘renounces
vital principles of musical composition such as melody, and prefers
confused, neuropathological combinations that turn music into
cacophony, into a chaotic conglomeration of sounds. This music
distinctly smacks of contemporary modernistic bourgeois music in
Europe and America, which expresses the dccay of bourgeois
culture, the total negation of musical art, its impasse.”

To a person unacquainted with historical materialism, the very

idea that it is meaningful to speak of such a thing as bourgeois
music seems foreign and cven absurd. To a serious student of this
philosophy, however, it is not only scnselul Lo speak of hourgeois

musie, but also certain that such a thing exists. The history of art
since class socicty superseded tribal communism has been the
history of the art of classes within society. In recent times the
bourgeoisie has been the ruling class. The ruling art of that period
has been their art, the art which expressed different aspects of their
psychology, whose function it was, to quote from our own Marxist
theoretician of art, Christopher Caudwell, “to adapt the individual
to the necessities of social co-operation,” in this particular case to
co-operation within the framework of bourgeois society. A ruling
class has its art both in its progressive time and in its decay.
Bourgeois civilisation is now in its last stages. Hence it is not only
possible but certain that there is such a thing as the art “which
cxpresses the decay of bourgeois culture.”

What will be the characteristics of such an art? Caudwell has
explained this as follows. “The bourgeois illusion regarding free-
dom (of which art is a mode), counterposes freedom and individual-
ism to determinism and society; it overlooks the fact that society
is the instrument whereby man, the unfree individual, in association
realises his frecdom.” From this it follows that the art of the
bourgeoisic in decay is the art of the extremist individualism, in
which the freedom of the individual is believed mistakenly to lie
in the deepest layers of his subconsciousness, in precisely those
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emotions least socially adapted, and therefore least inhibited by the
necessities of social co-operation. But if, as Caudwell maintains
(and as historical materialism makes evident) the function of art is
to adapt the individual to the neceessitics of social co-operation,
such an art as that of bourgeois civilisation in decay is therefore
the negation of art, precisely the term used in the “Decision” of
the Central Committee above quoted. (I hopc no one will raise the
objection that modern music is peculiarly repellent to the directors
of capitalist monopolies, who prefer Nocl Coward; and that there-
fore atonal music must be revolutionary in a social sense. Of course,
the majority of the bourgeoisie arc complete philistines, but those
few who are interested in art favour—as far as the art of to-day is
concerned—this individualistic varicty.)

Even so the accusations of “lormalism’ may scem to run counter
to the warning by Lenin quoted above to the effect that artistic
activity “is least of all subject to mechanical equalisation, to the
domination of the majority over the minority.”

At this point opinions may differ. Some people may consider
that in particular instances the accusation of formalism which
smacks of decadent bourgeois music is unjustified or exaggerated.
What is meant by formalism? It is in fact used by different people
in various senses. Khachaturian was accused of formalism, when,
in a Symphonic Ode, he had scored one passage for twenty-four
trumpets playing in unison. A more usual term would be “bad
taste.” The eight harps and four pianos in Prokoviev’s Ode to the
End of the War were similarly criticised. No doubt both these two
examples are cases of composers excessively concerned with effects
of colour—or, if you prefer it, noise—rather than musical sub-
stance. Of course, colour and dynamics are both essential in-
gredients of music. But it is a characteristic of formalism that it
stresses some one or other ingredient of music at the expense or to
the exclusion of the other ingredients. Thus the excessively
percussive music of some American composers, such as Ornstein
and Cowell, would come into this category. This tendency to a lack
of balance comes, it is believed, by losing sight of the true function
of the particular work during the process of composing it, when the
technical considerations, when the various musical ingredients are
allowed to work out their developments, uncontrolled by the
directing consciousness of the composer, who, as a human being
living in the U.S.S.R. in a socialist society, must never lose sight of
the function of his music, nor lose touch with the public, who
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are together with him building up a new way of life which shall
irradiate humanity as a whole. Soviet composers must search for
new ways of expression. Such new ways are absolutely necessary if
socialist realism is to be expressed in art, but they must be sought
for in the U.S.S.R. as a development out of the classical traditions
of music of that country, retaining what is essential and developing
new ways of treating this. For this reason stress is particularly laid
on the traditions of the Russian classics as far as Russian composers
are concerned. In general a national artistic consciousness 1is
believed to be essential. What is called homeless cosmopolitanism
leads a composer inevitably into eclecticism. Apart from the
Russian Classics, the characteristics of folk-musie, which in the
U.S.S.R. is still very much alive, are stressed as very important.
The study of folk-music should, it is considered, be widespread in
the music conservatoires, whereas up to now it has been the subject
of especial departments only. In this way again national character-
istics, which are the heritage of the people for whom the Soviet
composers are writing, will bring the new music nearer to the hearts
of the Soviet people. Instead of this the composers prone to formal-
ism attempt to derive the new elements in their music from the
latest productions of Western European and American music. This
introduces a two-fold eclecticism of style: it is contrary to national
tradition, and contains forms of expression characteristic of
decadent bourgeois music and therefore least likely to serve as
suitable ingredients in the art of socialist realism.

Of course, when such criticisms are made and such organisational
changes brought about as has happened in the U.S.S.R. since the
beginning of 1948, certain possibilities arise. Disgruntled and
second-rate composers may try to take advantage. Leading person-
alities, whose talents entitle them to positions of prestige, are
excessively attacked by those whom they have previously ignored
or derided. But the Report of the Plenum of the Union of Soviet
Composers, held from December 21st to 29th, 1948, some ten
months only after the publication of the ‘““Decision,” bears witness
to the remarkable vitality of the Soviet musical world. During
these nine days at a series of concerts 150 compositions were per-
formed, all composed or completed during those intervening ten

" months, each by a different composer and including thirty major

works.
The programmes included works by all the so-called formalist
group except Prokoviev, whose opera had previously been produced.
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Miaskovsky produced a new symphony, Shostakovich was re-
presented by film musie, Khachaturian by a Symphonie Dithyramb
to the memory of Lenin, Shebalin by a String quartet, cte.

In his speech at the closing session Khrennikov, the present
General Secretary of the Union of Soviet Composers, was applauded
when he spoke a word of praisc for Muradeli, whose opera, The
Great Friendship, had first evoked the “Decision.” He stated that
it was—

“necessary to organisc mass concerts and mass discussion in
order to sound the opinion of the people. We end this con-
ference enriched by a great expericnee, conscious of the responsi-
bility which lies in the immense work before us. We must
preserve that unity and friecndship which became so apparent
during the conference. In all our activitics we must develop the
spirit of self-criticism which is the mighty prime mtwcl"uf
progress in all aspects of our life. And above all we must strive
and struggle for partisanship in our art, because only a partisan
art can be a powerful lever in the education of our people in the
spirit of communism, and because only a partisan art can
correctly reflect the Leninist-Stalinist epoch in all its greatness.”

When faced with such monumental achievements as the totality
of Soviet musical life, of which the organisation of this Plenum
was merely a detail, though a very important one for the immediate
future, it seems a little foolish to deride the Central Committee
for presuming to venture into the field of music. Only the organisa-
tion of Soviet life in general ean provide the tremendous surplus
product out of which such a vast expenditure on the arts is possible.
The Central Committee is the democratically elected executive of
the Communist Party of the Sovict Union, under whose leadership
the development of socialism, the fight against fascism, and the
reconstruction of the post-war period have all been triumphantly
accomplished.

The Central Committee does not claim infallibility on all matters
of musical development (any more than they claim to know the
truth regarding every detail of natural processes); but they were
obliged to act in the musical sphere—or stand with folded arms
and let chaos develop—and they acted therefore (as they would do
in all other spheres) upon what they knew, though it could not be
the totality of possible knowledge of the subject. In their actions
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they were guided, as in all other spheres, by the scientific theory of
Marxism-Leninism.

At the Conference which preceded the publication of the
“Decision,” Zhdanov, the representative of the Central Com-
mittee in this controversy, spoke as follows: ‘““At the present time
Soviet composers have two responsible tasks: the main task is
to develop and improve Soviet musie, the second task is to protect
Soviet music from the penetration of elements of bourgeois decay.
Comrades, we want, we desire passionately, to have our own
powerful school, we want it to be both more numerous and stronger
than that which once amazed the world with its talents and covered
our people with glory. . . . If you use to the full our classical musical
heritage and at the same time develop it in the spirit of the new
demands of our epoch you will develop into a mighty Soviet
school.”

In what country among the Western Democracies do the trusted
representatives of the people speak in such terms to their com-
posers? Here any idea that music has a high social role is treated
with contempt or even disapproval. Writing about The Olympians,
the new opera by Arthur Bliss to a libretto by J. B. Priestley,
recently produced for the lirst time at Covent Garden, Ernest
Newman said the following: “Mr. Priestley’s teat is a first-rate one.
... As I sce the matter he began with two excellent themes, each of
which, had he so willed it, might have been self-complete and self-
sufficing. The legend of the gods of Greecce having sunk to the
status of a troupe of shabby, strolling players, but becoming
their ancient selves again for one night in a hundred years or so,
is a theme in itself, and a great theme. . . .”

Mr. Ernest Newman no doubt likes to see the Greek gods, once
the personification of the forces of Greek society, as it developed
from tribal communism to the democratic City State of Athens,
made trivial. Such ignorant Philistinism is characteristic of our
decadent society. The jibes of such petty Philistines against the
social developments of music in the U.S.S.R. and the New Demo-
cracies are not of much account.

Where are we in Britain to look for great themes? Is there a high
social role of music here in our decadent bourgeois society? Yes,
there is, if we embrace partisanship in our art, and place it at the
service of thosc who arve partisans in the glorious struggle of man-
kind for the new world of true freedom, which socialism and com-
munism will secure to all.
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A Twentieth-Century Crusade
By STANLEY EvANS

T should now be clear to all that the tendency of the modern

world 'is towards certain quite clearly marked forms of social
change. The drive to national independence in the Kast (and
indeed nearer home as in Greecc) is clear. National independence,
however, is not an end in itself. The end to which the modern
community is increasingly driven, an end which is yet only a
beginning, is that of socialism.

There is probably no country in the world to-day in which there
is not ecither a victorious or a nascent socialist movement. Neces-
sarily, therefore, the world is preoccupied with a struggle against
socialism and the world of ideas is preoccupied with a debate for
and against socialism.

This is the environment in which the modern Christian churches
have to live and function and think. It is, therefore, impossible for
them to escape from confronting socialism at some point,

The debate within the modern churches is not new. It has been
waged violently since before the revolutions of 1848 and the
Communist Manifesto. The papal stand was made clear in 1846
by the so-called “liberal Pope” Pius IX, who, in an encyclical of
November 9th condemned (among a list of other bodies which
included societies that distributed Bibles in the vulgar tongue),
“that abominable doctrine, so diametrically opposed to the law of
nature itself, which they denominate communism, which once
admitted and recognised would overthrow every species of law,
and right and property, and destroy the very foundations of human
society.”

The papal line on the subject has never changed. From that day
to this communism has been the main enemy and encyclical after
encyclical has pilloried the foe and endeavoured to lead the church
in an alternative course. The famous encyclicals Rerum Novarum
(1891) and Quadragesimo Anno (1931) condemned all forms of
socialism on the grounds that private property was rooted in
nature (no distinction being made between property for use and
property for profit). ¢ ‘Religious socialism,” ** they said, * ‘Christian
socialism’ are expressions implying a contradiction in terms. No
one can be at the same time a sincere Catholic and a true Socialist.”
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The significance of this remark needs to be appreciated. Just
as 1848 was roughly the beginning of modern Christian anti-
communism, it was also roughly the beginning of modern
Christian socialism,? a movement perhaps most marked in the
Church of England but one, nevertheless, which infected all the
churches.

The tradition was certainly there within the Roman Church.
The Abbé Mably? had taught that most of the evils of society
sprang from the unequal distribution of property which was
contrary to natural law. Natural inequalities in strength and
intelligence, he taught, were not sufficient arguments to prove
the necessity of the economic inequalities existing in human
society. At a later date the Benedictine Deschamps held that
the principles of sound Christian morality ought to aim at the
community of goods. It was in this tradition that a number of
priests were involved in a rising in Italy in 1877, while in France
and Germany others were associating with the revolutionary
movement.

In England the Christian Socialist movement and its work is
well known. Under the leadership of Kingsley and Maurice, it
infuriated the church leaders and never quite satisfied the working-
class leaders. As the century wore on, however, its effects on the
church were deep and it is a reflection of its influence that the
Lambeth Conference of 1920 felt compelled to state:

“We cannot claim a good record with regard to labour
questions. Since the beginning of the industrial revolution only
a minority of the members of our church have insisted on the
social application of the Gospel. . . . The question is not whether
labour is friendly to the Church, or whether we can attract labour -
men to the Church, but whether the ideals of labour are sound
and its claims just. . . . The purpose of the labour movement,
at its best, is to secure fullness of life, the opportunity of a
complete development of their manhood and womanhood for
those who labour; it seeks to furnish a better world for people to
live in. . . . The labour movement can help the Church by
bringing us in touch with actualities, and increasing our dis-
content with mere pious aspirations.”
1Tt was in 1848 that the Christian Socialist group of Maurice, Kingsley and

Ludlow came into being.
2 See his De La Legislation oue des Principes des Lois, Amsterdam, 1776.
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They went on to say that “industrial and social conditions in
different parts of Africa and the East, including the exploitation of
coloured labour and the labour of children, deliver a clear challenge
to our Christian civilisation.”

But while these words were being uttered the Russian Revolution
was fighting its way to victory against forces armed and supported
by the very men who had put most of the Lambeth Bishops into
office. The success of the Revolution did much to check the fervent
ecclesiastical support of the labour movement outside Russia.
Inside the country it administered a tremendous shock to an Ortho-
dox Church which had been a prop to the Tsarist tyranny. With no
Tsar to support it, the Orthodox Church first opposed the Revolu-
tion, then as the result of a long internal struggle, came out in its
support, and then split. It took twenty years to produce the situa-
tion which was disclosed in 1941 of a church wholly supporting the
Soviet régime.

In these years the social ferment in other churches had been
bedevilled by a skilfully contrived campaign about ‘‘religious
persecution’ in the Soviet Union. In the pages of the sensational
press Russian Bishops were murdered not once, but many times,
before they eventually arrived in Paris. The campaign succeeded
to a considerable degree. Nevertheless, as the years passed, the real
impact of communism and its challenge to the churches became
more and more felt and led to a considerable debate, which was
shown in England by the production of such works as Christianity
and the Social Revolution, and those of Needham and MacMurray,
and which produced a growing social agitation within the
churches.

As the churches were engulfed in the second World War they
had behind them a considerable experience of fascism. The Vatican
had had its own difficulties in Mussolini’s Italy, the “Church
struggle’” in Germany had had a pronounced influence throughout
the world, while General Franco and his episcopal supporters had
signally failed to convince the world that they were crusading for
Christianity.

The alternative to fascism was more difficult to see. Was not the
Soviet Union atheist? It was a whole world of confusion that
was reflected in the religious press in the weeks following June 22nd,
1941.

The Church Times wrote:
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““Christians are bound to claim the precedent of Mr. Churchill’s
speech for stating that no word that they have spoken about
atheistic and materialistic communism shall be unsaid. The
blood of thousands of martyrs can only be washed out by deep
and bitter sacrifice. On the other hand, again following M,
Churchill, Christians, who are themselves in arms against the
most cynically immoral power in history, cannot refuse either to
aid or be aided by whatever other nation or government is
actively opposed to Nazidom. So far as we understand the
matter Great Britain and Russia are not allies but associated in
a common undertaking. The distinction is important.”

The British Weekly, one of the leading Free Church papers, was
frankly bewildered, and wrote:

“The only way to think about the new relationship into which
Russia and we are now entered and are pledged to maintain until
we are all frec to live again——the only way to think about this
new relationship is, in the meanwhile, not to think about it at all.”

The Christian News Lelter echoed a more widely held opinion.
It wrote:

“Public opinion has endorsed the Prime Minister’s statement
that everyone who fights against the Nazi’s unprecedented claim
to unlimited power is our ally. It is none the less true that the
participation of Russia brings a new confusion into the issues of
the war. Between the Nazi creed and the European tradition of
which the Allies are the professed champions, the gulf is plain.
But Russian Communism, while it presents a moral challenge to
the democracies in respect of the unjust social privileges which
persist in them, has at the same time revealed features hardly
distinguishable from the merciless and inhuman tyranny of
Nazism and openly repudiates the religious source and sanction
of the best Western civilisation. There are opportunities as well
as dangers in this new political alignment.”

The Roman Catholic Sword of the Spirit was even more coldly
calculating: :

“It cannot be repeated too often that Hitler’s attack on
Russia has nothing to do with Communism. It is not the doctrine
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of Marx but the tanks, guns and aircraft that Hitler is out to
smash. . . . There are two great danger points. On the one
hand, some sections in this country are ready to use Com-
munism in order, as they say, to destroy Hitler’s hold in
Europe. They are willing to encourage and, where possible,
directly help, Communist groups in different countries. Now it is
arguable that it is important to encourage any group that will,
in the purely technical sense, do sabotage and throw spanners in
the works and put sugar in the petrol tanks, and so forth, but to
encourage Communism, to appeal to Communist sentiments, to
further the spread of Communism, is a fatal as well as a dishonest
policy. The stronger Communism becomes during the war, the
more difficult it will be to restore a decent order in keeping with
the European tradition. . . . The other great danger is that at the
end of the war, Britain will only make a show of restoring peace
to Kurope and will retire into isolationism. . . . The peoples of
Europe most emphatically do not want Russia to make the
peace.”

It was vacillatings, misgivings, and deliberate calculations of this
kind that paved the way for the sinister side of church activity in
Europe—collaboration. On the other hand, despite all the pro-
phecies, the Soviet churches stood boldly by their people and
government and, by so doing, paved the way for a new rapproche-
ment between church and state. The effect of these two courses was
felt in England and it was to guide his wavering forces that the
Archbishop of Canterbury wrote in his Diocesan Gazette:

“There are many to whom any definite alliance with the Soviet
Government brings not unnatural misgivings. It may seem strange
to combine alliance with Bolshevist Russia with the claim that
we are contending for a Christian civilisation. But such misgivings
are really misplaced. For—

“(1) The first and essential aim of the whole widespread
struggle is to overthrow the tyranny of evil embodied in the rulers
of Germany, and all who are engaged in the cause must needs be our
allies.

*(2) The victory of the Nazi power would destroy any kind of
tolerable form of human government.

“(8) Russia is but the latest country suffering unprovoked
attack by Nazi Germany. It is contending for the principles of
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national freedom and independence, for which the British Com-
monwealth and United States of America are standing.

“(4) It may well be that Russia’s defence of its own land and
the new unity this will bring may lead to a new tolerance of
religion by the Soviet Government, and a new resurgence of
the interests of religion, always deep-rooted in the heart of the
Russian people. It is significant that at the outbreak of the war
thousands flocked to the churches for prayer in Moscow and
elsewhere.

“We must, therefore, wish every success to the valiant Russian
armies and people in their struggle and be ready to give them
every possible help.”

Addressing his Diocesan Conference a few weeks later a new note
crept in:

“In view of the mighty issues at stake, we must now think not
of the past, but of the present and the future.

“We are now concerned not with any party or economic system
but with the new and most moving uprising of the whole Russian
people, of the same spirit of passionate devotion to their land
and to its independence which once broke the hitherto all-
conquering power of the great Napoleon. . . . It is our battle as
well as their own they are fighting—the battle of all nations
still free and of all nations now enslaved for the overthrow of an
intolerable tyranny.

“Who can tell of what the effect might be upon the ordering of
the post-war world of a closer relationship between, on the one
hand, a new Russia, united by affliction and emancipated from
the errors of the past and on the other, the British Common-
wealth and the United States of America? We have something to
learn from Russia in the bold and far-seeing planning of economic
resources for the good of the whole community. They have some-
thing to learn from us in giving scope for the freedom and
responsibility of human personality. I suppose it is upon a
synthesis of the claim of the community with the full and free
development of each person within it, that the hopes of the future
must largely depend.”

There were others also, apart from such stalwarts as the Dean of
Canterbury, who saw the issue clearly.
The British Weekly wrote:
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“The sacred rights of the individual, irrespective of race, colour,
or religion, are respected in this strange land, which is practising
Christianity without accepting its theory.”

Outstanding among the Anglicans was the Bishop of Chelmsford.
In the course of a long article in the Chelmsford Diocesan Chronicle
he said:

“No doubt many good Christian people have been shocked by
things which have happened in Russia. So have I. I said so at the
time and I have nothing to withdraw, but the behaviour of the
so-called Christian nations in Europe has been an eye-opener.
The conduct of Vichy France, Spain and Italy in particular has
not been a very edifying example of Christianity in action. Para-
doxical as it may seem, it is more religious to repudiate openly
all religion than to manipulate it in the fashion of these nominally
Christian nations. Such action approximates to the ‘unpardon-
able sin.’

“I could shake hands with a non-praying Stalin, but I should
beg to be excused from doing so with a Petain, Darlan, Mussolini
or Weygand who can go happily to their Mass with dishonour and
trickery in their hearts. A religion which allows a man to be
dishonest and untruthful does not amount to much.

“I gather that a good many people in this country are afraid
of the Soviet Union and what it stands for. It has been suggested
that after the European tragedy has come to an end, Russia
might be left as the ‘residuary legatee’ and proceed to force
Communism on the world and the last state would be worse than
a German victory.

“This is the kind of temper that Nazi propaganda seeks to
foster, and it should be suspect on that ground alone. But there
are other reasons for regarding it as a complete mistake.

“I do not think that history anywhere affords an example of a
nation going to war for purely ideological reasons. . . . If a nation
is happy and contented nothing is less likely than that it will
go to war with its neighbours in order to elevate them to a similar
state of happiness and contentment. Presumably Russia enjoys
its present method of government. I should nevertheless find it
impossible to believe that it would ever bother its head how the
other nations governed themselves much less engage in war to
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force them to adopt a similar constitution. Why on earth should
it?

“I darkly suspect that there lies in the minds of many people
a deep fear of the results of all liberalising movements. Anything
which looks like a challenge in a social order which sustains their
privileges is regarded with horror and labelled at once as ‘com-
munism.” I can imagine nothing more calculated to foster
communism than this delusion.”

This catalogue could be continued indefinitely. It shows both
the confusions and the considered stands of church spokesmen at
a critical period of history. Out of such views there crystallised
on the one hand religious collaboration with fascism and on the
other hand the wide religious movement for rapprochement with
the U.S.S.R. Between these groups however there was, and is,
a “‘third force’ which resembles, not only in its political expressions,
but in the reality of its “independence,” all similar movements in
the field of politics. It crystallised around the movement known as
“cecumenical’’ which brought into being in 1948 the World Council
of Churches.

This movement was a fusion of two previous movements, “Faith
and Order” and ‘“Life and Work” which had laboured from the
beginning of the century in the field of church reunion. They both
represented the drive to unity produced by a world in which the
ideological differences of the Protestant Reformation have ceased
to have significance. Necessarily, however, contemporary struggles
have affected the movement and a tendency has grown to use it as
a rallying ground for the ecclesiastical opposition to the real
challenge of our time —the challenge of socialism.

In the Amsterdam Conference of 1948 this trend was markedly
there, although it did not appear in a simple form and it did not pass
unchallenged. The message of the Assembly “‘to all who are willing
to hear” assumed a lofty objectivity.

The world, it said, ‘“is filled both with great hopes and also with
disillusionment and despair. Some nations are rejoicing in new
freedom and power, some are bitter because freedom is denied
them, some are paralysed by division, and everywhere there is an
undertone of fear. There are millions who are hungry, millions who
have no homes, no country and no hope. Over all mankind hangs
the peril of total war.”
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To people in this condition the Assembly offered hope. It went
so far as to say:

“We have to remind ourselves and all men that God has put
down the mighty from their seats and exalted the humble and
meek. We have to learn afresh together to speak boldly in Christ’s
name both to those in power and to the people, to oppose
terror, cruelty and race discrimination, to stand by the outcast,
the prisoner and the refugee.”

To speak, yes. But to what end? The Assembly had abundant
opportunity to talk of ‘“‘terror, cruclty and race discrimination”
in Spain, Greece, China, South Africa, Indonesia and Malaya. It
said not a word.

One of the Assembly’s Commissions took as its subject “The
Church and the Disorder of Society.” It noted ‘“‘a social crisis of
unparalleled proportions.” It then urged Christians to—

“recognise the hand of God in the revolt of multitudes against
injustice that gives communism much of its strength. They
should seek to recapture for the Church the original Christian
solidarity with the world’s distressed people, not to curb their
aspirations towards justice, but on the contrary to go beyond
them. . . . Christians who are beneficiaries of capitalism should
try to see the world as it appears to many who know them-
selves excluded from its privileges and who see in communism a
means of deliverance from poverty and insecurity. All should
understand that the proclamation of racial equality by com-
munists and their support of the cause of the colonial peoples
makes a strong appeal to the population of Asia and Africa and
to racial minorities elsewhere.”

From this we came naturally to a survey of what is wrong with
communism. Objection is taken to:

1. “The communist promise of what amounts to a complete
redemption of man in history.” i

2. “The belief that a particular class, by virtue of its role as
the bearer of a new order, is free from the vices and ambiguities
that Christians believe to be characteristic of all human ex-
istence.”
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8. “The materialistic and deterministic teachings . . . are
incompatible with belief in God, and with the Christian view of
man as a person.”

4. “The ruthless methods of Communists in dealing with their
opponents.”

5. “The demand of the party on its members for an exclusive
and unqualified loyalty which belongs only to God. ...”

This list makes it quite clear that it is a very difficult thing for
churchmen to condemn communism on any recognisable moral
grounds. The Pope has been more frank and has stated openly that
his root objection to communism is that it seeks to abolish private
property, which, he claims, is a God-given right. To a certain
degree, at any rate, the pundits of the World Council are more
farsighted. They can see that if this objection is made they will
fail completely in their task of persuading well-disposed and honest
people to join the anti-communist cause. So they look for more
subtle objections and, in finding them, dispose on the one hand of
many of their own supposed beliefs and on the other hand expose
the inadequacy of their own philosophy to cope with the problems
of the contemporary world.

Few have remarked the astonishing nature of the fact that
Christians should object to ‘“‘a complete redemption of man in
history.”” Away with the Kingdom of God on earth! Away with any
Christian concern for the changing of society and man now! There
must not be pie before we reach the sky!

From this the descent to straightforward misrepresentation
(a reflection no doubt of the fact that the authors have not been
redeemed within history) is easy. So we are asked to accept as a
fact that communists believe that the working class is “free from
the sins and ambiguities. . . .”

What utter rubbish! It obscures, of course, the important
communist belief that the working class will eliminate many of the
“sins’ of society and, in doing so, will learn how to shed many of
its own.

Marxism, again, is not determinist. It is a philosophy which rests
on the supposition of constant creative activity by man. It is not
simply but dialectically materialist, using this word m its philo-
sophical sense which has nothing whatsoever in common with the
vulgar sense from which the members of the Council failed to
escape. The Marxist parties, in expecting loyalty from their
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members (no new thing in human affairs) are not asking a loyalty
apart from loyalty to society but as an expression of loyalty to
society and to man himself. Is the position of the World Council
that loyalty to man is incompatible with loyalty to God?

There is truth in the suggestion that communists have been
ruthless in dealing with opponents, but not so much truth as is
sometimes supposed. The history of the civil war in Russia reveals
all too many examples of a generosity to opponents that was ill-
requited. The important issue here, however, is the moral one.
Is ruthlessness (which presumably means severity) never right?
The pacifist would say no. But the majority of Christians are not
pacifists and the World Council did not take a pacifist stand.
Indeed it had not one word to say about current atrocities in
Spain, Greece, and Indonesia. When it has reached this point it
may be justified in resuming a discussion on ruthlessness.

Communism was condemned. To the indignation of many,
however, it was not alone. The formulation used was: “The Christian
Church should reject the ideologies of both communism and
laissez-faire capitalism.” (The significance of this will become
apparent when we look at the work of Dr. Brunner.) It is to seek
instead ‘“‘new creative solutions.”

We are not told what these solutions are and the debate on
“The Church and International Disorder” failed to disclose them.
This debate revealed the tendencies at work within the Counecil.
One of the main spokesmen was the well-known American foreign
policy expert, Mr. John Foster Dulles. His presence goes some way
to explain the reluctance of Eastern Churches to associate with the
Council.

The Churches, said Foster Dulles, could not escape their responsi-
bility in world affairs. They must oppose the drive to war. They
must form a public opinion against it. They must work for the
recognition of moral law and the dignity of man. They must,
however, face the fact that these things were reflected in political
organisations in the West, which were also susceptible to Christian
influences. Communism, on the other hand, rejected the moral law.
Marxism knew nothing of the rights of man. There was, certainly,
a resemblance between the economic and social end which the
communists proclaimed and what the Christians sought. Neverthe-
less, there was a gulf between the methods they could adopt.
The Soviet communist régime was not peaceful and did not pretend
to be. It opposed, on principle, peaceful change, So we faced the
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communist problem. It could not be resolved by force. If time
were left to us, however, there was a solution. Example was
infectious, and if the moral application of Christianity could be
enshrined in a state system this would point the way.

This was almost the perfect example of the combination of
righteous generalities with direct distortion and straightforward
mendacity. It was answered by the Czech Professor Hromadka,
who challenged the whole idea of Western supremacy. Hromadka,
it needs to be remembered, is more an existentialist than a com-
munist., He is, however, a member of the National Action Com-
mittee of Czechoslovakia.

“What we are witnessing,” he said, “speaking in secular and
political terms—is the end of Western supremacy within the
realm of the international order. The repercussions of this
appalling upheaval are noticeable everywhere, in politics as well
as in trade and business, in literature as well as in spiritual and
moral life. I am not speaking about the decline or fall of the West.
What I have in mind is simply the fact that the Western nations
have ceased to be the exclusive masters and architects of the
world. The era of Western man is approaching its end under a
terrific storm which is sweeping through all humanity. For several
decades many a deep and responsible observer has been pointing
to the portentous omens of the forthcoming crisis. At the peak
of the political and economic prevalence of the West, many
inclinations of moral, spiritual and political decay have been
observed; a malady of spirit, a growing lack of self-commitment
and self-dedication, a mood of sceptical indifference and pessimis-
tic frustration, an absence of strong faith and convictions. All
that could hardly be counter-balanced by the increase of wealth,
comfort, prosperity and technical achievements. Somewhere
deep under the ground we can hear a resounding echo of the
millions of the underprivileged, the underdogs of society, march-
ing and claiming a full share in the material and cultural goods of
modern society. . . . The prosperity and the relative political and
international security under the flags of the Western nations has
made the leaders and the rank-and-file citizens of the West
either self-complacent or reliant increasingly on material power,
either economic or military, rather than on moral and spiritual
resources. The last ascendency of Western prestige came after
World War I, when the Western democracies appeared to be
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for a moment the unchallenged, unrivalled makers of the world’s
politics. . . .

At this moment, three years after World War II, the situation
Is in many ways more serious than it was ten years ago. Western
man has not yet recovered and is losing morc and more the last
remnants of his world leadership. Even the enormous wealth,
the military and atomic power of the American nation must not
deceive us. I am not saying that the West is irrevocably and
incurably condemned to a final collapsc or decay. What I have in
mind is Western man’s apparent fear, frustration and helpless-
ness in dealing with the great issues of our times. The anxiety
about the advancing social transformation under the leadership
of the Soviet Union is depriving the average Western citizen of a
real grasp of the situation, of an adequate understanding of what
is actually going on. What he has taken for granted is slipping
out of his hands, and that makes him confused, restless, scared,
nervous or disillusioned and apathetic. He has not much to offer
along the lines of moral, philosophical or spiritual leadership.
His political decisions are not free of doubts and uncertainty.
He is losing the trust and confidence of the former colonial
nations which—rightly or wrongly—are looking to Soviet
communism and the Soviet brand of democracy as being a more
reliable and trustworthy guide through the labyrinth of this
world.

“The international crisis in which we find ourselves cannot
be overcome and solved by material means and military weapons.
There are politicians, military men, statesmen, and even ordinary
citizens who predict, and perhaps hope for, a clash of arms. . .
Let us not deceive ourselves. The victory of the West must not
be taken for granted. . . . The world cannot be organised on an
anti-communistic, anti-Soviet basis. . . . What would happen if
the Soviet régime and present governments in the so-called
People’s Democracies were crushed? All the elements responsible
for the catastrophe of 1989-45 would revive. . . .”

After some remarks critical of communism, Hromadka con-
cluded:

“Nevertheless, communism represents, although under an
atheistic form, much of the social impetus of the living Church,
from the Apostolic age down through the days of the monastic
orders to the Reformation and liberal humanism. Many barbar-
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ians are, through the communist movement, coming of age and
aspiring to a place in the sun. The perils of communism cannot
be overcome by equating it exclusively with totalitarianism and
by marshalling all the possible and impossible groups against it.
It is our great task to understand our own failures, omissions and
intangible selfish motives, to acknowledge the right of the new
barbarians ‘to become co-builders and heirs’ of the treasures
that were accumulated through the centuries and enjoyed only
by some few nations of Europe and America.”

If it was surprising that an existentialist should so defend
Eastern Europe it was at least just that it should be a Czechoslovak
who should remind the delegates that the West ‘““has not much
to offer along the lines of moral, philosophical or spiritual leader-
ship.” If this could just be brooked it was, however, felt by many
that the defection of Barth was intolerable.

No modern theologian has enjoyed a greater international
reputation than Karl Barth. Nobody has been more ‘“other-
worldly.”” Nobody has been less infected by economic communism
or dialectical materialism. Yect before, during and since Amsterdam
he has resolutely refused to join the struggle against communism
and has cven conducted throughout Hungary a mission for the
Reformed Church.

His position is well deseribed in an article of his appearing in two
issues of World Review.* He is against communism. Politically
he stands for neither East nor West. There is a ‘“‘third way.”
But:

“Ten years ago it was a question of National Socialism, and that
was not a movement which had a single serious question to put
to us, but it was quite simply a mixture of madness and erime
in which there was no trace of reason. . . . There was a curious
softness and adaptability in the whole European attitude towards
the Nazi movement and above all, even at that time, a great
and trembling fear of it. Incidentally, ten years ago it cost
something to say the one-sided, unequivocal ‘No’ that it was
necessary and imperative to say at that time . . . he saw himself
surrounded by the careful silence of most of the fine people who
are so excited to-day. . ..

“And so everybody is rushing about to-day saying that the
same ‘No’ must be said again, with the same intonation, by the
1 July and August, 1949.
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Church, or at least by those in the Church who spoke out ten
years ago, against the East, against Soviet Russia, the ‘People’s
Democracies.” As if such simple repetitions ever occurred in
history! . . .

“Red is just as bad as Brown; one totalitarianism is as bad as
another—so what! That is what people are crying out at us
to-day. Now at least none of the many contemporaries and fellow
Christians are justified in joining this cry who were rather glad
to see Brown at one time because Brown was so much against
Red: none of those, that is, who thought the good thing about
National Socialism was that it seemed to form such a strong dam
against communism. Neither are those entitled to join in—and
certain circles in the Allied Military Governments in Germany
seem to belong to them—who consider it right to play off the
newly awakened nationalistic instincts of the Germans against
the Russians. Neither are any of those entitled to join in who do
not find anything amiss in the fact that the West has so far not
hurt a hair of the head of the Spanish dictator Franco, but that it
is by no means averse to including this totalitarianism, of which
the Spanish Protestants can tell us a good deal, in the planning
of its future eastern front. And why was so remarkably little
said herec when shortly before Christmas last the Dutch, with
whom, generally speaking, we have so much in common, attacked
their Indonesians with a Blitzkrieg which inevitably reminded
one to a remarkable degree of certain proceedings in May, 1940?
This is what we want to ask: is it really totalitarianism and its
methods which we are being called upon to fight? For if that is
really a Christian call to battle, then it ought to be directed
against every totalitarian system. The battle-cry in which we are
being asked to join to-day is, in fact, not a Christian battle-cry,
because it is only directed against the East. It is, in a word, not
quite honest. Therefore, we must refuse to make it our own.”

Barth’s reference to “‘the careful silence of most of the fine people
who are so excited to-day’” was barbed. During and since the
Amsterdam Conference he has been publicly attacked by his own
former chief disciple, Emil Brunner. It was largely in reply to him
that this article was written.

Brunner’s own position is stated concisely in a pamphlet called
Communism, Capitalism and Christianity.r Superficially it adopts

1 Lutterworth Press, 1s. 6d.
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the Amsterdam line that Christianity opposes both communism
and capitalism. It insists, however, that “individualistic capi-
talism in its original form, and if I may so express’ it—in
its purity,” no longer exists. It has been “modified and temp-
cred’” by three forces, the trade-union movement, state inter-
vention, and ‘‘the slowly-developing awareness of capitalism
that it must take into consideration the interests of all. The
question whether there is a third way has been long since answered
by the course of events. The third way has been followed for a long
time; the only question now is, how can these three forces which
check and restrain capitalism work togecther most fruitfully?”
Only communism remains to oppose.

The Amsterdam Conference was widely attacked in the right-
wing press of the U.S.A. for not having given a sufficiently clear
anti-communist lead. On the other hand there were those, even
among its delegates, who saw it as reflecting Anglo-American
dominance. One of them wrote in The Bcumenical Review:

“Perhaps it would be an unfair ecriticism to say that the
opinion of the Younger Churches? on many issues was not
clearly heard at Amsterdam. There were, of course, certain
reasons for this fact. The preparatory material was regrettably
one-sided, as the contribution from Christian thinkers from the
Younger Churches was totally inadequate to give it the needed
balance. . . . More than half the population of the carth lives in
the lands of the Younger Churches and their delegates represent
not only their particular churches, but also the countries in
which they live and the cultures in which they move. Judged
from this angle, we cannot say that the conference was made to
feel the full impact of the contemporary world. This is clearly
scen in the way in which the East-West conflict [a misnomer if
ever there was one, for the East does not end at the Bosporus!]

dominated the political thought of the conference. Many of us

wished an Asian speaker could have followed after John Foster
Dulles and Professor Hromadka had spoken, to tell of the diffi-
culties which the Anglo-American bloc is creating for other
peoples of the world. It might have given a new perspective to the
whole discussion of the East-West conflict. But what chance did
a Malayan or an Indonesian delegate have in the atmosphere
which prevailed?”

1 Winter, 1949.

2 The reference is to Missionary founded churches mainly in the Far Rast.
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The American Press criticisms of the Conference reflect the
widespread anti-communist hysteria which to-day dominates the
public life of that country and which has deeply infected the
churches. The outstanding example of this is what is known as *the
Melish case.”” John Howard Melish was for forty-five years Rector of
the famous Holy Trinity Church in Brooklyn. His career had been
most distinguished. On four occasions he was elected a clerical
deputy to the General Convention of the Episcopal Church and was
secretary of the Joint Commission on Social Service of the Con-
vention. He has now been dismissed because he did not stop the
activities of his assistant (his son), the chief of which was that he
acted as chairman of the National Council for American-Soviet
Friendship.

The outery caused by this case has shown, however, something
of the strength of the better clements in the American churches.
The Bishop of Missouri is one of those who is supporting the
fight for Melish’s reinstatement and the widely-circulated and
influential Churchman has come out clearly on the side of Melish.

When the Central Committee of the World Council met in
Chichester it had behind it the well-directed outcries against both
the Mindzenty and Bulgarian Pastors trials and a press campaign
demanding that it ‘speak out.” The Dean of Chichester had attacked
it for not being sufficiently anti-communist end the Observert
had warned that “the attitude of the Protestant Churches
towards the Communist régimes in Eastern Europe is still con-
fused. . . . There are those who emphasise the likelihood that
Cardinal Mindzenty was a reactionary politician.”

It reacted to the situation by passing a vaguely worded statement
which is unlikely to satisfy either the Dean of Chichester or the
Observer, but which went some way to meet them. It was, it said—

“deeply disturbed by the increasing hindrances which many of
its member Churches encounter in giving their witness to Jesus
Christ. Revolutionary movements are on foot and their end no
man can foresee. The Churches themselves must bear no small
part of the blame for the resentments among the underprivileged
masses of the world, since their own cfforts to realise the brother-
hood of man have been so weak. But justice in human society is
not to be won by totalitarian methods. . . . We call statesmen and

1 June 26th.
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all men who in every nation seek social justice to consider this
truth: a peaceful and stable order can only be built on founda-
tions of righteousness, of right relations between man and God
and between man and man. Only the recognition that man has
ends and loyalties beyond the state will ensure true justice to the
human person. . . . We declare the duty and right of the Church
to preach the word of God and to proclaim the will of God. . ..”

It should also be noted—it was not so widely advertised in the
Press—that the Central Committee in another statement said:

“Disturbed by evidence of discrimination and repression
exercised by dominant religious majorities against minorities,
[we] reiterate the statement in the report of Section IV of the
Amsterdam Assembly . . . especially the affirmation that we
oppose any Church which seeks to use the power of the state to
enforce religious uniformity. . . .”

Willing as so many are to join the Vatican crusade against
communism in the name of a religious liberalism, the anti-
liberal attitude of the Vatican itself makes this path difficult. It
was, indeed, the Jesuit Father Robert Rouguette, writing on the
Central Committee of the World Council in the September issue of
Iftudes! who commented;

“First and foremost, a painful dilemma of conscience. We
must realise that the Spaniards? are only pushing to their
extreme limit a number of principles admitted by the
Catholic Church in the first half of the nineteenth century
and not yet discarded in so many words. On the other hand
where the [Catholic] Church is persecuted or out-numbered,
Catholics do not hesitate to demand religious freedom in the
name of the right of conscience. We cannot but allow that
our attitude is disconcerting for non-Catholics.” He goes on to
plead for a change: “Is it not possible, while denouncing error qua
error, to allow broad rights of individuals to seek truth at their
own risk, even given the danger of embracing error . . . collec-
tively and sociologically?”

Father Rouguette is a brave man. He has, however, more
support in his own ranks than many are apt to suppose. The anti-
liberal campaign of the Vatican and the anti-communist campaign

1 Paris. 2 In their treatment of Protestants.
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of the churches in general have gone a long way, but they have
never been able to command universal Christian assent. On the
contrary. Although the forces within the churches which fight these
views are minority forces, they are deeply entrenched and they are
in a powerful position. It is they who can appeal to all that is best
in the Christian tradition. It is they, indeed, who can appeal freely
to scripture. The whole tenor of the New Testament is: “Blessed are
the peacemakers” and not ‘‘Blessed are the warmongers.” The
woes of St. Luke and the execrations of St. James are reserved
for the rich, not for the poor. It is, indeed, no accident that the
Pope condemned jointly in 1846 communism on the one hand and
the spread of the Bible in the vernacular on the other.

It is important at this juncture of world history to realise that,
in his drive to war, Hitler fought hard for the German churches,
but was never quite able to win. The drive of the warmongers of
to-day is slightly more subtle. They fight not for physical control,
but for the soul of the churches.

Christianity to-day, as for many centuries, is divided into
different churches or groups. Nevertheless, it remains an interna-
tional movement and all its component parts are affected by move-
ments of thought in the others. Once this is realised, the significance
of the religious situation in the U.S.S.R. and in Eastern Europe
becomes clear. Despite all the furore in Britain and America,
the strongest coherent current of opinion in world Christianity
to-day is in the socialist countries. Theologically, it believes that
society can and should be reordered for the benefit of the mass of
individuals, and politically it supports the developments that
have taken place in these various countries. If the Orthodox and
Hungarian Reformed and Czechoslovak Churches have led this
advance, it is also true that significant Catholic and other groups
move in the same direction. In the Far East similar tendencies are
at work. :

In the West the situation is different. The church machine
is able to ensure that, with few exceptions, only “safe’” men are
preferred to leading positions. Nevertheless, in America, Britain,
France and elsewhere the position is challenged. The essential
conflict between anything that can be called “Christian” and the
drive to a third world war leads to a rank and file opposition to
official policies which is stronger than is often realised.

Those who work for war can no more escape a church opposition
than Hitler could. They, in turn, will not win their battle.
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By Doucras GARMAN

HEN My Apprenticeship was published in 1926, Beatrice

Webb intended it to be the first instalment of a much longer
work, My Creed and Craft, in which, with the help of her copious
contemporary diaries, she would relate the story of her long career
as a public figure. As she was then nearly seventy, she might
reasonably have assumed that no substantially new or significant
experience would upset her plan of work. But though having com-
pleted the first volume she at once began to write the impression
of her husband that now serves as Introduction to Our Partnership,
it was not until 1948, five years after her death, that it finally
appeared. The reason is neither that she lost interest in the work,
nor that with old age her intellectual vigour began to wane; but the
much more remarkable one that, as she explains with dramatic
modesty, “other tasks intervened.” She had yet, that is to say, to
serve a second term as a Cabinet Minister’s wife, and then—one
of the few pheenixes to rise from the ashes of 1981—to experience
her grand climacteric, the discovery of Soviet Communism: a
New Civilisation.

In attempting any serious appraisal of Beatrice Webb’s life and
work, even of that restricted part of them she has publicly recorded,
it is necessary at the outset to stress emphatically the significance
of this concluding phase. In the first place, as she insists in the
closing pages of the present volume, “in case I should not live to
finish this autobiography,” it indubitably represents the supreme
fulfilment of her life’s work. “Soviet Communism with its multiform
democracy, its sex, class and racial equality, its planned production
for community consumption, and above all its penalisation of the
profit-making motive and its insistence on the obligation of all
able-bodied persons to earn their livelihood by serving the com-
munity,” supplied the final and satisfying answer to that ‘“search
for a creed” to which, as she describes in My Apprenticeship,
she had unreservedly committed herself in the lonely years of adol-
escence. Subjectively, its discovery was her ultimate spiritual and
intellectual triumph. But objectively, too, at least in her own
considered opinion, ‘“‘the two ponderous volumes published in
1935 were the final and certainly the most ambitious task of Our
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Partnership.” In the second place, only in the light of this fore-
knowledge of the outcome is it possible to appreciate sympathetic-
ally the single-mindedness and tenacity of purpose underlying
the apparently superficial political fumblings of this period of her
life. Without it, Our Partnership might all too often be held to
justify the malice of H. G. Wells’s satirical portrait of the Webb
household in T'he New Machiavelli. “You felt you were in a sort of
signal-box with levers all about you, and the world outside there,
albeit a little dark and mysterious beyond the window, running on
its lines in ready obedience to these unhesitating lights, true and
steady to trim termini. And then with all this administrative fizzle,
this pseudo-scientific administrative chatter, dying away in your
head . .. you realised that quite a Iot of types were unrepresented in
Chalmers Street, that feral and obscure and altogether monstrous
forces must be at work, as yet altogether unassimilated by those
neat administrative reorganisations.” Of course, Wells was too
percipient to leave it at that. He recognised that his Altiora “was
an altogether exceptional woman, an extraordinary mixture of
qualities”; and he showed real insight when he added: “I don’t
know what dreams Altiora may have had in her schoolroom days.
I always suspected her of suppressed and forgotten phases.” But
even though the two volumes of autobiography have since revealed
that her dreams and phases were more compelling and persistent
than Wells was capable of perceiving, their influence on her
development might still have escaped us without the knowledge of
how fully they were eventually to be realised in the last amazing
decade of her life,

And there is yet a third reason for insisting on the significance
of Soviet Communism, which, though more superficial, is perhaps of
greater immediate importance. For if Communist critics fail to do
so it will certainly be concealed or distorted by the neo-Fabian
critics, who, in their anxiety to disguise their own betrayal of
Socialism, will attempt to pass off their pallid moonshine as the
authentic lustre of the great Partnership. Just as Mr. Attlee, with
smug effrontery, recently denied William Morris’s fearless ad-
herence to revolutionary Marxism in order to claim him as a fore-
runner of Labourism, so the commentators are already attempting,
though more circumspectly, to denigrate or explain away the
Webbs” uncompromising admission that where they “went hope-
lessly wrong was in ignoring Karl Marx’s forecast of the eventual
breakdown of the capitalist system.” In Margaret Cole’s short
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biography, for example, while admitting that Beatrice Webb’s
admiration for and devotion to the achievements of Commun-
ism continued to grow as her knowledge of them deepened, there
is the undoubted suggestion, no less misleading because perhaps
unconscious, that this was due rather to a weakening of her
critical faculties than to objective intellectual conviction. Nor is the
Preface to Our Partnership (for the otherwise admirable editing of
which we have to thank Barbara Drake as well as Margaret Cole),
altogether free from a similarly disingenuous implication. For while
attributing “the appeal made to her later by Soviet Communism

. . at least partly, to the passionate, almost religious, faith of its
founders in the ‘brotherhood of man,’ ”’ as well as to “their delib-
crate use of science as a means of achieving their end,” they con-
tinue: “Its political intolerance and fanaticism during its bitter
struggle against enemies, both at home and abroad, she was wont
to compare with the religious intolerance and savage persecutions
of earlier centuries.”” But in justification of this comment they quote
opinions that Beatrice Webb expressed, not when she had come to
understand the significance of the Russian Revolution as the major
episode in the world-wide struggle of the working class against
capitalism, but in 1926, at a time when she was still assuring the
women electors in her husband’s constituency that the Russian
Revolution was the “greatest misfortune in the history of the
Labour movement.” To such dubious shifts are the advocates of the
“middle way’’ reduced, in their eflorts to convince themselves and
others that that fabulous tight-rope has any existence outside their
own timid imaginations.

But even regardless of its heroic and still only partly recorded
conclusion, Our Partnership is in its own right a social record of
profound and lasting interest. And much of its peculiar fascination
is due to the way it was compiled—extracts from the personal
diaries in which, without interruption, she recorded the immediate
impact of events on an uncommonly receptive and sensitive mind,
being strung together with a lucid and coherent historical record,
that never condescends to self-justification nor attempts, in the
light of later experience, to explain away old prejudices or mistaken
enthusiasms. Already while the plan of the whole work was taking
shape she had decided that “the ideal conduct would be to treat
the diaries exactly as I should treat them if they were someone
else’s.” But despite the phenomenal objectivity to which she had
disciplined herself by long years of practising the craft of social
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investigation—of which the introductory sketch of the Other One
is an almost terrifying example— no one knew better than she that,
when the subject of that objectivity happens to be oneself, “it is
almost impossible to get into that frame of mind.” Thus, though she
describes the book as “practically an autobiography with the love
affairs left out,” it is autobiography of an almost unique kind.
For the very conflict between her ideal of objectivity and the sub-
jective demands of her passionate and introspective nature infuses
Our Partnership with a creative tensity that distinguishes it from
any of the works produced in collaboration, signing it, despite its
title, with her own unmistakable personal signature. And in this
respect no future editor, however elsewise able, can hope to replace
her. The contents of the voluminous diaries that are still un-
published—recording, as they must, the rise and fall of the Labour
Party, the impact of the first imperialist war, the waning of half a
century’s belief in the inevitability of gradualness and the waxing
recognition of the necessity of social revolution—must inevitably
surpass in interest the dog days of Liberalism, whose decay,
between 1892 and 1911, form the background of Our Partnership.
But though their publication will almost certainly prove to be the
most important single contribution that scholarship can make to
our understanding of these events (and may well throw such a
light on them as will blister many of the principal actors in them),
the resulting volumes will lack the authentically wsthetic quality of
Beatrice Webh’s own editing, which gives to My Apprenticeship
and its sequel their charm and vital immediacy.

Indeed, in order to grasp the full significance of Qur Partnership,
whether as social or as personal history, it is advisable to read it
as the sequel to My Apprenticeship. By the end of the earlier
volume, published when Beatrice Webb was sixty-eight, Beatrice
Potter had reached the age of thirty-four and was already in most
respects a mature woman. Under the personal supervision of
Herbert Spencer, she had wrestled, though never definitively, with
the God of late Victorian Christianity. Entrancingly beautiful,
as may be seen from the photograph in the present volume, and
financially a most eligible match, she had decided that the draw-
backs of becoming the second Mrs. Joseph Chamberlain out-
weighed the attractions; and, unlike her eight sisters, had made up
her mind that a socially successful marriage was no satisfying
alternative to a career. Instead, she had diverted her energies to
the Charitable Organisation Society. But acquaintance with its
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principles soon convinced her, not only that the argument under-
lying them “pointed not to any organisation of charity, but to its
abandonment as a harmful futility,”” but also that whatever the
personal heroism of its leaders “the facts collected by philan-
thropists . . . were too doubtful and restricted to lead to any proven
conclusion as to the meaning of poverty in the midst of riches.”
Nevertheless, it was in the course of reaching this conclusion that
what was to prove the central problem of her life had first clearly
presented itself to her. And since it continued to exercise both her
mind and imagination with growing insistence she had, when her
cousin, Charles Booth, undertook his pioneer survey of London
poverty, readily agreed to play a part in an enterprise that
aroused her “whole-hearted sympathy and admiration.”

It was this experience that, on the one hand, completed her
apprenticeship as a social investigator. On the other, it awoke in
her the determination ‘“‘to discover whether there was any prac-
ticable alternative to the dictatorship of the capitalist in industry,
and his reduction of all the other participants in production to the
position of subordinate ‘hands.’ ”” But though the chapter of My
Apprenticeship in which she describes how this determination took
root is called “Why I Became a Socialist,” it was not as yet to the
socialists that she turned in her quest. As she explains: “Fabian
Essays were still unwritten and unpublished: and such socialists as
I had happened to meet at the East End of London belonged to the
Social Democratic Federation, and were at that time preaching
what seemed to me nothing but a catastrophic overturning of the
existing order, by forces of whose existence I saw no sign, in order
to substitute the vaguest of incomprehensible utopias.” Instead,—
being as she hassince described herself at that time, “‘conservative by
temperament and anti-democratic through social environment,”—
she sought her alternative in the Co-operative Movement; and so
found the subject for her first full-length sociological study. Nor
was this to prove the whole of her first ““Co-op divi.” For, becoming
aware in the process of writing her book that she ‘“lacked historical
background,” and having quickly convinced herself that the
“kindly and lengthy explanations’ of W. E. H. Lecky were leading
her nowhere, she also discovered the Other One. A friend having
assured her that “Sidney Webb is your man,” she had promptly
invited him for inspection over dinner at the Devonshire House
Hotel and at once made up her mind, not only that he was emin-
ently suitable as a collaborator, but also that “I like the man.” But
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though almost two years were to pass before the deeds of Our
Partnership were formally signed, her record of a “day out in
Epping Forest™ proves that if their intimacy grew slowly it thrived
in a severe climate. For not content with the overwhelming in-
formation that on leaving her the previous evening he had gone
“straight to the club and read right through Marshall’s six hundred
pages,” he followed it up with the strenuous proposition that “sinee
economics has still to be remade . . . either you must help me to do
it, or I must help you.” And the entry concludes with one of those
glimpses of their mutual delight in one anothers company that
recur so unexpectedly and vividly throughout the sequel. “He
read me poetry, as we lay in the Forest,” she notes, “Keats and
Rossetti, and we parted.”

By the time of their encounter the two Partners, as different in
temperament and character as in appearance, had arrived at very
similar, but by no means identical, conclusions as to the possibility
of diminishing poverty by “collective control and collective
administration.” But the routes they had travelled could hardly
have been more devious. Through a phenomenal aptitude for
assimilating and organising facts, he had graduated from the
lower middle class to the senior Civil Service; and then, having
served in three government departments, had become sufficiently
successful as a journalist and pamphleteer to retire in order to
devote himself to the life of a professional Fabian., Her very
different experience—“born and bred in the world of the big
business of two continents,” dashing about the “outer ring of
London ‘society,’ week-ending at the lesser country hoﬁses,
and, for the last six ycars, devoting her spare time to investigating
the sweated industries and to establishing friendly intercourse
with the leaders of the Co-operative and Trade Union movements—
combined with his to provide a solid basis for their chosen career of
public service. Coupled with “an unearned income of £1,000 a
year” (which, though she numbers it first amongst the assets of the
Partnership, was to be the cause of endless heart-scarching lest
they should fail to repay it to society with substantial interest),
enabled them forthwith to proceed, as Wells describes them, “to
make themselves the most formidable and distinguished couple
coneeivable. . . . They devoted themselves to the elaboration and
realisation of this centre of public information she had conceived
as their role. They set out to study the methods and organisation
and realities of government in the most elaborate manner. They did
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the work as no one had ever hitherto dreamt of doing it. They
planned their research on a thoroughly satisfying scale, and
arranged their lives almost entirely for it.”

This tribute to the scope and energy of their highly organised
industry was to be substantiated, as everybody knows, by a suc-
cession of scholarly works, which, beginning with The History of
Trade Unionism, had already in the less than twenty years
recorded in Our Partnership established their international
reputation. Thus Beatrice’s prediction on the eve of their marriage,
that “‘a considerable work should be the result if we use our
combined talents with a deliberate and persistent purpose,”” was
abundantly confirmed. But neither their achievements in the field
of scholarship nor the temporary successes of their manifold
political and social activities caused her to change the opinion she
had at the same time privately formed, that “we are both of us
second-rate minds.” And since she was publicly to reiterate it,
first at the close of My Apprenticeship and again in Our Partner-
ship, the question arises as to what was the basis for it? Is it
to be sought in a tendency to perfectionism, springing from the
streak of introspective morbidity so movingly revealed in many of
the passages she quotes from the diaries, and to which more than
once she consciously directs attention? Or was there, in fact, some
specific and palpable defect in their combined intellectual processes,
of which she, at least, was intuitively aware?

Had she lived to complete her autobiography as it was originally
planned, she herself would perhaps have supplied the answer.
But even the two instalments that we have indicate pretty clearly
where it is to be found, for they abound with evidence of her con-
viction that neither in theory nor in practice was the Partnership
successfully resolving the problem of social injustice. Again and
again she seeks to reassure herself that their ingenious wire-pulling
and elaborate personal intrigue were a justifiable substitute for
independent political action. Realising with ever-growing conviction
that there was fundamentally nothing to choose between the
Liberal and Conservative leaders, she yet shared with them their
contempt for the working-class masses who alone offered a
genuine political alternative. And at the same time as she
fluctuates between what she realised to be an emotionally
determined idealism and the materialism to which their socio-
logical studies progressively urged her, she expresses also a poig-
nant sense of spiritual ill-ease. Her acute and persistent awareness
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of this double dilemma is the measure of her integrity; but her
inability to escape from it explains why she should insist that, by
her own stringent criteria, their intellectual gifts were only of the
second order.

The fact is that despite the generally accepted notion that they
were Socialists, to which they themselves subscribed, the Webbs
remained deeply rooted in the nineteenth-century tradition of
radical Liberalism; and though the first world war and the ex-
perience of two Labour Governments undoubtedly loosened their
roots, it was not until the last decade of their lives that they were
finally snapped. Moreover, and as a corollary, they never trans-
cended—or, indeed, experienced the need to transcend—the limits
of nineteenth-century scientific empiricism. Already in 1886, in
an essay dismissing the claims of political economy to be regarded
as a science, Beatrice had written of her suggested alternative:
“A necessary implication of this new classification would be that
what have to be investigated, described and analysed are the social
institutions themselves, as they exist or have existed, not any
assumed ‘laws’ . . . comparable with the law of gravity.” And
though later she was to modify this view—as, for instance, when,
in 1900, describing their purpose in founding the London School of
Economics, she maintained that “the study of the structure
and function of society was as much a science as the study of any
other form of life. . . . Hypothesis ought to be used as an order of
thought to be verified by observation and experiment’—what was
modified is less significant than what remained unchanged. She
would, indeed, have endorsed whole-heartedly the first part of the
advice that her great contemporary, Pavlov, offered to his students:
“Study, compare, accumulate facts . . . facts are the air of a
scientist, and without them you will never be able to fly upward.”
But she would have shrunk from the dialectical implications of his
conclusion: “But when you study, experiment, observe, you must
not stop at the surface of facts. Do not become a keeper of records.
Try to penetrate into the secret of their origin. Persistently search
for the laws that govern them.” And precisely because they did
“stop at the surface of facts,” the Webbs remained, for all their
scrupulousness in observing and verifying them, essentially
“keepers of records,” for whom the science of society consisted
primarily in the meticulous “investigation, description and
analysis of the social institutions themselves.” Dominated by,
instead of dominating, their laboriously accumulated hoard of

74

Beatrice Webb; and the Other One

knowledge, and therefore blind to the understanding that history is
the science of the future as well as of the past and of the present,
they lacked the innovating, creative ability which, as Beatrice
knew, is the prerogative of first-class minds.

But underlying their limitations as sociologists was a deeper
philosophical flaw: and this, too, riveted them to the past. Reject-
g the superficialities of contemporary idealism, but at the same
time shying away from the stultifying implications of metaphysical
materialism, they nevertheless disdained even to acquaint them-
selves with the new philosophy of dialectical materialism, which,
in many respects, they were so well equipped to understand. And
as a result they remained, in Engels’ biting phrase, “shame-faced
materialists’’—ready, as Sidney put it, “to give the Almighty God
the benefit of the doubt”; or prepared, as Beatrice informed
Graham Wallas, deliberately to believe that ‘“for my own children,
and for those of other people, the lie of materialism [is] more
pernicious and more utterly false than the untruths which seem to
me to constitute the Christian formula of religion.” Essentially
their philosophical dilemma was the same as that which Marx, in
the third of his Theses on Feuerbach, had long ago detected as the
central weakness of eighteenth-century materialism. For while
recognising “that men are the products of circumstances and up-
bringing and that, therefore, changed men are the products of other
circumstances and changed upbringing,” they, too, forgot “that
circumstances are changed precisely by men and that the educator
must himself be educated.” And the result of this “forgetfulness”
was a doctrine which, as Marx had predicted, “necessarily arrives
at dividing society into two parts, of which one towers above
society. . . . The coincidence of the changing of circumstances and
of human activity can only be conceived and rationally under-
stood as revolutionising practice.”

And it was precisely for thus dividing society into an educated
élite and an ineducible mass that Engels, in a letter written less
than a twelve-month after the formation of Our Partnership,
pilloried the practice of the Fabians as, half a century earlier,
Marx had demolished their theory. “An ambitious group who
have understanding enough to realise the inevitability of the social
revolution, but who could not possibly entrust this task to the
rough proletariat alone and are therefore kind enough to set them-
selves at the head. Fear of the revolution is their fundamental
principle...and hencefollow theirtactics. . . of permeating Liberalism
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with Socialism. . . . That in the course of this process they are
either lied to and deceived themselves or else betray Socialism
they do not of course realise.”

But though Our Partnership is a documented substantiation of
Engels’ indictment, fully justifying Keir Hardie’s bitter remark,
to which even in 1895 Beatrice conceded “some truth,” that “the
Webbs were the worst enemies of the social revolution,” their crime
Is extenuated by the fact that, even at the height of the prestige
and authority accorded to them by capitalist society, they never
allowed themselves to be reconciled to its corruption and injustice.
For the ruling class, with many of whom they were on terms of
familiarity and even of affection—the Balfours and Asquiths, the
Greys and Churchills, the Crippses and Haldanes—their abiding
feeling was the contempt so scathingly expressed by Beatrice.
But though observation and verification convinced them that “this
life of unconscious theft,” was only maintained by the class
dictatorship of the -capitalists,? their theoretical limitations
prevented them, until at last the dictatorship of the proletariat
had established the empirical fact that Soviet Communism was
indeed “a new Civilisation,” from recognising the only possible
historical alternative. And by then it was too late for them to
devote their great talents and heroic energies to educating and
organising a genuine party of the working class in Britain. They
had frittered them away in building those monuments to the petty-
bourgeois intelligentsia, the Fabian Society, the London School of
Economics and the New Statesman and Nation. Yet had they lived
to see how soon the degenerate progeny of Our Partnership was to
allow them to be transformed into mausoleums for the “Third
Force,” one can imagine Beatrice choosing as the epitaph for their
tragic mistake the words of Volumnia:

“Leave this faint puling, and lament as I do,
In anger, Juno-like.”

1 See The Decay of Capitalist Civilisation, pp. 4 and 30, written after the 1914-18
War.
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The Freedom of Necessity. By J. D. BErNaAL. Routledge and Kegan
Paul. 15s.

O feature of the intellectual life of our time is more significant than

the absence, in the thought of wide sections of our scientists and
men of letters, of any consistent world outlook. More and more often,
as the general crises of world capitalism develops, there is, in some
circles, a tendency for the specialist—outside his own discipline and in
his approach to the great contemporary social issues on which everything
depends—to display a narrow philistinism, an impotent distress, or a
cynical despair.

Against this background, Professor Bernal’s latest book stands out.
In place of despair, there is a message of confidence and hope in the
future of humanity; in place of a modest competence and a narrow
specialisation, a mastery and breadth of scope; instead of vague abstrac-
tions, a capacity to grapple with problems in the most diverse fields of
human activity, and to find ways to their practical solution. Such a book,
in our times, could have been written only by a Marxist,

The Freedom of Necessity is a collection of thirty-two essays wrltten at -~

different times during the last twenty years. The essays are arranged in
eight sections, according to their subject matter, and each section is
provided with a short introduction which serves to indicate brleﬂy the
circumstances in which the work was written.

The present work makes quite a different impact from Bernal’s earlier
book The Social Function of Science, for in place of a single coherent
theme we are presented with a variety of topics, the treatment of
which is remarkable for the great depth and content of the thought, the
originality and the freshness of expression, and the encyclopeedlc
character of the resources on which the author is able to draw for his
illustrations and examples.

A collection of essays is often unsatisfactory in being discursive; in
treating a large range of topics with little relationship to one another.
This is compensated in the present work by the fact that we are able to
see the development, under the impact of events and experience, of an
author whose scientific reputation was already established before the
first of the essays was written.

The essays on ‘““Science and the Humanities” are certainly amongst
the best, and it is a matter of importance that they will now be available
to a much larger audience than that to which they were originally
addressed. Discussing the continuing tendency towards specialisation
in the education of scientists, the author shows clearly that this is
maintained at the expense of the kind of knowledge which is of most
concern to the scientist as an individual—knowledge about society and
its history, about philosophy, art and religion. It is this tendency which
has encouraged the popular mistrust of the scientist as one who is

77




The Modern Quarterly

indifferent to human needs and aspirations; and in turn has led scientists
to isolate themselves from the business and problems of everyday life.
Both these tendencies are dangerous and destructive in an age when the
widespread adoption of the scientific method in every field of knowledge
*and practice are of decisive importance, and when the closest co-opera-
tion between people with a variety of experience and skill is vital if the
urgent practical problems are to be solved.

The author is not content merely to point out the problems arising
from excessive specialisation in the education of the scientist. In the
essay entitled “Science teaching in general education,” he makes
contributions of the greatest importance to the current discussion.
This essay should be read by all those who are interested in educational
advance. At least one of his proposals—that of providing the opportunity
for all students to acquire an understanding of the main features of the
scientific method—has already been adopted in the reform of the German
universities, and must be given serious consideration in the near future
in this country.

“Science and the Arts’ is a great theme which is still in the earliest
stages of its development, and a treatment at the same level as that of
some of the other sections could hardly be expected. There are, however,
many good things and a characteristic example is the suggestion that
architects should study symmetry and topology. This proposal, symbolic
of the author’s emphasis of the vital importance of the interplay of
science and its applications, would, he suggests, allow that which is
haphazard and intuitive in the work of the architect to be réplaced by a
rational process; and would, on the other hand, restore reality to these
abstract branches of mathematics.

Two important themes which have been the subject of recent dis-
cussion are found in the essays on ‘““The Relevance of Science’” and in
the “Marxist Studies.” In the essay on ‘“The Irrelevance of Scientific
Theory,”” written in 1929, the author was already drawing the important
distinction between the role of theory in the development of a science,
and the use made of theories, especially those of modern physics, for the
support of particular philosophical tendencies. This distinction has an
important bearing on the recent discussions in Moscow on Heisenberg’s
Unecertainty Principle. It is often overlooked that this principle is in
fact a source of positive knowledge; that it gives us, for example, a
method of determining the lifetime of atomic objects which cannot be
deduced by any other method at present available.

A second question of contemporary interest is that of the application
of dialectics to particular sciences. Those who are interested in the
application of dialectical materialism to their own field should read the
essay on ‘‘Dialectical Materialism,” the substance of which appeared in
The Modern Quarterly, 1848 Centenary Number for March, 1948 (which the
author does not mention). “The application of dialectics to experimental
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Science,” writes the author, “is much more its application to the history
of science and the directions of fruitful future scientific fields of discovery
than it is to the actual descriptions and deductions from concrete
experiments.”’

“Marxism is a world-outlook.”” When in this book we survey the great
range of problems which await solution, the many fields in which our
knowledge is rudimentary, we see it also as a potential world-outlook;
as one which will reach its full maturity only in a society based upon a
world socialist economic system. Out of the intellectual confusion and
decay of capitalist society in decline, a new intellectual life is coming
into being; one to which the forces already available in this country are
sufficiently great to make substantial contributions. For many years,
our generation will find in this book a rich source of ideas for discussion,
research and experiment. It will take its place on our bookshelves beside
Diderot, Dialectics of Nature, Anti-Duhring and The Crisis in Physics;
and it will make a contribution of the greatest importance to the
recognition of Marxism “not as an abstract system into which the future
has to be fitted, but as a live and flexible method by which we ourselves
can determine it.” D.

Feudal Order. By MarioN GiBBs. Past and Present Series. Studies
in the History of Civilisation, Vol. VIII. Cobbett Press, 7s. 6d.

HERE are still scholars who believe that the decline of the Roman

Empire was followed by a relapse into barbarism, from which
Europe only recovered with the Renaissance, which they interpret as a
revival of the “eternal values” of Greece and Rome. Others contend that
Rome fell, like Babylon, because she was corrupt, and that in the Middle
Ages, under the guidance of the Church, the supremacy of spiritual over
material values was maintained until it was challenged by modern
industrialism. In either case we are intended to conclude that to-day
those values are once more in danger from the barbarian at the gates.

These views enjoy little support among specialists; and, if they are
still current, it is largely because the historians of the period cannot or
will not relate their studies to the problems of the contemporary world.
The great merit of this book is that, besides being a work of careful
scholarship, it is animated by a conscious desire to rescue history from
such sterilising falsifications so that it may be used as an instrument
of human progress. It presents a coherent argument, which, just because
it throws so much light on the Middle Ages, serves also to illuminate
the present day.

The first five chapters show how the feudal system took shape out of
the disintegrating elements of tribal society after the collapse of the
western Empire. The Romans failed in Britain because they deserved to
fail. They had the technical resources for raising the productivity of
agriculture, but they did not use them, because their sole concern was to
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enrich themselves. It was not they but the barbarian invaders who
ploughed up the forests and so effected a revolution in the mode of
production which brought into being a new social order. )

In the new order the old tribal relations were transformed into feudal
relations. When the Saxons landed on these shores, their tribal institu-
tions were in decay, and in their new settlements they made extensive
use of slave labour. With the consolidation of the feudal system slavery
disappeared. The reorganisation of agriculture was carried out v_vith the
assistance of the leaders of the Church, who, besides being big land-
owners, had preserved the Roman traditions of estate management. The
struggle between the Roman and Celtic Churches was e.ssentlally a
struggle between the old and new modes of land tenure, which ended in
the triumph of the new.

If slavery had disappeared, so had the community of free and equal
peasants bound by ties of kinship. The new unit was the manor. Under
the manorial system the landowning class, organised in a hierarchy of
ties of personal allegiance, exploited the unfree peasants and §erfs. The
class struggle had been extended and intensified, and so, espec1ally after
the Norman Conquest, the growth of the new order was accompa.,m'ed by
the development of a state apparatus centred in the king. This is the
subject of Chapter V, and it is resumed in Chapter VII, \'vhere we see how
the development of the state led to the growth of Parliament.

Chapters VI and VIII, which deal with the growth of trade and the
decline of feudalism, are difficult, mainly because the subject is one that
needs to be studied in connection with the rise of capitalism, as Dol?b has
done. The result is that the concluding stage of the argument is not
altogether clear. It would have been better, I think, to stop short at the
thirteenth century and devote the final chapters to the ideology of feud-
alism. What the author says on this subject—she argues that the
Renaissance was “the continuation by a new class, for a new purpose,
of the intellectual activity of the Middle Ages”—is so interesting that
we should have been grateful for more. -

Let me stress the importance of the early chapters as a contribution
to the understanding of the transition from slave sociefcy to .feu'dal
society. It is to be hoped that the author will continue her. 1nve.st1gat1lon
into the origins of the open-field system and the conditions in which
slave labour was superseded by serfdom. By so doing she will throw h‘ght
on problems far removed from hers in place and time. The opr::n-held
system, based on the strip, is not, as some have suppose(l, confined to
north-western Europe, or even to Europe; and the more we know about the
decline of slavery in the so-called Dark Ages, the better we sh:EIl be able
to understand the growth of slavery in ancient Greece and the Near East.

Finally, let the second edition be provided with a glossary of technical
terms. T am sure that more than one reader will be prompted to ask, who
is a sokeman and what is church scot? GEORGE THOMSON.
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THE MODE OF PRODUCTION

A ComMmENT OoN DRr. S. LiLLEY’s Review or ProrEessor V. G. CHILDE’S
Booxk HrsTory

I

R. S. LILLEY, in his review, criticises Professor Childe for

an exposition of the Marxist conception of history and of the

mode of production in particular which carries the “taint of his trade.”
He sets out his own view as follows:1

“My own view is that the mode of production must be treated as a
whole. The division of the technological from the organisational side
is convenient for many purposes, but neither can be said to be more
fundamental than the other. Man is not merely a tool-making animal
who in consequence of his tool-making takes up economic co-opera-
tion. If one had to guess whether the tool-maker or the economic
co-operator came first, one would guess the co-operator—one can
imagine man-like creatures grovelling a living in small co-operative
groups and then learning to use tools to help them, but I for one cannot
imagine an isolated man learning to control fire or split a stone to make
a sharp edge and then calling on other men to help use his discovery.
However, this hen-or-egg problem hardly matters. The important
point is that in observable history the two aspects of the mode of
production interact on roughly equal terms, and it is only by taking
the two of them together as the basis that one can reasonably assert
that they govern the general evolution of other aspects of history”
(The Modern Quarterly, Vol. 4, No. 8, pp. 264-5).

This viewpoint should not be mistaken for that of Marx. In his famous
preface to the Critique of Political Economy, Marx writes that ‘“‘these
relations correspond to a definite stage of development of their material
forces of production.’”” The relations of production, in the same para-
graph, are spoken of as turning from ‘“forms of development of the
forces of production” into ‘““their fetters. Then begins an epoch of social
revolution.” Lilley considers that Childe has misunderstood the meaning
of this paragraph by Marx; but has he not himself misunderstood Marx?

Again, in Dialectical and Historical Materialism, Stalin devotes
eighteen pages to a discussion on Historical Materialism and the mode of
production, in the course of which he writes:

1 In this contribution, I am concerned only with Lilley’s statement of his own

standpoint and not with the correctness or otherwise of his criticism of Professor
Childe’s book.
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“Consequently the productive forces are not only the most m'ol?ile
and revolutionary element in production but are also the determining
element in the development of production. Whatever are the produc-
tive forces such must be the relations of production.”

If T enter here into an argument on definitions, it is on.1y b.ecause
there are real differences of principle involved. My own view is that
Lilley’s statement contributes nothing to the materialist conception of
history but, on the contrary, blunts its real L‘t!g_f('. ) . b

First, it should be noted that Lilley finds it more * l‘l.t"g{llll. to talk
about the technological and the organisational sides of the mode of
production, instead of the forces and relations of production. But elegance
should give way to accuracy and the use of these terms leaves the reader
unclear throughout. The “technological” aspect covers up the clt'aar afnd
important distinction made by Stalin in Dm.lectwal and Historical
Materialism between the instruments of production and the people who
operate them. And “organisational” aspect confuses the lay-out of
machines in a factory with the question: who owns the means of pro-
duction? Relations of production involve propert}f-relatlons. Fprces of
production express man’s control over Nature. It is because Lilley }'ms
ot made this clear distinction between productive forces and productive
relations, that he can write:

“The division of the technological from the organis'ational side is
convenient for many purposes, but neither can be said to be more
fundamental than the other.”

For the same reason, as I point out later, he obscures the class issues
involved. o . 0
Secondly, Lilley’s hen-or-egg problem is his own cr‘t_-atmn and shon
be fathered neither on Childe nor on Marxism. Since men cn‘rmotl
exist in isolation (except in the imagination of Defoe and the t!morif}s .Oi
the Manchester school of economics) productive f{.JI'C(:S only‘e:clst wi thin
and necessarily involve a given state of productive or social relations.

They are inseparably connected.

But this leads us to the crucial issues. '

Is it true that human socicty, social and not animal relatlonfz bet?ome
possible only with the development of tools? Men, says Ma.rx, begl:il to
distinguish themselves from animals as soon as they begin to pro 22
their means of subsistence . . .” (T'he German Ideology, p- 7). On Llll(?y s
theory we must consider the “interaction” of .technology and organisa-
tion. But we could contemplate this interaction f(')r. a thousanc'l years
and come no bit nearer to understanding the transition from animal to

ociety.
hu'rl‘n}?; Seveloblr)ment of the productive forces involves and leads to a
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further division of labour. Out of the development of the division of
labour, which, as Marx notes, “represents so many different forms of
ownership,” class society emerges. Given the backward state of the
productive forces, primitive communist relations were a necessity; with
the development of these forces to the point where they could produce a
surplus over and above the subsistence needs of the communally organ-
ised producers, class society became a social necessity, in the sense that
without the relations of class society, the productive forces could not
develop. The basis for the great leap from primitive communism to class
society must surely be sought primarily in the development of the
productive forces. To see this advance as'the result of interaction between
the “technological and organisational’’ aspects “‘on roughly equal terms’
would not in fact help the historian to discover the prime source of
movement of society from primitive communism to class society.

Certainly it would be mechanical materialism which does not see the
effect changes in the relations of production have on the productive
forces. That connection is put by Stalin as follows:

“While their development [of the pr.oductive relations—S. A.] is
dependent on the development of the productive forces, the relations
of production in their turn react upon the development of the produc-

tive forces, accelerating or retarding it”’ (Dialectical and Historical
Materialism).

Lilley’s view that productive forces and productive relations ““interact
on roughly equal terms” leads, I think, to curious results.
Towards the end of his review, he writes:

“Revolutions, of course, occur when technology outgrows the
existing relations of production and forces a change in them; but
this technological growth was itself made possible by the previous
relations of production.”

It should be possible, on the basis of Lilley’s definition, to reverse this
statement with (“roughly’’) equal truth. It would then read:

Revolutions of course occur when the existing relations of production
outgrow technology and forces a change in it; but these relations of

production were themselves made possible by the previous growth of
technology.

Yet these two statements are not at all equal.

Let us agree that feudalism, and the feudal relations of production
were “‘made possible by the previous growth of technology.” But is the
disintegration of feudalism (and the bourgeois revolutions) to be ex-
plained by the relations of production outgrowing technology? Again,
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we should certainly agree that the development of capitalist relations
were “made possible by the previous growth of technology.” But is it
equally true that the transition from capitalism to socialism (and the
necessity of that transition) can be explained by capitalist relations of
production outgrowing technology?

To misunderstand the “determining” role of the forces of production
can undoubtedly lead to quite different interpretations of historical
development.

II

In his review of the same book, Christopher Hill suggests that
Professor Childe should have brought out more clearly and more
explicitly the conception of class struggle. The historical process, he
wrote, “Is not the automatic reflection of blind economic forces. History
is the class struggle.” This valuable criticism has not simply been over-
looked by Lilley; he has pushed the class struggle even further into the
background.

The conflict between the productive forces and productive relations
has, since the time of primitive communism, expressed itself in class
struggle. Tt is fought out by men in their social classes. To replace these
conceptions by “technological and organisational aspects” distinguished
from each other as “a matter of convenience” is to blur over the economic
basis of the class struggle.

To-day, we see that the further development of the productive forces
is held back by capitalist relations of production and that through
capitalist crisis and war, productive forces (including the working people
and not simply the instruments of production) are being threatened with
destruction. Such is the position of the proletariat within the capitalist
mode of production that it alone stands at the head of the growing
productive forces; it is its “historical mission’ by the seizure of power
to abolish capitalist relations, so that to the growing forces of social
production, there may correspond social ownership. These new relations
of production alone can guarantee the further development of the
productive forces which in turn will bring about still further changes in
society.

The problem created by his own approach is further illustrated at the
end of Lilley’s review. He writes:

“Of course, there is one great distinction between the means and
relations of production which Professor Childe is right in stressing—
namely that technology seldom slips back, so that technological
history has a certain uni-directional quality about it, whereas changes
in economic relations tend to show something of an oscillatory as well
as progressive character (e.g. in extreme case of change from primitive
communism to class society, and thence to advanced communism).
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But apart from this point, I think it cripples the materialistic view
of history to isolate the technological aspect of the economic basis
from its organisational aspect, and to assert that the former is a
primary motive force and the latter only secondary.”

My Concise Ozford Dictionary tells me that to oscillate means to
swing like a pendulum Is it Lilley’s argument that the transition from
primitive communism to class somety represented a step forward in
technology but a swing backwards in productive relations? Are we to
regard the development of modern socialist relations as a “swing
forward” somehow unconnected (or only accidentally connected) with
the immense growth of the forces of social production? We have in this
argument a formal separation of the forces of production from the
productive relations; a failure to see the inseparability of these two
aspects.of the mode of production.

If our earlier argument has shown that Lilley has not grasped the
opposition of productive forces and productive relations, it is evident
here that he has not grasped their unity.

In conclusion: these comments are not made out of any belief that a
set of definitions are a substitute for the painstaking, concrete researches
of the historian, excellent examples of which have been given by Lilley
himself. They are made only as contribution to clarifying the funda-
mental principles that I consider are involved in Lilley’s restatement

of historical materialism. SAM AARONOVITCH

HE general tenor of the reviews (The Modern Quarterly, Vol. 4,

No. 8) of V. Gordon Childe’s History was that the author gave in-
sufficient emphasis to the class struggle. To this there will be general assent.
But Dr. Lilley’s own argument seems incorrect in several particulars.
His definition of the means of production clearly goes beyond the mere
instruments of production, but does it go so far as the productive
forces? As the producers themselves are not included in his definition
we can only infer their inclusion from the mention of skills. In fact, Dr.
Lilley’s means of production seem to fall between the instruments of
production and the productive forces. Later he says that Childe gives
“undue emphasis to the means of production at the expense of the
mode.” Has he not used “mode” when he meant “relations”?

Lilley denies a primary motive force to either the means or the
relations of production. Does this not contradict the materialist view of
history, whether Lilley equates the means of production with the
instruments of production or the productive forces?

He states:

“Man is not merely a tool- makmg animal who in consequence of
his tool-making takes up economic co- operation.”
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Engels wrote, ‘“Labour begins with the making of tools,”’1 and of labour
he had already said—

it is the prime basic condition for all human existence, and this to

such an extent that, in a sense, we have to say that labour created
man himself,”2

Marx writes:

“The use and fabrication of instruments of labour .. . is specifically
characteristic of the human labour-process, and Franklin therefore
defines man as a tool-making animal.”’3

Dr. Lilley goes on to say:

“1 thin!{ it cripples the materialistic view of history to isolate the
technological aspect of the economic basis from its organisational

aspect, and to assert that the former is a primary motive force and the
latter only secondary.”

If we turn to Stalin, however, although he emphasises the reaction of the
relations of production upon the development of the productive forces,
he clearly states that the changes and development of production—

“always begin with changes and development of the productive
forces, and in the first place, with changes and development of the
instruments of production. Productive forces are therefore the most
mobile and revolutionary element of production. First the productive
forces of society change and develop and then, depending on these
changes and in conformity with them,4 men’s relations of production
their economic relations change.”’s ,

Dr. Lilley’s formulation therefore appears incorrect.

May I add a comment from a letter by Mr. E. A. Levett with which I
entirely agree:

“The fact that the instruments are primary and the relations are
secondary is no reason for arguing that the former ought to progress
fat a steady rate.”” The relations of production interact with the
instruments once they have come into existence, sometimes pro-
gressively, sometimes restrictively.”

JorN H. PriME.

1 Engels, The Part Played by Labour in the Transition From Ape to Man (Forei
Languages Publishing House, Moscow, 1949), p. 11. B
2 Ibid., p. 5. 3 Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, p. 159. 4 Stalin’s italics.

5 J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism (Foreign Lan Publishi
e ( g guages Publishing House, Moscow,
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BULGARIA

Istoricheski Pregled, the non-specialist
periodical of the Bulgarian Historical
Association, was [first published in 1945
after the liberation, and has since built
up a wide circulation as a Marxist
historical journal. Volume 5, like pre-
vious volumes, contains articles on
various aspeets of world history, e.g.
on the background to the victories of the
Chinese People’s Army, on Czecho-
slovakia in the last thirty years, and on
the English Revolution; but the majority
of contributions, as always, are devoted
to the exposition and interpretation of
Bulgaria’s history, particularly since
1878.

A long article by D. Koseff examines
the history of the Bulgarian agrarian
movement in the last two decades of the
nineteenth century, with special refer-
ence to the foundation of the Agrarian
Union and the attitude of the Social-
Demoeratie Party to agrarian questions.
The failure of both parties to recognise
the rapid differentiation taking place
within the body of the peasants is clearly
brought out.

Professor R. Karakoloff contributes
an article on the historical materialism
of Dimiter Blagoeff, the father of
Bulgarian socialism, in which he shows
how far in advance Blagoeff was of such
leaders of the Second International as
Plekhanov and Kautsky. Already in
1901 he proclaimed, independently of
Lenin, the necessity of the dictatorship
of the proletariat as a stage in the
building of a classless society. Close as
they were, however, to the Baolsheviks
in the development of their theory and
practice, Blagoeff and the *‘narrow”
socialists—ancestors of the Bulgarian
Communist Party—shared many of the
errors of the Second International; their
tendency to regard history as an auto-
matic process, their failure to realise
that a series of gradual changes may
result in a sudden, eatastrophic trans-
formation, their schematic and inflexible
analysis of social relations in the country-
side, were all reflected in mistakes and
weaknesses of the Bulgarian socialist
movement in the first quarter of the
present century.

These and other articles are of partic-

ular interest inasmuch as Bulgaria was
the country of south-castern Europe in
which the remnants of feudalism were
soonest swept aside, and in whicl, there-
fore, capitalist relations developed in
their clearest form.

Earlier history is represented by a
series of articles by Professor Chr. M.
Danoff dealing with the social and
economic development of the Balkan
peoples up to the end of the fifth century,
and an article by D. Angeloff, in which he
continues to examine the way by which
the ideology of the Byzantine church
and state was adopted and adapted by
the ruling class of the medieval Bulgarian
kingdom.

R. B.

CZECHOSLOVAKIA

Nova Mysl (New Thought: a Review of
Socialist Humanism. Published by
Socialist Academy, Prague. Fd.
Dr. Jaromir Dolansky) August No.,
1949.

In “Marxism and Personality,” Dr.
J. Linbart deals with the views of
bourgeois ideologists, and of Marxists,
on human personality in relation to
society and history. The former include
not only such theories as that of the
“hero™ deciding the fate of the stupid
masses, and that of “mechanical mater-
jalisin,” ‘“‘economism” (the complete
negation of the role of the human person-
ality) but the era of the crisis of capit-
alism has also produced the ideas of bout-
geois individualism, of which Karel Capek
and T. G. Masaryk are taken as ex-
amples. Capek’s “humanism which could
better be called  personalism,”  and
Masaryk’s return to religion (to which,
as he points out, “modern,” i.e. bour-
geois, science and philosophy are no
longer opposed) both fall back on faith
to save the individual from suicide
in face of a world he eannot influence.
Variations on this bourgeois “‘human-
ism” appear everywhere (e.g. Bertrand
Russell, Jaeques Maritain), while the
political actions of those who officially
applaud them are scarcely humanistic.

After an historieal sketch of the
different coneeptions of personality
eurrent in slave, feudal and bourgeois
society, Linhart considers the individual
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as seen by Marxism-Leninism, and the
“new man,” Socialist man. To the dialec-
tical materialist man is not the slave
of the laws of nature or of economics,
but “the co-crcator of the history of
humanity, the creator of himself.”
Socialist society olfers previously un-
known scope for the development of the
individual personality (cf. the ex-
planation, by an English journalist, of
the Red Army’s victory at Stalingrad
as that of “an army of people who
think™). Characteristics of the new
Socialist man are, in brief, **a realisation
of the significance of his social, prodie-
tive work, a consciousness of hoth his
rights and his duties, conscious discipline,
a feeling of responsibility towards
society, a sense of honour, a moral
conscience.” To sum up: “only where
there is self-discipline, conscious self-
subordination to the will of the collee-
tive, can there exist freedom and
security for the human personality.”

Other articles include “New Features
in the Development of People’s Demo-
ceracy,” by N. P. Farberov (a Soviet
Jjurist), discussing this new form of the
dictatorship of the proletariat; and
“Kow-Towing to Bourgeois Economics,”
criticising contributors to the Czech
Statistical Review for preaching the
gospel according to Keynes.

R. E.

Tovorba is a cultural and political
weekly, published by the Central Com-
mittee of the Czechoslovak Communist
Party, and contains articles on all
current topics from a political point of
view among which are some with con-
tent corresponding to that of The Modern
Qum:.hrr!y. Some examples from this
year's issues are:

Literature: “Eighty Years of Martin
Anderson-Nexd™ (Louis Furnberg); *“The
Historical Significance of Julius Fuéik”
(Jan Stern): “The Living Gocthe”
(Eduard Goldstiicker).

Science: *The Work of 1. P, Paviov”
(Michalova and Horvath); a serialisa-
tion of Professor Blacketl's book on the
atom bomb; “The Results of the Soviet
Discussion on Biology” (Dr. 1. Malek).

History: A Soviet criticism of the work
of the Czech historian, Macurka.

Politics: *“The Legend of the Battle of
Britain” (M. Gus); “On the Eve of
February™ (Jan  Neuls); “Ideological
Example of the Soviet Press™ (Miroslav
Galuska).

Among other literary articles, Jan
Stern’s “Against the Liquidation of
Poetry™ is a guide to the struggle of the
young Czech poets of to-day against
formalism and vulgarity. Many welcome
articles deal with Julius Fuéik’s heroie
role in life and literature and the world-
wide impression made by his book,
Written at the Fool of the Gallows.
A review of President Gottwald’s book,
Culbure and the Intelligentsia, shows the
highest mission of the intelligentsia to
be the service of the people.

“The Black Magic of Freudian Psy-
choanalysis,” by Dr, J. Linhart, argues
that psychoanalysis is not only idealist
in giving primacy to the instincts, but
recreates religious myths by its “death
instinet,” and takes its place with Catholic
theology and Trotskyism as a weapon
of’ American imperialism,

A trenchant article by Jan Pachta,
“Against Cosmopolitanism in Our His-
torical Science,” shows how accounts are
being settled with the remnants of
bourgeois ideology in Czech historio-
graphy and exposes its treatment of Hus
and the national question. Minister
Kopeeky’s “Truth about the Origin of
the Republic” decisively relates the
Russian October revolution to the found-
ation of the Republic and its influence
on the downfall of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire and the attitude of the 1914-18
allies to a Czech state. Two very im-
portant articles by Karel Kosik on the
“Class Struggle in the Czech Revolution
of 1848 show “the Czech proletariat
arising for the first time as an inde-
pendent class’ and the Czech bourgeoisie
thrown into the arms of reaction by its
fear of the proletariat on the one hand
and German expansion on the other,

On the fifth anniversary of the Slovak
National Rising in August were pub-
lished an article by Dr. J. Iradsky on
the role of the Rising in the war and
on the political forees within it, and, in
Slovak, “Industrialisation—Inheritance
of the Slovak National Rising,”” by Ing.
S. Takagd. “The preparation for the
National Rising was at the same time
preparation for the victory of Feb-
ruary,” which guaranteed the final
liberation of Slovakia from its former
position of economic dependence within
the Czechoslovak Republic,. And in
September, *Undiscovered  Slovakia,”
by M. Galuska, urges a more positive
recognition among Czechs of the signi-
ficance of Slovakia in transformation.

Review of Foreign Publications

Political articles, such as “The Revolu-
tionary Tradition of the Hungarian
People,” by Vladimir Kaigl, open up a
whole new page of history about the
People’s Democracies previously delib-
erately lost. Kreibich’s ‘“An Important
Chapter from the History of the Com-
munist Party of Czechoslovakia’ shows
the deep roots of the Czech Communist
Party in the people. There is also up-to-
date reporting and research into events
in the capitalist world.
R. . and M. E.

FRANCE

La Pensée (No. 25, July-August)
opens with the introduction to Engels’
Dialectics of Nature, translated (into
French for the first time) from the new
(1948) O.G.1.Z. Moscow edition of this
classic.

This is followed by a reprint of the
address, “Is there a Threat to Scientific
Research?” given by Frederic Joliot-
Curie to the National Union of In-
tellectuals last February.

It seems that 14 milliard francs
(£14,000,000) is the amount allowed for
research, 80 per cent. of this going to
‘“‘defence,”” while 50 per cent. of this at
least is needed to put French science on
its feet.

Joliot-Curie denounces the official
policy of false economy, so reminiscent
of pre-war days and their woeful tale of
“astronomical total of milliards mis-
spent on defence, with the results we
know....” :

He demands adequate funds and
efficient organisation (such as his Atomic
Energy Department has been able to
achieve) and the development of the
colonies in co-operation with the native
peoples, as a prerequisite to establishing
French science at a high level. Without
science France cannot live; given proper
conditions she could be the equal of
almost any country in the field of peace-
ful research.

Marcel Prenant concludes in this La
Pensée his series of three articles on
“Heredity and Environment,” in which
he “seeks to show through the examina-
tion of several cases a certain number of
points in common between the Mendelian
geneticists and Michurin,” at the same
time explaining his views and his reserva-
tions on the Lysenko controversy. At
the end of the article he adds a note that
he has just read the verbatim report of
the Academy proceedings, and that his

outlook has greatly altered after read-
ing the written evidence, ‘“‘admitting with
joy certain mistakes” and “accepting
the new and impressive details of the
results of Soviet agrobiology.”

“Proletarian science will develop and
assimilate the best results of bourgeois
science and develop them in its own
way; . . . then to all scientists of good
faith . . . it will appear as not only
performing a great work, but as deserv-
ing to become the guide to all biologists.”

This is the theme of another article
—in La Nouvelle Critique (8)—by Darciel,
Dessanti, and Vassails, (“Bourgeois and
Proletarian Science’’); their main points
are that (a) socialist science uses and is
used by the whole of society in which it
exists; (b) it produces a new type of
scientist, a man of the people, working
among the people; (c) science acquires a
new ratson d’étre, and thereby a new
power; (d) socialist science is constantly
expanding in a double sense, in its
contacts with society, and in its ever-
growing knowledge and domination over
nature.

Two other scientific articles are ‘“The
Problem of Heredity,” by E. Kahane
and V. Nigon; and a critique by Schatz-
man of “The Cosmological Theory of
Milne-Haldane—(La Pensée, 25).

In the literary section of La Pensée,
André Parreaux writes a long and enthu-
siastic review of Aragon’s latest novel
Les Communistes: “not merely a new
Aragon—a new kind of book,” he says at
the beginning; and at the end: “‘a book
which will most powerfully help us win
the battle for peace.”

Without going into details about Les
Communisles, it may be mentioned here
perhaps that this book (Bibliothéque
Frangaise, 1949) is to be the final work
of Aragon’s series of novels ‘“Le Monde
Nouveau,” and will appear in several
parts, covering the period February,
1939, to January, 1945. The first volume
(February to September, 1939) conveys
most movingly the atmosphere of the
painful days of the Spanish exodus, and
the tension of the time of the Soviet-
German Pact. Characters from his
previous books reappear and their lives
are interwoven with many new charac-
ters, most of them communists, militants,
workers, intellectuals.

Aragon invited readers of his book to
meet him at a hall in Paris and criticise
and discuss the novel—surely an un-
precedented event. La Nouvelle Critique
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reprints the author’s answer to his
critics and his explanations of certain
parts of his book, and of the previous
books, which he claims are an essential
part of the whole.

While Awurélien and Les Beaux Quar-
tiers show a picture of bourgeois deca-
dence and pessimism with one or two
struggling opponents, Les Communistes,
started at the time of Stalingrad,
breathes optimism and belief in human-
ity in every page.

Art: André Fougeron, the formerly
abstract painter, writes an article in La
Pensée on “The role of the ‘Subject’ in
Painting,” of particular interest in view
of his fairly recent conversion to realism.

Francis Jourdain contributes ‘“‘Reflec-
tions of an Old Painter.”

Economics: La Pensée contains an
extract, from a Soviet review, by L.
Bloumine on the “American Bourgeois
Economists at the Service of the
Monopolists.” La Nowvelle Critique pub-
lishes the Soviet cconomist Varga’s
most  interesting  “‘self-criticism”—
“Against Reformist Tendencies in Works
on Imperialism.”

F. S.

GERMANY

A general survey of the German
monthly journals Einheit and Aufbau,
their character and aims, has already
appeared; the present notes deal only
with a single number of each publication.

In the September Einheit the articles
perhaps most striking to English readers
are those reflecting the problems of
eastern Germany, where the advance
towards a new social order has begun
under such complex conditions and
where Marxist thecory has to be turned to
practical account by a working-class
Party largely inexperienced and un-
trained. The Junker estates are divided
up among the peasantry but the prob-
lems of peasantry in relation to pro-
letariat remain; thus, Fred Oelssner’s
“Leninism and the Peasant Question”
conveys theoretical teaching of urgent
import. “Some Features of Socialist
Industrialisation” (Hanna Wolf) and
“What do We mean by Planned Fin-
ance?” (Professor Lola Zahn) enumerate
clear distinctions between capitalist and
Socialist characteristics or trends; the
exposition of planned finance as the
master key is particularly illuminating.

In contrast the position of western
Germany as an American colonial area

is analysed by E. Glickauf, and the
Marxist theory of capitalist crisis illus-
trated by J. Winternitz and J. Kuezinski.
The latter shows that, despite the bene-
fits accruing from large-scale rearma-
ment, American monopoly capitalism
cannot thereby solve its post-war crisis.
But if the way out seems to be by war,
as in 1939, immeasurably greater forces
of pcace and socialism have now to be
reckoned with.

A united Germany, however, has not
yet arisen to strengthen peace. Ernst
Hoffman, in stressing the importance of
the Soviet ‘‘ideological offensive,” ably
traces the historic development of
German “‘cosmopolitanism,” and frankly
criticises weaknesses in the Socialist Unity
Party: it has still to attain understanding
of “the new role of the modern working
class.” On other pages a tribute to the
true patriotism of the great writer
Thomas Mann and Fritz Heckert’s
study of Ernest Thaelmann are remind-
ers of German traditions.

The September Aufbau is so rich in
content  (including some interesting
drawings and the conclusion of Lukacs’
study of Goethe’s Faust) that we can
only note the width of range shown in
the articles planned to illustrate the
theme, ‘‘freedom of individuality.”
The great teaching of Goethe (J. R.
Becher) and Marx’s treatment of human
individuality distorted by class society
(Ernst Bloch) set the key.

Harmonising with it we find the work
and limitations of Freud, Adler and
Jung treated in historic perspective, with
aglance at Sartre (Miller-Hegemann);
a brilliant description by the late A. S.
Makarenko of his first work among
child delinquents (“Hopeless Cases”);
a study of Henry Fielding and his novels,
with due emphasis on Jonathan Wild the
Great and English society in the period of
“primitive accumulation”; and a dis-
cussion of the development of the natural
sciences in Germany up to the present
day, including the relation to material-
ism and some special rteference to
Haeckel.

D. T.

HUNGARY

“Tdarsadalmi Szemle,” the theoretical
organ of the Hungarian Working
People’s Party (M.D.P.), Budapest,
May, 1949.

In the May issue of Tdrsadalmi Szemle
there appears among other important
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articles a study by Alddar Méd of “The
Five Year Plan and the Transformation
of Hungarian Economy.” This is of
particular importance because it analyses
the new Plan, not just in terms of its
specific objectives, but in the light of its
significance for the building of Socialism
in Hungary.

Hungarian capitalism developed with-
in the framework of Austrian im-
perialism. During the nineteenth cen-
tury, the power of the big landowners
was buttressed against social change and
industrialisation retarded. The semi-
colonial character of the economy in
relation to stronger capitalist states
prevented a development of the basic
industries.

The Hungarian ruling classes com-
mitted themselves more and more
deeply during the inter-war years to
dependence on foreign powers, in
particular on Nazi Germany. This sub-
jection to the German economy was
essentially in the same line of develop-
ment. What economic development
took place in Hungary between 1938
and 1943 was in direct response to the
needs of the Nazi war machine. Indeed,
as Méd shows very concretely, it was not
so much a development as a more inten-
sive exploitation of Hungary’s economic
resources.

The Three Year Plan which was
launched in 1947 had the central ob-
jective of reconstruction of the economy
so as to bring the standard of living up to
pre-war. This involved large-scale in-
dustrialisation, and has resulted in the
transformation of Hungary into an
agrarian-industrial country. As against
this, the new Plan aims at a great leap
forward, which is summed up in the
overall aims of an 80 per cent. increase
in industrial output, and a 50 per cent.
increase in the standard of living over
pre-war. It is highly significant for the
transformation of the economy that the
proportion of heavy industry in the total
will rise from 80-8 to 85-4 per cent.

From this can be seen the overall
significance of the Plan for the industrial-
isation of the country. This aspect will
be paralleled by the projected develop-
ments in agriculture, which, by greatly
raising output and productivity, are an
essential condition of industrialisation.

Finally, Méd stresses that the im-
plementation of the Plan involves the
elimination of remaining elcments of
reaction. It means the forging of closer

unity with the U.S.S.R. and the other
People’s Democracies. Thus the Five
Year Plan, Méd concludes, must be seen
in the context of the sharpening crisis of
capitalism.and the strengthening of the
Socialist forces. The fight for the Plan
is therefore part of the fight for peace,
for the defence of democracy and the
sharpening of the anti-imperialist
struggle.
J. J.

ITALY

The editorial to the first number of the
new series of Sociela (May-June, 1947)
brings out clearly the special problems
that face Marxist intellectuals in Italy.
The masses are either semi-literate or
illiterate. The industrial worker, who has
lett school at fourteen, has almost no
facilities for further study. The fascist
régime killed the *‘people’s universities”
which had grown up in the period after
the 1914-18 War; adult education and
even adequate public libraries arc lack-
ing, On the other hand, Marxism has
had a stronger appeal to intelleetuals in
Ttaly than here. Antonio Gramseci, who
died in a fascist prison before the last
war, attracted round him a group of
philosophers and men of letters. This is
reflected in the scholarly character of the
contributions to Societa and in the
thoughtfulness of the discussions. An-
other Marxist quarterly, Studi Filosofict,
is devoted to philosophy, ethics, political
science. No wonder that Marxist in-
tellectuals in Italy should be preoccupied
with the problem of bridging the gap
between the intellectuals and the
people and of spreading a knowledge of
Marxism among those who either cannot
read or have no facilities for reading. One
thinks of the tremendous effort that has
been made in the U.S.S.R. to overcome
illiteracy. Central and southern Italy
would demand an effort on the same
scale. o

Another difference between Englan
and’Italy is that for historical rcasons
Italian culture is literary rather than
scientific. In the twentieth century the
Italian bourgeois intellectuals made their
biggest contribution to Iearning in the
field of history, historical eriticism and
philosophy of history. Hence the small
proportion of articles on  scientifie
subjects in Ttalian Marxist periodicals.

The editorial begins by stating that
contributors to Secieta ave cither
Marxists or sympathisers. As Marxists,
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they belicve in the possibility of build-
ing up a new culture to replace bourgeois
culture. As Marxists, however, they are
experimental in their method and realist
in their approach. Therefore they do not
aim at creating “‘a new culture.” Instead,
they have two objects: (1) to criticise
the shortcomings and failures of bourg-
cois ideology, stressing, especially, its
idealism and its escapism, and its
tendency. to fall back into a narrow
provincialism rather than grapple with
the social and economic facts of con-
temporary lifc; (2) to demonstrate the
effectiveness of Marxism as a method:
“We intend to show Marxism alive and
active, both in the problems that it
treats and in the method by which it
treats them. And the method will be the
more Marxist in so far as it studies the
facts and keeps close to experience.”
Socicta refuses to indulge in vague
polemic and in opposing Marxist to
idealist formulations. It will only discuss
general principles in dealing with a
problem after a preliminary effort of
research and observation. Here the
editorial claims that Societa is carrying
on the revolutionary tradition of the
Risorgimento and is developing the most
promising side of Italian culture.

“Naturally, the centre of our interests
is in history. The world for Marxists is a
historical world. The elements in Italian
culture most alive to-day are historical
studies, although historians have reverted
to the limited and abstract traditions of
the old humanist learning, purely rhetori-
cal and literary.” The idealist historians
themselves, who made progress in so far
as they were historians and not idcalists,
had owed much to Marxism. Societa
thercfore confronts the actual problems
of contemporary Italian culture, taking
account of Italian history and linking
itself with the progressive tendencies in
that history.

The papers in Societa carry out the
plan with striking fidelity. Ifirst come
extracts from Gramsci’s notes written
in prison (afterwards published in book
form). Gramsci reflects on the key
problem of how to bring the philosophy
of an élite to the masses, in its historical
context. Ile discusses the relutions
between the intecllectuals and the masses
in the Catholic Church and in the “‘age
of enlightenment.” The philosophy of
the é€lite percolates down in time, to
become the “‘common sense’ of the man
in the street. The common sense of the
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common man to-day tends to be the
mechanical dcterminism of eighteenth-
century philosophers. This has had a
progressive role in the past: it gives
endurance and resignation in the face of
suffering and oppression. It does not
teach the workers to take their fate into
their own hands. When the workers
become the rulers, as in the Soviet
Union, they need a philosophy fit for
rulers. Gramsci points to the role of the
Communist Party in bringing together
thecory and practice and creating a
monolithic in place of a class-divided
culture. In a second note, Gramsci
discusscs the revolutionary element in
Machiavelii’s Prince. The prince is a
symbol, designed to embody the collec-
tive will of the people and to rally them
to action.

Among other contributions may be
noted G. Manacorda on the origin of the
labour movement in Italy. (March-
April, 1947.) It is a well-documented
picce of historical research, showing
how under the impact of industrialism
the workers organised themselves first in
mutual benefit societies and then passed
to political action of a new kind.
English readers on the look-out for
comparisons will note that the active
nucleus of the labour movement in Italy
was republican and rationalist and anti-
clerical. Any student of Italian socialism
or communism or indeed of nineteenth-
century Italian history should look
through Socicta: the historical papers
are too many to enumerate.

I should pick out, among the studies of
contemporary problems, F. Barberi on
the “permanent crisis”” of Italian librar-
ies. He explains the social and historical
reasons for the backwardness of Italian
libraries (untrained and inadequate
staff, lack of specialisation, few modern
buildings) in comparison with ecither the
Anglo-Saxon countries or the U.S.S.R.,
and calls for a drive to arouse public
opinion to create adequate library facili-
ties as an indispensable means to cducat-
ing the people. Also A. Donini on Church
and State in PPoland since the liberation.
The Vatican has lost ground in onc of the
most Catholic countries in Europe owing
to its reactionary and pro-Nazi policies.
The Primate of Poland himsclf declared
in June, 1948, in favour of the transfer
of German population from Western
Poland after this had been denounced as
an atrocity by the Pope. The Polish
Government permitted the formation of
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a Catholic Party in Poland on the model
of the catholic centre Parties in France,
Germany and Italy, but this came to
nothing owing to a split between the
right and left wings. The non-provoca-
tive policy of the Polish Government up
to the date of writing is illustrated. Both
these papers are in the March number,
1949. .

A propos of Poland, a non-Marxist
Ttalian professor describes the visit of a
party representing Italian universities
to Polish universities in 1947 in an essay:
G. Devoto, Polonia, Florence, 1947. I
do not think that so objective an account
of the new Poland has come from
academic circles in England. The writer
describes the problems and achieve-
ments of the new Poland sympathetic-
ally. He compares the generil acceptance
of a censorship in Poland to the accept-
ance in England of rationing and
material restrictions; small business has
more freedom in Poland. In each case,
the writer says, there is a sacrifice of
individual freedom for the sake of the
national good, whether it be foreign
policy or economic stability. The
sketches of members of the Polish landed
aristocracy who have accepted the
democratic régime and are working for
it, adapting themselves to new con-
ditions, are most revealing. )

The paper in Studi Filosofici which has
most topical interest is pmb:al_:!_v H.
Cantoni on “Myth and Scepticism 1n
Marxism” (September-December, 1948).
He takes up again the problem of the
relations between the intellectuals and
the masses. Marxism has to be presented
in concrete terms and yet it must not
“harden into a dogma.” There must be
constant criticism and development.

The current number of Rinascita
(June, 1949) has a paper by P. Ingrao,
“Powards a Clerical Totalitarianism,”
on the June congress of the Christian
Democratic Party. Ile analyses the
weakness of the left-wing groups and
points to the increasing tendency for the
right-wing to dominate. =8

POLAND

Mysl Wspdlczesna (Contemporary
Thought) Warszawa-£6d%, Nos. 6-7,
June-July, 1949.

In this issue Dr. Marian Muszkat
contributes an article entitled ‘“Cosmo-
politanism in the Law of Nations as a
Tool of Imperialism” (pp. 361-80).

Cosmopolitanism in this field he defines
as the shower of plans for wider political
affiliation, which pass under dillerent
names—"World  Federation,” “T'he
United States of the World,” “World
Government,” and, he adds, even ““The
United Nations.” The original aim of
U.N.O. was not only the preservation
of the sovereignty of existing nations,
but also the development of the sover-
eignty of colonial and backward peoples
who have not yet achieved nationhood.
This aim, Dr. Muszkat says, presupposes
a condition of co-operation between all
states, irrespective of their internal
organisation, whether eapitalist or com-
munist, which eondition did exist in the
war years because the U.S.As poliey
was determined by the bourgeois, but
progressive, Roosevelt. The fruits of
this co-operation were Teheran, Yalta
and Potsdam. Dr. Muszkat quotes
Stalin’s reply to Alexander Werth
(September 17th, 1946), his conversa-
tion with Stassen (April 9th, 1947),
and his letter to Henry Wallace (May
18th, 1948) as evidence that the U.S.S.R.
has not ceased to consider such co-opera-
tion possible. The plans for World
Government have scrved as the ideology
of the politieal offensive which the
capitalist powers launched simultan-
eously with the dropping of the atomic
bomb. Such federation, says Dr. Muszkat,
would have the effect of, first, giving the
most powerful nation in it the decisive
voice and thus overriding the individual
sovereignty of the component nations;
second, of producing a state of social
petrification of those nations; and, third,
of dividing the world irrevocably into
two groups, with the consequent danger
of war. In this form of Cosmopolitanism
Dr. Muszkat sees the lincal descendant of
Mittel-Europa and the Cordon Sanilaire,
and urges that only the complete pos-
session of sovereignty by the individual
nations of the world can preserve both
peace and the principles of U.N.O.

As in Britain, there has recently been
much discussion in Poland of the func-
tion of the University in socicty, the
possibility of increasing the number of
students and the reform of the examina-
tion system. Professor Jozef Chatasinski
in his article, “The Reform of Humanis-
tic Studies” (pp- 273-95), which he makes
clear represents his own views, agrees
with Sir Walter Moberly that the atom-
isation of learning, with the result
that there is no common language
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between the arts and the sciences, is
one of the main causes of the erisis in

the University: “It is an ominous type of

scholar whao is sutisfied with the technical
perfection of his academic skill, but has
lost the feeling of a social and moral
sense in his activity. Ominous indeed is
the loss of the tradition of humanism, of
that tradition which connected all
knowledge with the idea of Man and
his responsibility for the history, which
he himsell makes, and the culture, which
he himself shapes.” Chadasinski demands
not an individual humanism, but a social-
ist humanism, which ean only be
achicved in the University by a sense of
common purpose and by the collabora-
tion of all branches of learning. Collab-
oration does not mean the limitation of
the individual's initiative in the actual
academic department, but an aware-
ness that Culture and Edueation are
rather the heritage of the mass of the
nation, than the exclusive possessions of
an élite. In other words, the problem is
not so much the students who receive a
university education, but those who do
not. The University has a responsibility
to the citizens beyond its walls, who are
reached by cultural workers in the field
of adult education and by other agencies,

Chakasinski, urging that the content of
university instruction should encourage
such a social consciousness, cites 18, A.
Kosminsky’s Isledowanija po Agrarnoj
Anglii wiii Veka, Akademi Nauk Sojuza
S.5.1., Moscow-Leningrad, 1947, as the
type of monograph which arouses such a
feeling. Surely it is time that Kos-
minsky's work was translated into
English.

R. F. L.

U.8.8.R.

The leading theoretical and political
journal published by the Central Com-
mittee of the C.P.8.U., the fortnightly
Bolshevik (80 pages; 500,000 print)
is a frequent and important source
of historical material and apprecia-
tion. In the fifteen issues for the
present year available up to the time of
writing, the following may be noted.

No. 1 printed a series of hitherto
unpublished papers of V. I. Lenin.
One set, bearing on the international
socialist movement during the First
World War, has since appeared in
English in the Labour Monthly. Three
other documents are of importance for
the role of the State Bank in the period
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of N.E.P.—particularly in developing
State trading, which Lenin calls “the
root question.”

A review (No. 2) of No. XTI of the
Mara-Engels Archives ( published by the
Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute) is of ex-
ceptional value for students of Marxism,
containing an account of those manu-
seripts of the great revolutionaries which
consist ol summaries of, and extracts
from, Russinn economic and political
authors, Their comments, abundantly
quoted in the article, also throw much
light on Russian history, particularly on
the Emancipation of 1861.

For the history of imperialism and
the Russian Revolution, the complete
edition of Stalin’s works, now appearing,
and the fourth edition of Lenin’s,
are quite indispensable. The Bolshevik's
reviews of the volumes, as they appear,
are a convenient introduction for those
whose Russian quails at the sight of the
full work. Those noticed at length this
year are: Lenin, Vols. XXIT (No. X
XXIII (No. 8), XXIV (No. 12): Stalin,
Vols. X (No. 10), XT (No. 15).

No. 14 contains a valuable essay by D,
Blasoi on the outstanding eighteenth-
century Russian revolutionary, philos-
opher and writer, Alexander Radischev,
on the occasion of the 200th anmiversary
of his birth, analysing the main motive
forces of his social thought.

Voprosy Istorii, the leading Soviet
monthly historical journal (published
by the Institute of History of the
Academy of Sciences: 160 pages; 33,500
print) naturally devotes much space
to the history of the peoples of the
U.S.5.R. But its range is far wider. The
history of those nations which have
entered the path of Sueialism through
the road of People’s Democraey is the
subject of considerable Marxist study.
Western Europe and the imperialist
world generally also present many fruit-
ful themes of research and communica-
tions.

Among numerous special studies in the
field of Soviet history, an article in No. 1
of the 1949 scries, by E. Gerkina, on the
struggle of the Bolshevik Party on the
ideological front in the first years of
N.IL.P. (1921-2), is a useful reminder that
the battle of ideas is no novelty in the
life of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union. Many of the struggles described
in the article—against bourgeois ideol-
ogy, sometimes in would-be “Socialist™
garb—are of great significance for the
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young Socialist States of to-day and of
the future. Many striking documents
from the pen of Lenin and Stalin enhance
the value of the article.

Nearly five months elapsed between
the nppearance of No. 1 and No. 2 of the
journal: a gap caused by a profound
discussion within the ranks of Soviet
historians precisely on expressions of
bourgeois  ideology—cosmopolitanism
and colourless, non-partisan ‘‘objectiv-
ism”—which have in recent years
appeared among them, in such spheres as
historiography (artificial detachment of
historical schools from the concrete
historical process, the class struggle, in
which they grew up), history of Russian
culture (main emphasis on borrowing
from and “influence’ of Western civilisa-
tion), modern world history (uncri_tipal
repetition of American and British
“liberal” historians), etc. An editorial in
No. 2 deals at length with this problem;
another, in No. 3, treats of the *‘tasks of
Soviet historians in the sphere of modern
history”’; and a third, in No. 4, of wh_at is
expected of Soviet Orientalist historians.

M. Kim, in No. 3, makes a careful
study of Stalin’s works as a guide to the
history of the Soviet multi-national
State—a topic on which Stalin has
developed Marxist theory and practice
immensely since Lenin first wrote of him
as ‘‘our marvellous Georgian,” precisely
beeause of the new ground he broke in
his first work in Russian on the national
question (19138). )

A number of articles on the history of
the peoples of eastern Kurope provide
important contributions to the under-
standing of their advance to People’s
Democracy. A. Schnitman (No. 1) makes
an interesting and extensive study of
available printed matter showing the
influence of the Russian revolutionary
movement between 1885 and 1903 on
the evolution, during those years, of the
Bulgarian “Narrow” Marxists—fore-
runners of the Bulgarian Communist

Party. V. Karra (No. 2) summarises the
stages through which the struggle for
the creation of a Pcople’s Democracy in
Rumania has passed since 1944.

The struggles of the peoples of the
West are dealt with at length in detailed
articles by P. Manova (No. 1), “The
January Struggles in Berlin in 1919”;
N. Surin (No. 2), “The Resistance Move-
ment in France in 1942-3 and de Gaulle”;
and N. Lavrov (No. 4), “The Agrarian
Question in the Mexican Revolution of
1910-17.”

R. Yuriev, in a short survey of pub-
lished French and German material,
provides a timely reminder of “British
and French Preparations for Attacking
the Soviet Union from the South in
1939-40 (No. 2). He draws the con-
clusion that the plan for such an
attack originated in 1939 some months
before the war with Germany; that the
British and ¥rench Governments act-
ively developed this plan, particularly
after Finland surrendercd in March,
1940; and that operations were timed to
begin in June that year. He docs not
scem to know the very relevant data
given two years later by Philip Jordan
in his Russian Glory.

It is of particular interest just now to
read detailed studies of the role during
the Chinese Revolution of 1925-7 of
British imperialism (R. Vyatkin in No.
3) and of American imperialism (L.
Berezny in No. 4). The first article begins
with a short account of the shametul
part played by the first Labour Govern-
ment of 1924 in supporting the counter-
revolutionary insurrectionary forces of
the Cantonese ‘‘compradore’ bourgeoisic
with gunboats and ultimatums.

Another brilliant success of the Trans-
port House variety of Socialism is des-
cribed at length by N. Somin in *“The
Meerut Trial in India and the Colonial
Policy of the Labour Party” (No. 3).

A. R.
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Modern Quarterly Groups

BIRMINGHAM

February 1st. “East Africa—Dcvelopment or IExploitation?”
Spcaker, John Sibley, B.A.

March 1st. “Rumania—Satellite of the U.S.S.R?"’ Speaker, Miss
Enid Mayell, B.A.

April 19th. <“The English Revolution.” Speaker, Christopher
Hill, M.A.

All meetings in the Satis Café, 40 Cannon Street (off New Street),
at 8 p.m.

BRISTOL

December 15th. ¢Pantomime.’”” Speaker, Arnold Rattenbury.

January 20th. “Education in a Changing World.” Speaker, John
Mansfield.

February or March. “New China.”” Speaker, Alan Winnington.

All meetings at the Grand Hotel at 7.80 p.m.

MODERN QUARTERLY

A Limited number of copies ol some issues of Modern Quarterly are
shill available.

Contents of each number available are given below :

Volume 1

No. 4. Christopher Hill: Society and Andrew Marvell. J. BB. S. Huldane:
Awld Hornie, I1'.R.S.  Georges Teissier: The Mechanism of Evolution --I1.
John Lewis: The Great Moral Muddle.  ILlyman Frankel: The Philosophy of
AN Whitehead —I1. A Discussion: The Origin of Life.

Volume 2.

No. 1. G. Paloczi-Llorvath: Lrrationalism in Contemporary Bourgeois Folk-
lore. P. B. Medawar: Old Age and Natwral Death. L. J. Russell:  Absolutism
and Ethics.  Archibald Robertson: Mareism and Christianity.  The Soviet
Literary Controversy.

No. 2. A, A, Zhdanov: The Responsibility of the Soviet Wriler. Jack Chen:
Soviet Artists discuss a <“Modern Quarterly” Article.  Maurice Cornforth: A
Materialistic Evaluation of Logical Positivismm.  N. J. Klugmann and M.
Heinemann: Brilain’s FEconomic Strategy. A. Cornu: Mavxism and Literary
Decadence.  Charles Gibson: The Ship and Society. Irank Verulam: The
Modern Economists and the Labour Theory of Value.
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