the last six months of 1934—a period
international strain — at least two
arose clearly resembling that which
an excuse for war in 1914. The mur-
olfuss and the assassination of Alexan-
Barthou, both found countries urgently
war—yet no war came. What was the

Dolfuss Affair.

informed person to-day doubts that Ger-
fascism was directly responsible for the
of Dolfuss. The old Italo-German antagon-
the control of Austria was made more
by the state of German internal economy.
e, 1934, the production figures for the Ger-
el trade—despite increased activity in ar-
it building—fell from 43,000 to 38,600 tons.

state of affairs existed in all industries.
more, as the June executions of fascist
| elearly indicated, the irrevocable division
various sections of German capitalism had
a new stage of savagery. Hitler Ger-
was desperate. Threatened with imminent
collapse, threatened by the continually
g antagonisms in the ranks of the bour-
threatened too by the rising wave of
an revolution, Hitler, the paid agent of
inent Thyssen finance-capital group, de-
provoked war with Italy, in order to try
1 from her dominance of Austria. Then,
lured thousands of Austrian Nazis into a
putsch—he realised the mistake and en-
into negotiations for a peaceful settlement.

rmany had everything to gain from a suc-
| war. Defeated in 1918, the German capi-
were by 1934 in even more desperate
n the capitalists of France and Britain,
in their hands the fruits of victory.
restrictions of imports and increasing
unreliability led to Germany’s increasing
In the words of the “Observer,” “Ger-
n had assumed a form amounting to
French imperialism was well aware
desperation, and mortally afraid of
g directed against her; for France,
sirable outlet for Germany was war
Soviet Union, the one common enemy
st powers, Britain was in agree-
point. British capitalism is behind

t for British ends. If British arms,
war on the U.S.S.R., were to be
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used by Germany against Italy—i.e., if inter-im-
perialist war, from which Britain had nothing to
gain and everything to fear, were to occur
instead of anti-Soviet war—Britain was deter-
mined that Germany would man the guns alone.

In ltaly the economic situation was little better
than in Germany. Mussolini, acting in the in-
terests of Italian capital, also needed war—not
against Germany, however, for, despite the death
of Dolfuss, the failure of the Nazi putsch left
Italy still dominant in Austria. Italy, therefore,
failed to respond to the provocation.

Two powerful forces played the decisive réle
in preventing Germany from carrying the provo-
cation a stage further: British capitalism, without
the aid of which Germany dared not bring matters
to a head, and the international revolutionary
movement, particularly its sections in Germany
and Italy. Neither Hitler nor Mussolini dared
risk a war. Thaelmann and Gramsci were in
prison, but the spirit of Thaelmann and Gramsci
was abroad.

No allies forthcoming, both countries des-

perate internally, rising tide of workers’
revolution—war averted. This is our first
picture.

Alexander and Barthou.

The situation that lead to the assassination of
Alexander and Barthou shows how tangled the
web of capitalist contradictions can become.
Three pieces of evidence indicate who was respon-
sible:

(1) Alexander, king of Jugo-Slavia, and Bar-
thou, foreign minister for France, had met in
Marseilles in order to discuss the possibility of
reforming the Franco-Jugo-Slavian alliance. Jugo-
Slavia, a state formed in 1918 round the nucleus
of Serbia, was until the deepening of the eco-
nomic crisis a puppet of ench imperialism.
From the time of its formation, a major antagon-
ism had existed between it and Italy, due mainly
to rivalry for control of the Adriatic, necessary
for trade routes.

Now the madly aggressive policy of Hitler, and
his desperate efforts to get control of Austria,
led, as we have seen, to an Italo-German antagon-
jsm that had alreadv almost resulted in war.
Germany and Jugo-Slavia were therefore both
opposed to Italy, though for different ends, and
Jugo-Slavia began to move away from France
towards Germany.

Barthou, on behalf on French capital, was en-
gaged in trying to recapture Jugo-Slavian sup-



The first pi of evidence poi
tially to hasn;;m the country whi
gain from preventing Jugo-Slavia
its alliances. y

(2) The murderer was a Croat—that is, a
member of one of the subject nationalities of
Jugoe-Slavia, a subject nationality that was ruth-
lessly oppressed and exploited by the dominant
Serbs. Alexander was the representative and
figure-head of the Serbs. The murderer belonged
to a terrorist organisation — which, Jugo-Slavia

ved, was supported by fascist Italy. (The
mncing of terrorist organisations in Jugo-Slavia
in order to weaken it internally has been one of
the imperialist devices of Italy since the war.)
Once again the evidence points to Italy.

(3) The photographs of the assassination im-
plicate the French police. What is the signifi-
cance of this? !

Barthou was the representative of the capitalist
group in France which followed the policy of
temporising in order to stave off war as long as
possible. This led him to make advances even
to the Soviet. Another capitalist grouping in
France, and one which tried to effect a fascist
coup in the previous February, advocated the more
reckless policy of immediate war against the
Soviet Union. The attempted fascist coup in Feb-
ruary revealed beyond question that this group
controlled the police. The implication of the police
in the murder of Barthou, therefore throws sus-
picion on them.

The full explanation appears to be that Italian
fascism used the Croatian to precipitate a erisis
in which the question of the Adriatic would be
settled, but, owing to the activity of the French
fascists, Barthou, as well as Alexander, fell, and
instead of a Jugo-Slavia divided from France,
Mussolini, had he pursued his plans, would have
had to face a Jugo-Slavia united with France by
a common provoecation.

Germany would have welcomed a war in which
France and Jugo-Slavia were united against Italy
as an excellent chance of seizing Austria. But
once more international antagonisms were too
complex. Italy could not afford to provoke France,
France and Italy reco?u'sed Germany's designs
on Austria, and Jugo-Slavia was incapable of in-
dependent action. Thus Sir John Simon was able
to intervene (in accordance with Britain's policy
of avoiding inter-imperialist war), and secure for
himself and his country praise for having handled

ts eircumstan-
had most to

a delicate sitnation tactfully, f i
% - on y, and for having
A New Stage of Crisis.

In both cases international antagonisms

failed to come to fruition in war, despite de-
liberate war preparations, partly because of
the very intensity of those
coincided m!lt.; at ilh:;iﬂat‘ f th

a grea i ion o e
class-struggle in the countries concerned—anti-
fascist demonstrations in Germany and Italy,
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the United Front in France—so that the dap.
ger of revolution acted as a brake on the war
plans of the bourgecisie. In both cases, the
inter-monopoly antagonisms in the countries
concerned, reflected in the one case in the June
executions in Germany, in the other in (he
fascist implication in the murder of Barthoy,
further complicated the situation. The genera)
crisis of capitalism has entered a new stage_
a stage in which the bourgeoisie carries oyt
war provocations and cannot follow them up:
in which the revolutionary action of the
workers plays an ever-increasing part,

Let us examine its effects in a few contries

Britain.

The most important result of the murde:
Dolfuss was the temporary breakdown of the .
Soviet bloe. The lunatic action of the Reich,
playing the inealeulability of German poli
creased France’s mortal fear of German :
sion, and led to increased petitioning f
entry of the Soviet Union into the League
Nations. Britain for the moment was compel
to comply. Overnight the guestion of the admis
sion of the Soviet became a question “about wh
there would be ne dispute in this country,”
even Chamberlain and Churchill expressed
miration of the “pacific” policy of the Soviet

That this was a mere expedient to pu
France has been proved by recent developme:
The British policy of the rearmament of G
many for war against the Soviet has reached
point when the Government has made know
intention to have Part 5 of the Treaty of V-
sailles (which limits Germany’s armed streng
superseded by a system in which all have eq
right to arm. By this simple device British
perialism answers those who say it is conniv
at the breaking of the Treaty. “Now no purp
will be served by harping upon a breach of
Treaty.”

British statesmen are becoming increasi
outspoken about the reason for German re-arn
ment. Thus in November Lloyd George mud
statement that has since been repeated: 'l
not afraid of Nazism, but of Communism’"
if Germany is seized by the Communists, Fur
will follow; because the Germans could mak:
better job of it than any other country. Do
let us be in a hurry to condemn Germany.
shall be welcoming Germany as our friend.’

The murder of Dolfuss and the temporary
lapse of the anti-Soviet bloc show that :
stage in the general crisis of ecapitalism has b
reached—a stage in which long-range planning
constantly checked and side-tracked into a po!
of momentary expediency. Britain's effort

revent, at all costs, inter-imperialist wa

urope, has forced her temporarily to recoo
the Soviet as a potent factor for peace.

In Britain, as in all other countries, inse u:
and instability in international affairs reil
insecurity and instability at home. The incr.
Ing activity of Moesley (under police protecti
the. Sedition Bill, nng the increasingly deceil
policy of the social-democratic Labour Part:
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rd signs of the chaos of British

al interests. Just as fascism in
nced on three fronts — with the
on the left lulling the workers
of fal:se security against the possi-
sm, with the constitutional govern-
ntre constantly increasing its dic-
, and with the band of police-pro-
thugs and demagogues on the right
m is advancing in England.

ey has not heen ignored. The fate of
meetings at Olympia and Hyde Park
recalling. And the opposition to him—
1 thousand hostile workers that surged
‘at Hyde Park, for instance—was led
the Communist Party. In England, as
events are proving that the Commun-
alone is the party of struggle against
L for Revolutionary Socialism.

the one hand—economic disintegration,
advance of fascism on all fronts, the re-
collapse of efforts to rebuild the anti-
bloc (e.g., Hitler’s recent diplomatic
, desperate and momentary manoeuvres
ep inter-imperialist peace in Europe; on
pther hand—increasing militancy of the

g-class, leading to greater support for
genuine anti-fascist figcht of the Commun-
arty—this is the position in England to-

, at the time of the Dolfuss assassina-
united Communist and Socialist parties
out that it was “miserable hypocrisy on
5 of the Italian Fascist Press to represent
bilisation (of Ttalian troops on the Aus-
order) as an act of defence of the inde-
of Austria.” They called upon the
- sent into Austria “to fraternise with the
1 workers, to aid them in their struggle
the Fascist bands, to fraternise with the
of all nationalities, and be true to one
y—the Red Flag of Socialist revolution.”

same time the elements of crisis and
ion in Italian Fascism were rapidly
Just as disintegration in Germany
murder of Roehm and his colleagues,
—where equally effective if less flam-
thods are employed—it led to the exile

Arpinati was one of the oldest
Italian Fascism: a man who, in his
Secretary of State for Home Affairs,
sonally responsible for much of the
oppression of the last decade. But
without explanation he was banished.
Fascism, like brown-shirted Fas-
and in its decay reveals its brutality.
common among bourgeois leaders
regard Italy as the place where
es without the excesses of its
part. Yet daily the Special Court

s of banishment, imprisonment,
political offenders. The position of
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Gramsci(*) in Italy, slowly dying in prison, bears
a resemblance to that of Thaelmann, in Germany.
Mussolini’s methods are quieter than Hitler's,
But, apart from the noise, there is little difference
between them. The increasing internal confusion
in his country leads to actions in foreign affairs
—the payment of Croatian national revolution-
aries in Jugo-Slavia, deliberate war provocation
in the murder of Alexander—exactly similar in

frenzy and immediate war purpose to those of
Germany.

In Italy, too, the position to-day is con-
fusion in international affairs, disintegration
at home, and solid advance of the workers’
revolution on the basis of continuous unity
between the Communist Party and the rank
and file followers of the Socialist Party, unity
in which Socialist leaders are sometimes forced
to participate,

Germany.

Already we have seen one instance of the hope-
less confusion of Germany’s position on the inter-
national field, and we have noted that this con-
fusion was coincident with internal strife, and
countered by the growing force of working-class
opposition. Even before the murder of Dolfuss,
after the June murders of Fascist leaders, Ernst
Henri had pointed out that the key to the future
of Germany lay in the absolute disillusionment
of the middle class—whose representative,
Roehm, was among the dead—and “the re-appear-
ance of the revolutionary proletariat on the open
political arena in Germany.” He added that the
result of the concurrent working of these two
factors—since the German workers certainly knew
how to build revolution on all fronts—would be
that large sections of the middle classes would
throw in their lot with the workers behind Ernst
Thaelmann,

Subsequent events have fully confirmed his
opinion. The death of Hindenburg, and the im-
mediate appointment of Hitler, in defiance of
Nazi-made laws, as Chancellor, revealed not only
the panic of the hourgeoisie at being deprived
of the broad shield of a well-nigch mythical per-
sonality—one of Goebbel’s myths—but also in the
vote taken after the event, the strength of the
gathering opposition. Official Nazi sources ad-
mitted 7,000,000 votes against Hitler. Certainly
there were more. Over 7,000,000 anti-Fascist
fighters, despite conditions of the utmost terror,
registered their opposition to Hitler. Indeed, the
revolutionary workers had entered once more “the
open political arena in Germany."”

And the other part of Henri's prophecy was
likewise fulfilled. Ever® larger sections of the
petty bourgeosie followed the lead of the workers.
The immediate expression of their dissatisfaction
with National Socialism was not direct. The im-
portance of the religious conflicts in Hitler Ger-

* Since this was written, the united action of the
Italian workers, and those of all countries, has secured the
commution of Gramsei's sentence to ome of banishment.
But his health has already been thoroughly broken.
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many at the end of last year lies precisely in
the fact that they indicate this discontent. Karl
Barth was banished—not because he was the
leading theoretician of non-conformist Christian-
ity, but because he represented and influenced
large sections of the petty bourgeoisie, who were,
like him, thoroughly disgusted with Naz.lsm.‘

On the other side of the picture, the situation
of German capitalism grows more and more des-
perate. We have seen the action .taken by its
representatives in the Dolfuss affair. We have
seen the way in which it watched—lpcldeqtally
trying to shape events to its own satisfaction—
the murder of Alexander and Barthou. Foiled
in these instances, needing some _outlet, German
capitalism was faced once more with the alterna-
tives, “expand or burst.”

This Britain realised, and, being ur}able to face
with equanimity the second alternative (since it
would mean a Soviet Germany), set about assist-
ing Germany in the first. Hence the rapproche-
ment between England and Germany in Decem-
ber, 1934, and January, 1935. Hence the con-
nivance of Britain in Nazi propaganda and ter-
rorisation of voters in the Saar. Hence the suc-
cess of Hitler in the Saar plebiscite. The full
“yalue” of the success has yet to be learned,
but the revolutionary history of the Saar workers
makes it safe, even thus early, to characterise
it as a Pyrrhie victory.

Here, too, we see the same features in
operation—increasing frenzy in the ranks of
Capitalism; this in conjunction with other fea-
tures of crisis leading to attempts to provoke
war, complexity of international antagonisms,
and instability of alliances saving the situa-
tion (so far)—and, against it all, the re-entry
of the revolutionary proletariat, leading on-
ward all sections for whom Fascism does not
cater, on the open political arena in Germany.

In Other Countries.

Everywhere it is the same picture. The San
Francisco Strike and the Textile Strike in
America, strikes and revolts in Manchukuo,
strikes in Japan; the bankruptcy and increasing
brutality of the New Deal, official murders of
Nazi women in Germany, growth of Fascism
in Britain, France, everywhere; rebellion in
Greece, war in South America, threats of war all
around—this is the world we live in to-day. The
alignment of powers changes so rapidly that it
is impossible to say to-day what will be the posi-
tion to-morrow(+), the internal strife between
various monopoly capitalist groups reaches an
ever higher pitch of intensity, the unity and
revolutionary .action of the working class (and
petty bouygeo:sie‘l continually increases. Unrest,
strife, misery, bitterness—these are the con.
ditions, and out of these conditions two things
alone can sprine—revolution and war. Already
we have seen the progress of the world towards

T The seriousness of the situation may be gauged from
the frenzied way in which Britain is attempting ’mugrf-uancile
France and Germany at present—the Air Pact—and from
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war; we have seen that it has only been avertog
on the basis of the complexity of internationa)
antagonisms, itself a feature in other circyum,.
stances productive of war; we are now to consider
the progress of the world in revolution.

Progress in China.

Here we are immediately faced with a contrast,
Despite the keenness of international enmity, war
on a grand scale has not broken out. That does
not mean that it will not; at any moment alliances
of sufficient stability might be formed, and the
excuse be found; but so far this has not occurred.
On the other hand, revolution has broken ou
afresh in Spain, and is rapidly advancine in
China. The Chinese Soviets have long passed the
stage at which the bourgeois press could afford
to ignore them. Now it spends its time in slan
dering them. Chinese Communists are al S
bandits, who divide their time between capturine
missionaries, and retreating before “the forces of
law and order.” They have been retreatine so
long that even the “Sydney Morning Herald” has
realised that thev “are moving westward in ac-
cordance with a premeditated plan, and, if thei
‘flight’ continnes much longer, they will
join forces with the Reds in Szechwan, constitui
ing a far more formidable menace to the peac
and order of China than they ever did in Kiang

The truth is that the Chinese Soviet Republi
is the one stable government in China. Its su
cessful defence against six wars of interver
gives a clear indication of its strength.
efficiency and organisation of its governmenti
bear eloquent testimony to the permanence of 1]
gain that has been made. Despite the fact tha
revolutionary fighting is continuing, the constru
tive value of revolution is already being exper
enced. Increases of from 100 to 200 per ce:
in rice production—all of it available for the us
of the people; none of it burnt as in capitali
countries—the reclaiming of some 33,000 acres
swamp land, advances in all branches of indus
try . ... this is Soviet China.

The Spanish Revolution.

But the Chinese Revolution began some ve:
ago. Its history during 1935 was one of «
solidation and extension, a history full of mom
Even more important for 1935, however. wa
outhreak of revolution on a new front. The re
lutionary crisis in Spain had long been t
The semi-feudal conditions of agricul
(monopoly-capitalist ownership of land, st
imposed on feudal serf labour hest describe:
with its train of misery and starvation
roused the peasantry to action. The appa
conditions of the miners in the Asturias and
where, the disorganisation of industry
of the general crisis of capitalism, mass t
ployment, rationalisation; all these, combined
the ripening of the struggle of the opp
nationalities (Catalans, Basques, Galicians
national autonomy welded the workers of S
together.

f See “Fundamental Laws of tI}e Chinese Soviet Repu
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nber a conference of Government
big land-owners in Madrid received
n an anti-Fascist general strike there
Asturias. On Sept. 13 the Communist
it parties of Spain achieved unity. On
_ Government declared a state of
exist. On October 4th, Lerroux (a
announced that members of the Catholic
party had been taken into his cabinet.
a genera.} strike began throughout
the Asturias, the workers took up
d Oviedo, and hoisted the Red Flag
‘own Hall. Everywhere their example
.. .. but not everywhere with such
bourgeoisie was in confusion.
strong measures were taken the
re successful. Why then did the revo-
? Or did it fail, in fact, at all?
facts stand out clearly. In Catalona,
arian area, the earliest and most erush-
defeats were suffered. In Catalona,
cho-syndicatists led the struggle. In
| actit_m was not taken quickly enough.
crucial moment, at the beginning of
revolution, no attempt was made to seize
centre of government. In Madrid, the
lists—now united with the Communists,
without a Communist understanding of the
of revolution, such as day to day struggles
right lines alone can teach—led the
gle. In the Asturias, the highest point
revolution was attained. Soviets were set
and functioned. Even now the struggle
inuing. In the Asturias the Communist
y led the revolution,

ing the Crisis”!

past year is notable as being the hun-
dth year since the first white settlement
ablished in this part of Australia. It
‘the close of a century of development and
and it is unfortunate that it coincided
fifth year of a world-wide economic de-
_unparalleled in its severity. There were
indications, during the earlier months of
that Victoria was emerging from the
, but the movement has been checked
d down by various causes. ...”

[ Monthly Summary of Australian
roduced by the National Bank, be-
e in the issue of January 11, 1935,
ect of the condition of trade in Vie-
writer does not attempt to explain
“various causes,” but instead analyses
effect of the Centenary celebrations.
that the accidental increase in em-
sed by the necessity for decorating
the consequent “increased aggregate
actory employees, builders, painters,
op hands, and others, which pre-
have continued through the celebra-
ssisted retail trade and the sale of all
., including foodstuffs, in almost all

. Although the United Front was achieved, the
influence of Communism was mnot everyv;here
strong enough to consolidate advantages, or set
the struggle on right lines. But the revolution in
Spain has not been defeated. The Spanish
X:E&;I: atli'ke éeapiing from their comrades in the
s that victorie i
revolutionary action. S SN .by S iy

War preparations, war situations, no war.

Mass discontent, a revolutionary crisis—;
Mass L revo-
lution in China zma Spain.

Wars and Revolutions.

In 1914, at the beginning of the general crisis
of capitalism, a position was reached when capi-
talists could see one way out—war—and workers
one way out—revolution. In 1914, the first world
war preceded the outbreak of revolution, revolu-
tion which freed the people of Russia, but else-
where failed—for the time. 1914 saw the begin-
ning of the first round of wars and revolutions.

Revolutions and Wars.

In 1935, the general crisis has matured. After
passing through a period of temporary illusory
stability, the capitalists once more see but one
solution—war (for which the workers must now
be cowed by Fascism). The workers, too, see
but one solution—revolution. This time revolu-
tion has preceded war. In 1935, we have entered
1\17%:}{ éhe second round of REVOLUTIONS AND

AUSTRALIA

centres, Failing this assistance there may have
been an unwelcome decline.”

Very considerately, he amplifies this last eryptie
comment by tabulating “the various unfavorable
factors, which but for the stimulating effect of
the Centenary celebrations,” may have had this
undesirable result. They are as follow:—

“1. Low prices for wool, wheat, butter, apples,
and base metals.

“2, Unfavorable winter season in the North and
North-west of the State, and unseasonable spring
and summer weather affecting trade conditions.

“3. Losses in various sections due to storms,
floods, and grasshoppers.

“4, Disturbed international trade position with
marked restriction on Australia’s export trade to
various countries.

“5, Heavy expenditure locally on transport and
amusement during the past few months, with a
consequent lessening of the amount many people
could spend in other directions.”

It is an interesting commentary on this last
factor that the proprietors of Joyland—the new
amusement vark in Batman Avenue “£1,000,000
of fun for 3d.”—are bankrupt.

Reasons 2 and 3 are of the familiar type—
unfavorable seasonal and other natural conditions.
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The fact that these conditions do, on some oOc-
‘casions, have some bad effect nga_.keg: them an
invaluable shield for the bourgeoisie in the pre-
sent state of crisis. More frequently, however,
they have the opposite effect; restrictions,
whether by natural or artificial means (burning
of wheat, sinking of butter in the sea, ploughing
in of cotton, ete., ete.), inflate the prices of the
sold commodities and, though the small and
middle producer is hard hit, the “big” man bene-
fits. The National Bank expert does not take
account of this. y

Reasons 1 and 2 are on a different level, in
that they are fundamental features of the present
trade position as it affects Australia. But, like
all bourgeois economists of the present day, the
writer—whose estimate of the position is a very
sober one—has taken for causes what are, in fact,
simply effects.

It will be obvious that reasons 1 and 4 are
largely interdependent. Wool and wheat are the
main Australian exports, primary products com-
prising 95 per cent. of the total export trade.
Now, the trade value of the wool exported from
Australia for the months July-November, 1934,
was £11,752,000, a decrease of £12,331,000 (Aus-
tralian currency) on the trade value of the amount
exported during the corresponding period of 1933.
In the case of wheat, wool, and apples, there
were slight increases, but not nearly sufficient to
balance the huge increase on wool. The follow-
ing figures (in million pounds sterling), for which
the National Bank’s “Monthly Summary” for
January is also responsible, give a very fair pic-
ture of conditions:—

July-Nov., 1933. July-Nov., 1934.
Imports .. el 25.0 32.3
Exports .. . 52.9 41.9

The balance of trade in favor of Australia has
shrunk by £11,500,000, and when we take into
consideration the fact that the export figures
quoted include, for 1933 £3,809,000, and for 1934
£4,214,000 of gold, the parlous condition of Aus-
tralian capitalism becomes very apparent. The
position has of course been induced to a great
extent _by “restriction on Australia’s export trade
to various countries,” but to elevate this to the
rank of a reason is ridiculous. It is simply beg-
ging the fqn@amental question—why these worl%—
wide restrictions? Why has the race between
nation and nation to build up national economy
taken on this form? And there can be but one
answer—the same for Australia as for Germany,
England, France, America, Japan, and all the
rest of them. Neither plagues of grasshoppers,
nor ﬂoof:ls, nor unfavourable weather conditions in
Aus_traha can explain Japanese, German, and
Italian restrictions on Australian wool.

The reason can only lie in the world-wide
developmept_ of a new stage of intensity in the
general crisis of capitalism,

The Centenary Celebrations.

The reaction of Australian ea itali
conditions is most vividly i]lustrgted Sl?l] t?e t(}jl:rs:-e
tenary celebratlons: In general these celebrations
may be characterised as conscious speeding up
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of the drive towards fascism and war; in par-
ticular they consisted of a fremzied attempt to
give a semblance of solidity to Anglo-Australian
relations, being marked by a festival of flag-wavy-
ing and military propaganda, by military confer-
ences, and an air race which revealed the sharp-
ness of Anglo-American antagonism, and which
provided a thorough test of the speed and endur-
ance of the latest type of British military plane
—+the de Haviland Comet.

None of our Centenary guests lacked their im-
portance. Prince Henry supplied glanmpl-; the
poet laureate, mysticism. But the most import-
ant contribution to the proceedings was made b
three men whom the public saw very little—
Maurice Hankey, Field Marshall Lord Milne, anq
Sir John Cadman. In Australia the Press unani-
mously proclaimed that the visit of Sir Maurice
Hankey (secretary of the Committee of Imperial
Defence), was simply designed to do honour t
Victoria’s “Hundred Years of Progress.” Hi
might, of course, discuss Defence, but that was
not the objeet of his visit. The English Press
told a different story. Sir Maurice, it was an-
nounced, would arrange his tour of the Dominions
designed to strengthen the defences of the Em-
pire, so as to be in Melbourne during the Cen-
tenary celebrations. His colleagues, Milne ar
Cadman, are respectively the mechanisation
pert of the British army, and the man who ar-
ranged petrol supplies for the Allies in the World
War.

The effect of their visit was immediately
parent. First, there was a sudden rise in th
number of political books and periodicals whi
were banned. ‘“International Press Corr
ence” was one of the first to suffer, and on sever:
occasions supplies of “The Labour Monthlv” v
held up. Second, there were rumours of the re-
introduction of compulsory military traini
Generally, there was a tightening up of repre--
sive measures and active war-preparation in
directions.

For Australian capitalism, the Centenars
celebrations marked the most powerful a
vance to date, of the process of fascisation and
preparation for war.

The Workers’ Reply.

As in other parts of the world, the pres
}evel of economic ecrisis in Australia leads
intensification of the trend to fascism. Als
in other parts of the world, there develops simt
taneously a revolutionary working-class n
ment gathering in strength and in unity
sists the growth of restrictions, the attac
living conditions, and the advance of
and fights for immediate demands and the
mate overthrow of capitalism. During th
period of the Centenary celebrations, the pe
when the Duke of Gloucester was in Melbc
the most significant indications of the deve
ment of such a movement were the All-Aust
Congress Against War and Fascism, held i
Port Melbourne Town Hall, and the Mell
Tramway Strike,
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Tramway Strike.
e to over-estimate the importa
the Melbourne Trammies I::hosengg
p strike for better conditions during
celebrations. It was a challenging,
ture, saying with the utmost clarity
king-class was not deceived and swept
i by the outburst of patriotic propa-
was at once a demonstration of the
ry initiative of the tram-men, in that
‘on a time when the disorganisation of
ervices would have important practical
es in order to obtain their demands,
be a powerful counterblast to the ad-
fascism.
significant was the manner in which
trayed by the social-fascist “Trades Hall
- Committee,” into whose hands the
was allowed to be taken. It was a clear
that in Australia, as in England, the
Party leaders are selling the workers’
o the bourgeoisie, that they are paving
for the advance of fascism. They can
nted from doing so, as the Wonthaggi
truggle earlier in the year showed, by
itant rank-and-file action.

gress Against War.

'k that had to be done in arranging the
Congress Against War and Fasecism
an indication of the growth of fascism
e struggle against it. One hall after
* was booked by the organisers—and then
cancelled by the lessees. Until the very
ent it was not known whether the Port
¢ Town Hall would also be withdrawn.
the uncertainty which thus surrounded
in which the Congress would be held,
‘the usual campaign of slander by the
ite the counter-attraction of naval and
pageants and several other Centenary

the Congress was a splendid success.
than 250 organisations (most of them
lass) were represented. Delegates re-
key war industries, such as miners,
workers, and boot trade workers, were
Communists, Christians, Labour Party
followers of the Douglas Credit pro-
‘worked together in a concrete militant
structing a programme and method for
against Fascism and War. It was a
t reply to the flag-waving and
military and fascist propaganda of the
celebrations.

l Griffin.

ates to that Congress were prevented
their places in it by the direct inter-
e Australian Government. Egon Ex-
. delegate from the World Committee
Var and Fascism, and Gerald Griffin,
 New Zealand, were excluded from
The details of the events connected
le which developed around the ex-
two men are so well known that
t go into them here. We are more
1 their significance.

ment action itself was the most
e indication we have yvet seen of
of fascism in this country. The
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struggle against it, carried on both legally and
illegally—the landing of Griffin in defiance of
authority—has been the finest expression of
the gathering unity of the Australian working
class and petty-bourgeoisie in the struggle
against fascisation,

The struggle for the liberation of Kisch has
been completely successful.

The struggle for the liberation of Griffin is
continuing, so that he also will leave Australia
a free man,

The Book Censorship Abolition League.

One of the most important features of the
underground part of the Centenary celebrations
was the increased stringency of the hook censor-
ship. The Book Censorship Abolition League was
formed as a counterblast to it. We cannot as
yet chronicle as full a measure of success in this
branch of the struggle against fascism as in
others. Valuable work has certainly been done.
A Petition to the House of Representatives has
been circulated,” and meetings of various kinds,
including a public debate, have been held to popu-
larise the League and its work. The weakness
has been that the appeal has been almost entirely
to the petty-bourgeoisie. Certainly it is desirable
that professors, lecturers, scientists, and others
should support such a movement; but, as in all
other branches of the struggle against fascism,
success can be obtained only by united action
under the militant lead of the working class.

Australia and the
New Stage of Crisis.

This then is the picture we see in Australia
to-day—on the one hand confusion in econ-
omy, growing rivalry between monopoly
groups reflected in the splits in the political
parties which became apparent during the
Federal elections and have since become more
serious, growing complexity in international
antagonisms reflected in Australian participa-
tion in the disintegration of the Empire (Lan-
cashire cotton boycott, meat restrictions), on
the basis of all this a speeding-up of the
tempo of fascisation under the mask of the
Centenary celebrations; on the other hand,
growing working-class unity and effective or-
ganisation to meet these conditions, progress
on all fronts, but a serious weakness (which
can be overcome) in the reply to the book
ban,

We are often told that Australia is out of the
current of developments in other parts of the
world. The condition of affairs in Australia
makes it impossible to accept such a statement.
The features of crisis which we noted in our sur-
vey of world affairs are exactly those which we
have found in Australia.

This country, like all others, faces a new
stage in the general crisis of capitalism—a
stage of increased class and international ten-
sion and new outbreaks of strike—the Second
Round of Revelutions and Wars. &

—W.S.

#All members of the Labour Club Committee have copies
of this petition, and all students are urged to make it their
business to sign one.
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1901: Lenin Honours Students

The following article was written by Lenin for “Iskra,” February, 1901.

THE newspapers of January 11 published the
official announcement of the Ministry of Edu-
cation concerning the drafting into the army of
183 students of the Kiev University as a punish-
ment for “riotous assembly.” The Provisional
Regulations of July 29, 1899—this menace to the
student world and to society—are being put into
execution less than eighteen months after their
promulgation. And it seems as if the govern-
ment hastens to excuse itself for applying this
measure of unexampled severity by publishing
an indietment in which the misdeeds of the stu-
dents are painted in the blackest possible colours.

These misdeeds are worse than awful! A gen-
eral students’ congress was convened in the sum-
mer in Odessa to discuss a plan to organise all
Russian students for the purpose of protesting
against the state of affairs in academic, public,
and political life. As a punishment for these
eriminal political designs all the student delegates
were arrested and deprived of their documents.
But the unrest does not subside—it grows and
persists in breaking out in many higher educa-
tional institutions. The students desire to discuss
and conduct their common affairs freely and in-
dependently. Their authorities—with the soul-
less formalism with which Russian officials have
always distinguished themselves—retaliate by
petty pin-pricks, and rouse the discontent of the
students to the highest pitch, and automatically
stimulate the thoughts of the youths who have
not yet become submerged in the morass of bour-
geois stagnation, to protest against the whole
system of police and official tyranny.

The Kiev students demand the dismissal of a
professor who took the place vacated by his col-
league. The authorities resist, provoke students
to convene “assemblies and demonstrations” and
—give way. The students call a meeting to dis-
cuss the despicable conduct of two undergraduates
—scions of wealthy families—who (so rumour
has it) tegether had outraged a young girl. The
officials sentence the principal “culprits”—for
convening a meeting—to solitary confinement in
the students’ detention room. These refuse to
submit. They are expelled. A erowd of students
demonstratively accompany the expelled students
to the railway station. A new meeting is called.
The students remain until the evening and refuse
to disperse until the rector arrives. The Vice-
Governor and the chief of the gendarmerie come
on the scene at the head of a detachment of
troops, who surround the university and occupy
the main hall. The rector is called. The stu-
dents demand—a constitution perhaps? No. They
demand the abolition of the punishment of soli-
tary confinement, and the reinstatement of the
expelled students. The names of the participa-

tors in the meeting are taken and th
allowed to go home. ke

POI}TDER over this astonishing lack of propor-
tion between the modesty and innocuousness
of the demands put forward by the students and

the panicky dismay of the government, which be-
haves as if the axe had already been laid to the
pillars of the monarchy. Nothing so much ex-
poses our ‘“‘ommipotent” government as this dis-
play of consternation. By this it proves more
convineingly than does any “criminal manifesto”
to all those who have eyes to see and ears to
hear that it realises the complete instability of
its position, and that it relies only on the bayonet
and the knout to save it from the indignation of
the people. Decades of experience has taught the
government that it is surrounded by inflammable
material, and that a mere spark, a mere protest
against solitary confinement, is sufficient to start
a conflagration. That being the case, it is clear
that the government had to make an example of
the students; draft hundreds of students into the
army! “Put the drill sergeant in place of Vol-
taire.” This formula has not become obsolete; on
the contrary, the twentieth century is destined to
see its complete application.

This new punitive measure, new in its attempt

to revive the long-obsolete past, provokes many
thoughts and comparisons. Three generations ago,
in the reign of Nicholas I., drafting into the army
was a natural punishment entirely in keeping
with the whole system of Russian serf society.
Aristoerats were sent to the army so as to be
compelled to serve and win their officers’ spurs,
and in order to curb the liberties of the nobility.
The peasants were drafted into the army as a
form of punishment; it was a long term of servi
tude, where “Green Street”® and other form
inhuman treatment awaited them. It is now
than a quarter of a century since “univer
military service was introduced, which at the ti
was acclaimed as a great democratic reform.
a matter of fact, we have not and never
universal military service, because the privil
enjoyed by birth and wealth ecreate innume
exceptions. As a matter of fact, we have not a
never had anything resembling equality of
zens in military service. On the contrary,
barracks are completely saturated with the s
of most revolting tyranny. ...

OME will break down under the heavy burden,
will fall in combat with the military authori-
ties; others—the feeble and flabby—will be cowe
into silence by the barracks. But there will !
those whom it will harden, whose outlook wil
broadened, who will be compelled to ponder ove
and test their aspirations towards liberty. The;
will experience the whole weight of tyranny and
oppression on their own backs when their human

dignity will be placed in the hands of a L
sergeant, who very frequently takes deliberat¢
delight in tormenting the “educated.” The;
see with their own eyes what the position of the
common people is, their hearts will be rent by the
seeings of tyranny and violence that they wil
compelled to witness every day, and they

* Running the gauntlet.—Ed.
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the injustices and pett tyra
dents suffer are mpereyﬂeibliltl?s’
the oppression which the people
_to suffer. Those who will under-
, on leaving military service, take
annibal to fight with the vanguard
e, the working class, for the eman-
he whole people from despotism. . . .
king class has already commenced the
* its emancipation. It must remember
great struggle imposes a great duty

it cannot emancipate itself without
ng the whole people from despotism;
(its duty first and foremost to respond
- political protest, and render it every
The best representatives of our educated
ave proved—and sealed the proof with
f thousands of revolutionaries, tortured
by the government — their ability and
to shake from their feet the dust of
society, and march in the ranks of the
The worker who can look on indif-
ile the government sends troops against
t youth is not worthy of the name of
The students came to the assistance of
s—tthe workers must come to the aid
aents. . .

ple must not let the government an-
lent of its punishment of the students
unanswered.

GERMAN STUDENT SPEAKS.

German Universities, since October,
, one year’s full-time service in the
wehr has been included as a com-
1y item in every course of study.
ealistic are the military manoeuvres
-gas is loosed on the camps with-
warning in the early hours of the
; thus efficiency in the use of gas-
promoted. A German student
itler his reply:

and to learn how ito use rifles
chine-guns. The struggle for a
ism, i.e., for a workers’ and
government, and the overthrow
Fascism, demands soldiers who
when it comes to it. In our
coats we will stand shoulder to
with the workers and peasants.
the gorgeous phrase, ‘Student and
Are One, let us make a revolu-
slogan—Ye¢s, student and worker
the fight against Hitler and his
in the fight against Fascist
the unparalleled misery and
t of the German people.”

—FREI JUGEND.

i

L1
b2

s

A LETTER

Regent Park, London, W.1,
29/9/34.
To the Editor of “Proletariat,”

Dear Comrade,—A friend of mine here has just
shown me your Vol. 3, No. 2, issue of “Prole-
tariat”—a fine piece of work, well-informed, pun-
gent and vital. The publication far surpasses the
sickly reform productions of this country.

I am a New Zealand architect in partnership
with a Melbourne fellow—hoth of us some five
years here, and very soon disillusioned by the
petty complex of English respectability,

You are correct in your diagnosis of Mosley
and Rothermere—it’s worse to live here, though,
in the face of open support given to these car-
rion by a score well-known titled manufacturers,
bankers, and military failures. The apathy of
English middle class elimbers is not so amazing,
as it is a thoroughly scientific result of a public
school system far more cunningly evolved than
we aggressively eclass-free colonials can ever
realise.

The “great cause” in this country is like it is in
all other capitalist fortresses — fighting forever
with a one-tenth unified organisation. I am con-
versant with reactionary processes the world over,
and, though remaining a rebel, am thoroughly
and immovably convinced of the futility of our
cause against them. The fearful obstacles imposed
by mental training and subsequent psychological
environment in England alone to me predict the
history, not only of the mother country, but
also of the Empire; and that history means pre-
cisely the German one—it is infallible, I needn’t
attempt to stress to you the differences between
the Soviet accomplishment of Socialism and a
similar one in a country that has had half a
century of intense imperialist culture. The case
for, shall we say, Spain or China, is entirely
different—for you and me, unfortunately, English
history is going to be all that will have any
effect. The die was cast back in the middle of
last century, and Marx wasn’t an Englishman.

You will say I am a pessimist—I am—for the
next generation at least, with a good many
Vickers bullets thrown in. There is a unanimity
of Press opinion to help me to be one. Ewven that
last great organ of candid progress, “The Guar-
dian,” is veering. The sedition bill is a gauge of
the national pulse, and there are men who mean
that pulse to beat. The opposition is useless and
playing into the murderers’ hands by its very
minority and localisation. To boot, Mosley pro-
cures police protection, access to every University
in the land, and funds for propaganda in every
district. Opposition to him is negligible. Surely
such diplomacy is as far beyond working-class
interference as the ape from the shrew,

And yet there are unlimited hopes—publishing
firms that could exist nowhere else in the world
almost, who produce cheap literature of the right
kind. Get, if you ean, Palme Dutt’s “Fascism,”
at 5/—it is prohibited almost within the entire
range of the Empire, but you may be lucky.
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I am sincerely hard up at the moment, but will

remit later for your long life and an occasional

“Proletariat.” ;
Sincerely yours,—

AND A REPLY

Melbourne University, Carlton, N.3,
10/4/35.

Dear Comrade,—Your letter expresses so
exactly the point of view of a great number of
the more radical members of the petty bour-
geoisie, that we have thought it desirable to reply
to it in an open letter. It is particularly neces-
sary that we should do so, because the majority
of the students at our own University come from
pelty bourgeois families, and, when they become
sympathetic towards the revolutionary movement,
tend to fall into errors similar to those which
we hope to persuade you that you have com-
mitted.

Thank you, first of all, for your congratula-
tions; but we can hardly accept your sweeping
condemnation of English publications. . . . “The
sickly reform productions of this country,” you
say. Surely a country which produces the “Labour
Monthly” and the “Daily Worker,” to name only
two, deserves no such condemnation; and if your
reference is intended only for student papers, the
“Student Vanguard” stands out as a refutation of
it. As to your remark about the “Manchester
Guardian,” its history should not surprise you.
It is the natural history of moneyed liberalism
in a period of intensifying fascisation,

The truth of the matter is, Comrade, that you
have estimated most inaccurately the condition of
the class struggle, both in England and Australia,
and elsewhere. Take, for example, your refer-
ences to Mosley. You speak as though his move-
ment were an isolated event, as though there
were no Australian counterpart to it. But we,
too, have our New Guard, our Empire Honour
League, and similar open and concealed Fascist
organisations, We, too, have Governments which
pass legislation of a specifically anti-working-
class character. Actually, during the last six
months, we have witnessed tremendous attacks
upon “democrgtic liberty” in the persecution of
Kisch and Griffin, and in the increasing rigour
of the censorship. Both these auestions are more
fully discussed elsewhere in “Proletariat.” Here
we would simply point out that the success of the
organised working-class opposition in the Kisch
case 1s in itself a practical refutation of your
notion that the forces of reaction must prevail.
Moreover, the whole struggle surely makes it
quite clear that we colonials are by no means
“class-free.” A lack of titled aristocrats does not
exempt a country from the class-struggle. Your
dgscrlpf;mn of the opposition to Mosley as “negli-

ible” is very hard to understand. Even at this

istance, the voices of Olympia and Hyde Park
are heard shouting a denial. hat is more, in
England and in Australia, “military failures” are
not the only representatives of national defence in
the ranks of organised Fascism,
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» esting that the English Public Schoo]
sy:?eniugi'sg a cu%mingly devised method of main-
taining an attitude of complacent acceptance of
.the “status quo,” you are, of course, correct; but
in implying that other countries are not similarly
served, you are wrong. In all capitalist countries,
education necessarily serves the interests of the
dominant class. It is a powerful tool used by this
class to shape all members of society according
to its pattern. Of course, in each country there
are variations in social and economic conditions,
which lead to slight differences in the pattern and
in the machinery which reproduces it. Only in 2
truly “class-free” society, a society such as Soviet
Russia and Soviet China are building, can educa-
tion be used to develop to the full the ability of
the individual.

To return once more to your pessimism—the
fact that unity in the revolutionary movement has
not yet been achieved in England or Australia
does not mean that it cannot be achieved. Here
in Australia to-day, the united front proposals of
the Communist Party are being received enthusi-
astically by rank and file Labour Party workers,
and experience in France, Spain, Austria, etc.,
has shown very clearly that even the most reac.
tionary reformist bureaucrats must yield even-
tually to mass pressure from below. In pointing
to the examples of these other countries we are
not ignoring your statements as to the unique
position of Great Britain. It is true that ever:
year British Imperialism uses its schools, its
radio, its arts, to pump capitalist culture into its
people; and this does increase the difficulties of
revolutionary work. But . . mass starvdtion
increasing unemployment, rationalisation, de-
creasing standards of living, teach a sharper les-
son than that which is taught by a decaving
culture.

You predict Fascism in the British Empire for
a generation at least, but claim the case to
entirely different for, say, China or Spain. But
isn’t the situation in India more like that in China
than like that in England? What would be the
condition in England if this main source
colonial super-profits were stopped by revolution-
ary action? But there are many circumstances
which can produce a revolutionary situation- _
England as in any other capitalist country. It is
only if such a revolutionary situation is let sli|
le, if there is no organised vanguard of ti
working-class to seize that moment and lead t
workers to power, that Fascism will come.

It is the task of class-conscious intellectuals
such as yourself—and us—to join the worker
who are building that vanguard. “The oppos
tion is useless and playing into the murderers
hands by its very minority and localisation.”
the contrary, Comrade, the opposition is not only
driving back the Fascist forees, it is building
the struggle the leaders of the proletarian rev
lution, There is no country in which Bolshe:
acic:iion cannot make conditions serve the workers
end.

Greetings—
THE EDITORS
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rt life, the cinema has compressed
nent that the older arts have taken
attain. Its scope is at least as wide
the printed word; for cinema includes
the narrative film that constitutes the
ommercial production, but also the ab-
, the documentary film, the educational
news-reel, the animated cartoon, and
ous permutations and combinations.

ema is not only an art, but a vast en-
nt industry, an important field for
exploitation,

ent of so manifold a subject within the
f a short article must be of a most general
statements made are necessarily com-
and dogmatic; in addition, my enthusiasm
-art leads me to enter on controversial
, to make statements with which many
. wish to agree.

se things, make allowances.

ema
Film is the Supreme Art.

» most obvious characteristic of the film is
appeals directly to the eye and ear, the
through which our knowledge of the uni-
chiefly derived. The film, more than any
edium, is capable of giving an exact re-
ion of the external world as it appears to
s. In a few short years this will be
e true, for by then colour photography
oscopy will have reached a state of de-

as perfect as that reached by non-
otography and sound recording to-day.
‘many reasons why the film is capable
ng a more exact representation of the
world than any other form of art.

is essentially dynamie, a fact which is
ed by its very name; it deals with images
of constant change, and continual flow.
ing is and is not, for everything is fiuid,
tly changing, constantly coming into
1 passing away.”
for the first time gives adequate re-

fundamental love of physical move-
b is expressed only in rudimentary form
, pantomime, and drama.

to images a fluidity only previously
by music. “Plainly we have something
can be raised to parallelism with the
al compositions; we have possibili-
ectacle equal to any music that has
'be written, comprehending indeed the
music as one of its factors.” (H. G.

ess of editing or montage, the ;ig—
of the film are juxtaposed and made

Capitalism

to reinforce and to conflict with each other. In
this way tremendous intensification and compres-
sion are achieved,

Not only does the film represent the things and
processes of the external world exactly as they
appear to the mind; it also has the power of pre-
senting exactly the ideas, ever-changing, ever-con-
flicting, which reflect these things and processes.
The film at last emancipates us from symbolism,
from the necessity of translating ideas into sym-
bols and back again into ideas, for purposes of
communication. It frees us from that petrifica-
tion of ideas, which is a dangerously easy con-
sequence of casting them into the mould of words;
that petrification which leads to metaphysical
modes of reasoning. The film moreover is cap-
able, whether by means of crosscutting, mixes, or

composite shots, of developing several ideas
simultaneously.
Cinema . . “comprehends things and their

representations, ideas, in their essential connec-
tion, concatenation, motion, origin, and ending.”

In short, the dialectical materialist, who gives
even a cursory consideration to the properties of
cinema, is led inescapably to the conclusion that
in it we have at last a completely dialectical form
of expression, and hence the supreme form of ex-
pression.

This proposition seems to me at once so simple,
so irrefutable, and so immense in its implications
that I cannot excuse the ignorance that still sur-
rounds the film, manifested at its mildest as a
tendency to treat the film as an art form still on
trial; at its worst as a vulgar hostility.

The Film Will Largely Supplant
the Older Arts.

Since the film expresses itself with the very
stuff of ideas, it is destined largely to supplant
the older arts, at the same time absorbing the
valuable features of each.

This statement should not be controversial,
provided that my previous argument has been
accepted; nevertheless, it deserves further discus-
sion. Let us see how far it applies to the film’s
present state.

Consider first the drama. Only the sentimental
reactionary who senses a mystical virtue in “flesh
and blood drama” will deny or regret that the
film has swept away all the limitations of time
and space, and all the tiresome subterfuges that
mar stage-drama. For instance, it does away
with the business of “getti people on, and
getting them off,” which (in the words of H. G.
Wells) “is a vast and laborious part of dramatic
technique.” At the same time there is no valu-
able form of expression so peculiar to the drama
that it cannot be appropriated by the film.

Since the cinema’s appeal is prjmarily pic-
torial, it has also much in common with the static:
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ictorial arts, that have annexed to themselyes
fhe name of . The principles of design
evolved in painting and sculpture, serve as valu-
able guides in the design of the filmic image.
But the dynamic character of the cinema gives
it a freedom and power that is not possessed by
ART. Principles of static design must be greatly
modified in the film, and principles of dynamic
design evolved in their place.

How far may the film in its present stage re-
place literary expression?

For purely descriptive purposes, for statement
of specific objective fact, the film is unrivalled.
A scene, an action, a process, may be presented
on the screen accurately, concisely, and vividly,
in a fraction of the time necessary for verbal
description.

The film is, of course, not confined to statement
of objective fact. There is no conception cap-
able of visualisation by the novelist, which can-
not be realised on the film, however fantastie,
complex, or vast it may be. Witness the mechani-
cal ingenuity of “The Invisible Man,” “King
Kong,” “Alice in Wonderland,” etc.; recall any
film which depicts huge crowd or battle scenes,
or natural cataclysms.

The film’s power of describing mental pro-
cesses is still largely untapped. Pudovkin’s
“Mechanism of the Brain,” made in 1925, in con-
junction with workers in Pavlov's laboratory, re-
mains still a comparatively isolated effort. To
it, however, must be added Pabst’s “Secrets of
the Soul,” a narrative film made with the help
of Frend, and illustrating very powerfully the
principles of Freudian psycho-analysis. Minor
examples of the film’s capacity to show the work-
ings of the subconscious mind were seen last
year in the delightful dream-fantasies that gave
distinction to the Pommer-Martin-U.F.A., film
“Happy Ever After” and Henry King's “Caro-
ina.” Filmic duplication of the functions of
memory and imagination is, of course, a common-
place, ie., it is seen in the flash-back and the
“flash-forward.”

The film can alter its point of view with even
greater facility than the novel. It can see, now
with the eyes of an observer, now with those of
any one of the protagonists. It not only sees,
but “feels” as the protagonist or the spectator,
e.g., Pudovkin instances a case where “the cam-
era sees with eyes of a beaten boxer rendered
dizzy by a blow.”

It must be admitted that the film, at present,
usually expresses thoughts and emotions by
means of externals; by behavioristic details, en-
vironment, camera treatment, and editing.
means of the close-up, for instance, the film may
impart intensified expression to a lifted eyebrow,

fist, or an inanimate
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The film is, as yet, clumsy in comparison with
literature, ;&en it seeks to make a summarised
statement, or to deal with generalised concep-
tions. The film-director who wishes to extend
the range of his art must continually seek to
formalise the ideas implied by such words as
“capitalism," "pz’o}etar'iat,” ulOve,n-uhat.e,u and
so on, and thus to express generalised ideas in
filmic terms.

But if it is true that many ideas are at present
better expressed verbally than filmically, it is also
true that the film has opened up avenues of ex-
pression previously inaccessible to literature, as
well as the other arts; it is true that in regions
of thought where the film and literature are com-
parable, the film is tremendously more powerful,
and that it is continually extending its boun-
daries. And the only limits to those boundaries
are the limitations of human thought.

Surely, one of the most fascinating aspects of
the film is the almost daily advance in expres-
siveness, continuing the evolution that has been
compressed into its brief history of a quarter-
century as an art.

But, in contemplating the future of the film, we
need not be apologetic for its present achieve-
ments. If we agree that the purpose of art is the
communication of ideas as lucidly and powerfully
as possible, we must admit that many of the
films of the present day are, at least, on the same
plane as the classics of the older arts. We o
also admit that the film has all the prope
which are necessary to enable it to absorb
other arts and transform them into a higher
synthesis.

The Fundamental Properties
of the Film.

In Ameriea, the film had its birth, and from
America came the beginnings of almost all the
expressive technique of the film. Notably is
so in the remarkable early work of D. W. Grii-
fith, such as the “Birth of a Nation” and “In
tolerance.” Griffith it was who first realised t!
power of editing, and was responsible for n
filmic devices, such as the close-up, iris-shot
soft-focus, and so on. And Griffith’s ir
has made itself felt in the later work of An
can directors, and indeed throughout the w

From Germany has come a realisation of
value of environmental setting and filmic «
and the expressive use of mixes and s
posed shots. In Germany, too, was devel
much of the film’s power of psychological ex:
sion, German directors realised also the e
sive value of camera angles and camera
ment, and the freedom they gave to the ¢ ra
was eagerly seized upon by the Americans wit
their greater technical equipment.

From France has come much interestin
dependent work in the abstract film, the surrca -
film, and the welding of film and music.

But, chiefly because directors in capita

countries atr: umlil:r the control of a profit king
1y, they have made very little consciou
evaluation of filmic properties. The work of such
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have been largely instinctive;
have not expressed the prin-
is based. Pabst, Clair, D. W.
n, Lubitsch, von Stroheim, have
no expositions of the principles
ether in filmic or literary form.

t Russia has there been consistent
investigation of the fundamental
the film.

started from the simple proposition
ry art there must be firstly a ma-
secondly a method of composing this
cially adapted to this art.” Kuleshov
m, having considered the work of
ectors, and in particular that of D.
and having made their own experi-
| at the conclusion that the material
k is the strips of film on which the
the camera is recorded, and the
composing this material is their join-
er in a particular, creatively discovered

components, and the task of the director
g-up (“montage”) of the film strips
g these elements, in the correct sequence,
solely by the laws of thought, in the
eth, so as to establish that all-import-
thythm, and using appropriate tran-
s. Thus the director creates a filmic
filmic time differing from real space

e.
tg:opositions, briefly, constitute the basis

ory of montage of the Russian left
school, the theory which has had such
pus results in the hands of those giants,
n and Eisenstein, as well as in the hands
directors; results such as “Battleship
2 “The End of St. Petersburg,” “Oc-
ot’l'ler," “Storm Over Asia,” “The

een left to Eisenstein in recent years
e the correspondence of filmic expres-
h Marxian dialectic, which was already
in the theories of the left-wing group.
ot film-artists have justified Lenin’s
mfidence in the film as a medium for
l propaganda. Consider the reasons
g such power in this respect.
| for the first time gives expression to
. which in literature and the drama ap-
inarticulate, amorphous thing. Its
wide panoramas, makes great crowd
ture of the cinema. But the camera
observe details, it can pick out typical
of the mass, and by the process of
enables the spectator to share in a
jous thoughts and emotions of typical
of the crowd. Thus the crowd receives
heightened individuality, since it is
of the emotions of many.
ability to reproduce with ‘“‘remorse-
the smallest detail, and to exclude
tails, coupled with its capacity for
id statement, enables it if need be
h a force that is irresistible and

ith the fact that the film gives ex-
masses, must be considered the
o speaks to the masses. Here, at

ion of the film must be analysed into its |
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last, is an art with a universal appeal. The film
speaks, not to a coterie, but to al .pelts vast audi-
ence is something unique in history. The writer
communicates with thousands, the film director’s
audience is numbered in millions (e.g., Chaplin’s
potential audience is estimated at 300,000,000).

. « « and Capitalism

What has Capitalism made of this medium,
whose possibilities as an art and as a medium
for propaganda and education are so great?

In considering this, we must remember, firstly,
that the cost of film production places the film-
artist peculiarly under the control of the capital-
ist; secondly, the tremendous market for films
makes their production, distribution, and exhibi-
tion a huge industry (fourth industry in U.S.A.).
But surely a very strange industry—one full of
the queerest illogicalities and exaggerations.

Opium for the People.

In speaking of the capitalist film, I refer chiefly
to Hollywood, because here it is seen in its most
typical form. Also, the Hollywood product com-
prises almost all the films seen in Australia,
British films being but inferior imitations of
Hollywood.

To supply its vast market, Hollywood has ran-
sacked the world for its “wage laborers,” in the
shape of directors, camera-men, technicians,
writers, scenarists, composers, and actors. And
all these wage-laborers are regimented into the
production of entertainment commodities for the
world, Chaplin being almost alone in his ability
to follow his own artistic inclinations.

Some of Hollywood’s employees fight continu-
ously, and with partial success, against its pro-
duction methods; a few are able to break away
into independent production now and then; many
adjust themselves to the system with great strain,
but most have few scruples about taking part in
the lucrative game of “selling the public what
it wants”; in other words, selling the wage-
earners and the salaried workers of the world
what finance-capital is trying to make them want
—_a narcotic, a weekly escape from the realities
of hourgeois society.

And so these narcotics are supplied in quan-
tities, in the shape of standardised adventure
films, slick comedies, lavish song and dance
shows, and sentimental melodramas.

But whatever the type of film, it must always
be modified to reach as wide a market as pos-
sible. The melodrama must have comic relief,
and the adventure-film a love interest, no matter
how irrelevant, A “happy ending” is tacked on
to the logical “unhappy ending.” The film must
also supply the erotic release rendered necessary
by bourgeois social conventions.

But whatever happens in the course of the film,
these bourgeois social conventions must always be
placated in the last few feet; virtue must be re-
warded and vice destroyec’l; the “abandoned
woman” must reform or receive her deserts; the



ideas to the exploitation of a personality that is
generally non-existent.

And even that considerable body of films to
which the above sweeping generalizations do not
apply, is again and again marred by concessions
to “the box office.” The film-artist must fight
continually against the demands of the producing
com) -

But when his capitalist masters have decided
that it will pay them to have an addition to the
technical resources of the film, in the form of
sound, then the film director must hasten to com-
ply with their demands. The ﬁh{mmnst have
talking only that, cent.
TALEKIES! Bntthatisnotmugh—thl;rmnst
have ALL TALKING, SINGING, and DANCING
pictures! And ezch must talk and sing and dance
more violently than the last. The painfully dis-
memdpm_:e;plesoéet%eh:ihntﬁhnmmbein—
stantly jettisoned, must go back to its

and subordinate i the

:
%

. outworn
conventions of siage-drama and musical comedy.
Then there must ensue a long process of recovery
w!n'hthe&w,mbetweenpmducﬁmmk,
endeavors to formulate methods of treatment of
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One is forced to admire the technical profici-
ency of Hollywood films; the efficient settings,
good lighting, fine camera work, competent act-
ing, and clever directions common to zall films,
factors which often give interest to the paltriest
theme. Their very lavishness is not to be iznoreq,
or the exhaustive research and expenditure that
ensures accuracy in the minutest details of ep-
vironment.

There is gquite a large class of films, which
though not great art, are clever entertainment,
I confess to a delight in Disney’s fantasies, that
is not entirely due to their technical interest,
Hollywood, also, produces a number of charming
and innocuous idylls of domestic and small-town
life, and from its annual crop there emerge 3 few
films that I would defend as good art. Often 2
gleam of a sociological truth breaks through, and
now and then masterpieces such as “Street
Scene,” “All Quiet,” “I Am a Fugitive.”

Censorship.

Hampered as the film is by capitalist produc-
tion methods, we must seek the major obstacle
in Capitalism’s more direct attack—the censor
ship. The cinema is being throttled by re
tions, sll:;:h as no (()lt;her art has k}alad to
under urgeois “democracy.” The Aus
censorship, besides banning scores of
yearly, makes cuts in more than half the £
films, for the most trivial reasons. And :
eliminations, sinee they destroy rhythm, zre
more serious than would be the tearing
pages and blacking-out of passages in half the
books entering the country,

Film ecensorship everywhere acts on the as-
somption that the film must be used only zs
opium for the masses. “The cinema sereen
the place for treatment of intimate biologic:
pathological, and political subjects” is the t
attitnde. Consideration will show that the
of censorship is not primarily the preve
“Iascivious” and “itt_nmoral" subjects; but the

suppression of any serious criticism of se
mighty bulwarke of bourgeois society: relizion,
marriage, and the family.

But it is in regard to political subjects that

B

censorship is seen at its worst. I can do no
better than quote from reports of the Bri
Board of Film Censors. The board forbids
dealing with strikes, it forbids “stories and
which are calculated and possibly intended 1
ment social unrest and discontent”; it
“scenes depicting the forees of order firing
unarmed populace”; it forbids “stories
any antagonistic or strained relations
white men and the eoloured population of 7
t:m:tt:ume.’I‘lmnse'!mt m;lsnl?z;;t-
attitude of Australian cens

and
mm show t?at the ilmlhz_.s been suffe
repression ior t 15 not surpr
Capitalism Mm enchained so 1

w- : freedom in literature. A.Bd;..i‘t.rr-i
am not attacking only :ual demoerats, liberals,
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free thinkers; I cannot exempt
the charge of indifference.

here Capitalism appears as an open
as Fascism, that the fate of the film
tragic. Fascism has destroyed the
ns of the German film, at its zenith
the Soviet film. Such films as “The
Dr. Caligari,” “Warning Shadows,”
“The Last Laugh,” ‘“Metropolis,”
the Soul,” “Du Dreigroschenoper,”
' Hell of Pitz Palu,” “Kameradschaft.”
10 e, and Germany’s finest film-artists

en e’xﬁed, including the greatest of them,

Bn.
this art form, enchained by profit-
urgeois ideology and Fascist repres-

Crisis in

twenty-third meeting of the “Australian
New Zealand Association for the Ad-
t of Science” was held in Melbourne
University Long Vacation. At the
were present about 1000 persons en-
n seientific and (in some cases) allegedly
occupations. The meetings were not
to specialised discussions, many state-
n the general relations of science and
g made. An examination of typical
s made at the Congress will show very
t is the present state of the “ad-
6 of science.”
wentions threaten industrial stability,

" increasing elimination of waste and
isation of industry.” — (Sir George

‘maladjustment of the Australian eco-
structure is very grave. We have no
for rectifying it.”—(Professor Giblin.)

e no plan,” “inventions threaten in-
lity”; this is the foundation upon
is standing to-day. On all sides
nggestions to slow down the develop-
nee to allow society to readjust itself.
lack of confidence in scientific achieve-
, which is due, not to any dis-
power of science to understand and
. physical world, but to fear of
. of scientific achievement on “industrial

OW

feeling of antagonism to science
in the press. The “Age,” in an edi-
‘the Congress, after stating that
its apotheosis a generation ago,
ki—
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sion, and then turn to the films of Soviet Russia,
where the film artist has something vital to
express, and is able to express it with all the
Eower at his command, by reason of his aesthetic

ackground, his training, and his freedom to in-
vestigate the properties of his art; factors which
have won for the Soviet film a pre-eminence re-
cognised not only by Communists but by every
bourgeois eritie.

In conclusion, the facts that filmic expression is
dialectical expression, that the film is the most
powerful of propaganda media, that it has played
a major part in Soviet Socialist construction—
these facts demand that the film receives that in-
tense study that has not yet been given to it by
Communists outside the U.S.8.R., or by members
of the M.U. Labour Club.

—K. COLDICUTT.

Science

“There is an occasional impulsive wish that
science might take back her favors, and let
mankind revert to the old simplicity and
security.”

The present owners of the machinery of indus-
try are certainly endeavoring to make science
take back some of her favors. The present eco-
nomic system, in which goods are produced not
in order to meet the needs of the human race,
but in order to bring profit to the tiny minority
which owns them, has broken down. In its hey-
day this economic system offered huge stimulus
to the development of science. Its competitive
nature initiated a colossal race for the improve-
ment of technique. Money was poured into scien-.
tific research from industry, because the owners
of industry knew that the study of general scien-
tific problems led to very practical results, and
that expenditure on so-called “pure” science was
a very profitable investment.

The technical advances resulting from scientific
knowledge had in turn a powerful effect on the
development of science. P. M. S. Blackett, the
well-known Cambridge physicist, stated recently
that:—

“The reason for the rapidity of advance of
modern physics . .. is to a considerable extent
due to the technical aids made available by
industry.”

The application of science to the problems of
industry has in turn reacted on general scientific
progress. For example, the X-ray study of the
structure of wool has led to a new knowledge of
the properties of protein molecules.

Because of the relationship between science and
industrial needs, the owners of the machinery of
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production determine the development of science;
and under the present economic system the pur-
pose of the application of science to industry is
not to increase the general well-being of
humanity, but to increase the profits of the
owners of industry.

For this reason the results of science are ap-
plied only when it is profitable to do so. When
cheap labour and shrinking markets make it un-
profitable, scientific discoveries are coolly shelved.
Examples are numerous, but we may take rubber
as typical. Rubber can be made synthetiecally,
but it is much cheaper for Capitalism to use the
natural product, because of the abundance of
black, semi-slave labour. The wages of this labour
are adjusted so as to be just sufficient to keep a
reasonable percentage of the natives from dying
of starvation. The profits from this black labour
are sufficiently great to enable one American
rubber combine to spend over one million pounds

er annum on propaganda against synthetic rub-

er. The result is that use of synthetic rubber is
restricted to the Soviet Union, where production
is for use and not for profit.

The tendency to obstruct technical progress
becomes more pronounced as capital becomes con-
centrated and monopolies formed. This for two
reasons: Firstly, monopoly companies are more
easily able to buy up technical discoveries in order
to shelve them; and, secondly, the concentration
of capital brings mass poverty and devastating'
crises, and consequently a shrinking market. This
second reason has two effects. It cheapens labour-
power, and consequently much work that it would
formerly have paid the capitalist to have done
by machines now pays him better if done by
cheap man-labor, “Again, in the face of the
shrinking market, the owners of industry fre-
quently find it inexpedient to make large outlays
on improving the technique of production,

With the growth of monopolies, the buying up
of technical discoveries and the shelving of them
becomes the order of the day. It has been cal-
culated by the economic magazine, “Iron Age,”
that by putting all the industrial plants in the
United States upon the level of modern technique,
it would he possible to shorten the working day
to three hours, and at the same time double the
output. But this is impossible under capitalism,
which finds it profitable to support obsolete
plants, to buy out patents, to shelve innovations
that threaten depreciation of old capital stock.

The effect of the crisis on scientific achieve-
ment is two-fold. On the one hand, there is a
movement in favor of throwing overboard the
fruits of science in order to restore sections of
the community to a primitive mode of existence.
Exam,?les are seen in the “back to the Hand-

oomssmoé?lr)r]ipni“:f of Glfhandi. and the scheme of
Professor in for self-supportin -
munities in Australia. " 4 e b

On the other hand, we have the direct effect

the scientist himself. We see scientists becom-
g more detached from reality, taking up studies
as speculative, and as remote from practical ap-
w, as ﬂfeothle; such :ghfor example, the
] of internal constitution of the stars

the habits of sea fishes, With this is
en a return to mys m and religion, such as

PROLETARIAT

was expressed by Professor 0. U. Vonwiller, gt
the Science Congress:—

“More important than the many recent re-
markable advances in the knowledge of physics
is the change in the philosophical outlook of
the physicist brought about by difficulties in
reconciling the new knowledge with establisheqd
theories and modes of thought. These modern
developments have a bearing on religion which
cannot be ignored, and here too is to be found
promise of the resolution of past difficulties,
without a sacrifice of essential faith.”

We wonder that the worthy Professor did not
mention recent experiments deseribed in the
science magazine, “Nature,” in which scientists

claimed that by use of the “Wilson track”
method the path of the spirit of a dying mouse
could be seen, other observers remarking that the
tracks were apparently visible only to the eye
of faith.

Despite the two-fold effect of the crisis of capi-
talism, scientific research is still being carried
on. It is, however, becoming chiefly concerned
with war preparations. Much of it is secret,
fact noted by Julian Huxley, in a recent survey
of British science:—

“In one government aided institution I was
told that it would be against national indus-
trial interests even to let it he known that a
lot of research was heing carried on, much
less to describe any of it!”

Huxley showed that research in the war indus
tries was in a flourishing condition, the British
government spending on war-research an amount
equal to its entire expenditure in all other
branches of scientific work. During February, a
conference of leading scientists was convened i
London to discuss how science could be brough
even more into the service of war,

In addition to the government’s expenditure o
scientific research for war, an incaleulable amount
is being spent directly by the armament com
bines. Imperial Chemical Industries Ltd., for i
stance, one of the biggest trusts in Britain, the
company which is in the forefront of war-prepara
tions all over the Empire, carries on world-wi
scientific research. Thus Sir John Cadman w
sent to Australia in October to investigate t

ossibilities of the uneconomical production of
rom shale for war supplies. The Universit
Melbourne recognised his work by conferring o
him an honorary degree. So science experts
used and rewarded.

The delegates at the Physics Section of
Science Congress were impressed by the equ
ment of the laboratories at the Maribyrio
munitions factory, and also by the quantity
the variety of work being undertaken. The mt
ber of scientific research workers employed
Maribyrnong has been increasing rapidly
some time, but now the tempo has risen shar|
During February, a new set of applications w
invited from metallurgy and chemistry gradua
from our University. The number of res
workers for Maribyrnong Munitions is
doubled, This ex ion is going on
taneously with the cutting down of rescar
ﬁrants to students working in the University

boratories,
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osition of science. Most
sts at the Congress revealed an
the futility of their work. Some
a sense of impending catastrophe.

re on unemployment, Sir George

pyment is not merely a temporary

associated with a phase of the
but is a permanent feature of such
e that if no remedy is found we must
w:)rld-wide conflagration of the first

one of the scientists showed any per-
how to free science from its present
e after another they expressed pessi-
icism, futility, warning, fear. Dr.
red a solution — a solution that is
a large number of scientists and which
the confusion of thought existing in
bourgeois scientists as a result of
ion from the practical work of society.
speech raised the greatest amount of
mt. After discussing the crisis in the
ofession, he attacked the present par-
ystem. The State, he said, cannot be
‘by unsuccessful grocers and punctili-
ts.” If scientists were in control of
v would be enabled to make a sys-
for an attack on human problems.

blames the stupidity of parliamen-
the economic crisis. Such an outlook
in its confusion. Has the doctor not
it the stupidity of parliamentarians is
w of the economic chaos, but its re-
t the policy of parliament does not
n the minds of parliamentarians, but is
by finance-capital? Has he not learned
‘examples of Germany, Italy, Austria,
. the economic crisis ultimately forces
ital to attempt to dispense with the
swork in order to establish the open
atorship of finance capital? Does he
demagogic outhursts against “unsuc-
ers” and “punctilious legalists” are
e stock-in-trade of Fascist propagan-
d that to speak of systematic planning
ism is also playing into the hands
demagogues? Does he think that
dictatorship will solve the crisis of
? If so, he would be wise to study the
ts made on science in Germany under
réoime. In his gibe at unsucecessful
‘Diihig reveals an intellectual snob-
only equalled by his ignorance of the
failure of small shopkeepers. It is
of ability, as the doctor would im-
growth of monopolies—chain-stores,
. squeezing out the small man and
on the labour-market. ;
solution of the crisis of science
Dr. Diihig, shows the scientist in
Capitalism, struggling for free-
sthing, except the obvious thing—
8, tiirowing in his weight with
the only force that can destroy

scientists have already

-younger
ol day more are doing so.

3 every

4 7 4

The progress of science in the Soviet Union,
standing in sharp contrast to the paralysis of
science in the Capitalist world, draws their atten-
tion. No greater contrast to the Melbourne
Science Congress could exist than the Soviet
Union delegation to the London Science Congress
in 1931. The papers read by members of this
delegation reveal with vividness the well-
grounded optimism and the scientific power that
have developed in the Soviet Union. Thus Buk-
harin, prominent member of the Moscow Acad-
emy of Sciences, reported:—

“One can feel with one’s own hands how
the development of Socialist agriculture
pushes forward the development of genetics,
biology generally; how the exceptionally in-
sistent need for the study of geological re-
search pushes forward geology, geochemistry,
etc. This shows the poverty of the idea that
the ‘utility’ of science means its degradation.
Great practice requires great theory. Gradu-
ally destroying the division hetween intellec-
tual and physical labor, Socialism fuses theory
and practice in the heads of millions. It is
not only a new economic system which has
been born. A new culture has been born. A
new science has been born. A new style of
life has been born.”

Scientific planning, impossible under Capital-
ism, is an accomplished fact in the Soviet Union.
This was shown in the report of M. Rubinstein,
Professor at the Institute of Economics, Moscow:

“The whole network of research activity in
industry is working in conformity with a
single plan. The first Scientific Research
Planning Conference, which was attended by
over 1000 delegates from scientific organisa-
tions in all branches of science and tech-
nology, investizated the most essential prob-
lems confronting the research workers, out-
lined the methodology of planning in this
domain, appealed to all scientists and scien-
tific workers to join in the working out of this
plan.”

Scientists cannot remain indifferent to the pro-
gress of science in the Soviet Union, the mass
enthusiasm behind science, the enormous in-
crease in the amount of research done (in 1930
the Soviet Union spent as much on a single
geophysical survey as was spent in the whole of
Furope on scientific research during that year),
and the immediate application of scientific dis-
coveries for the purpose of raising the living
standard of the workers.

The capitalist class endeavors to prevent these
facts from reaching us. There is a keen demand
here at the University for scientific papers pub-
lished in the U.S.S.R., but they are inaccessible
to research students. This forces on us the neces-
sity of strengthening our demand until we get
this material which is indispensable if we are to
understand the latest developments in science, and
if we are to understand also the cause of the
crisis in science, and how to end it.

—W. CHRISTIANSEN.



STUDENT NOTES: THE

INCE the last issue of “Proletariat,” the re-
actionary forces at the University have re-
vealed themselves. The “Melbourne University
Magazine” has been censored, and the University
Council against War disaffiliated. The Univer-
sity, also,%)y the part it played in the Centenary
celebrations, has revealed itself as an integral,
jingoistic, and pretentious part of the capitalist
state machinery,

All individuals and institutions which support
the policy of the ruling class to-day are con-
demned to play an increasingly reactionary role.
This very fact marshalls increasing numbers

ainst them. With the growth of reaction in the
%ﬁfliversity, the forces opposed to reaction have
also grown. The future of our University will be

determined by which forces grow the faster. The
workers of Australia are mobilising against

fascism; they are winning victories (the freeing
of Kisch). Our future lies in recognising them
as the dominant force in the fight against reac-
tion and our place by their side. Our future lies
in recognising that failure to fight against every
evidence of reaction will mean the temporary vic-
tory of fascism in Australia—and in our Uni-
versity that viciousnmess and vulgarity which is
the fascist substitute for culture.

“M.U.M.” Censored.

In the last issue of “Proletariat” it was pointed
out how the abolition of the Publications Ad-
visory Board by the Students’ Representative
Council (S.R.C.) put the censorship of the “Mel-
bourne University Magazine” into the hands of
the S.R.C. itself. The course of events soon made
clear the significance of this.

At the end of term, on the evening before the
proofs of “M.U.M.” were to be sent to the printer,
the editor submitted them to the President of the
S.R.C. for censorship. He evidently anticipated
that the examination would be a summary busi-
ness, a mere matter of formality, The President,
however, took the material, and, after keeping it
for the evening, gave his decision that “owing to
the predominance of communistic matter the
Magazine was not generally acceptable.” Having
reached this personal conclusion, he made no
attempt to é)lar:e the subject before a meeting
of the S.R.C. and take a vote. In the typical
manner of a reactionary, he kept the matter
within the small clique ‘that formed the S.R.C.
executive. This clique agreed not to refer to the
students for decision, but to place the matter
before the “unbiassed” judgment of the Chair-
man of the Professorial Board and the University
Registrar (who had two years previously encour-
aged the throwing of a Labour Club member into
the University lake, and whose activities against

the University Council agai i ¥
lined later). gainst War will be out

The editor made it known that the roofs were
held up, and the Labour Club mmediately

called a protest meeting. Term was nearly at an
end; nevertheless, a large number of students
attended. The editor put his case (referred to in
“Some Censored Australian Literature,” elsewhere
in this issue). The Secretary of the Labour Club
also put the case, this time from the point of view
of the Labour Club. By protesting against the
censorship of “M.U.M.,” he said, the Labour Club
took no responsibility for its contents, most of
which were unknown to it. The Labour Club led
the protest of the students solely on the ground
that the action of the S.R.C. executive was g
gross infringement of student rights. The meet-
ing was completely in agreement with him.

Nevertheless, over the head of this general
student meeting, the Chairman of the Professorial
Board and the University Registrar reached their
decision. Two articles were to be banned from
“M.U.M.” — one dealing with the conditions in
Melbourne public hospitals, the other a criticul
review of a preseribed University reference book.
The latter article is also printed elsewhere in this
issue.

Term had by this time come to an end. It
was impossible (temporarily) to continue the pro-
tests, No doubt the President of the S.R.C. had
taken this into consideration when he censored
the magazine, The editor of “M.U.M.” should
have replied to this by holding over the proofs of
the magazine during the long vacation so that the
students’ protests could have been continued at
the beginning of this academiec year. “M.U.M.”
should have been published intact. The edito
however, obeyed the censors—and thus yielded an
inch to the advance of reaction.

The editorship of “M.U.M.” has this year passed
into the hands of last year’s S.R.C. President
In 1932 this student was editor of “Farrago
The use he made of his position will be clear from
the following extracts, typical of editorials when
the paper was in his control:—

_“Any group which advocates war, bloodshe
violence, and crime must be stamped out o
existence. A doetrine of cold-blooded murde:
is being vomited through the University. Re
revolution is being extolled.”

“Why should we not meet projected vio
lence with force and crush these propaga
ists out of a community of 2000 which is bein
disturbed by a collection of at most 50 com
munists. . . . This eannot continue, Even
New Guard would be acceptable.”

“Force is suggested. Remember, toleran
reader, that you have to deal with the prote
types of those who will kick from the bo
ranks in the Utopian street fight of revo
tion, . . . Frankly, we are tired of them. W
leave the remedy to you.”

Yet the person responsible for these statemicn!
was hypoeritical enough to give as his reason |
censoring “M.U.M.”: "“To permit the publicatic
of a magazine which could be eriticised as bein
politically partisan would be a misappropriat
of students’ funds.”
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number of “M.U.M.” under his editor-
t to appear; we can already warn him,
against doing with it what he did with

in his own words, against a mis-
lion of students’ funds.

it Affairs.”

- with increasing difficulty in having its
cpressed in the general University papers,
Club is forced to develop its own
ommunication with the students. It
therefore, to produce “Proletariat” regu-
ery three months, and has at the same
ed a regular fortnightly news-sheet,
Affairs.”” The purpose of this news-
s to deal with the cultural and economiec
s of the students, and to give expression
reflection in our University of the increas-
ational and class tension which is the
fal characteristic of the world of which
our University are a part.

| Against War Disaffiliated.

not the student-body, but the executive
‘S.R.C. (with the assistance of the Regis-
and at the instigation of outside business
that worked for the disaffiliation of the
_One instance of their method of activity
Tice to make this clear.

few days after the August 1st procession,
ersity Registrar received an official letter
committee of the C.A.W., in which it
nted out to him that he was the most
rson to deny the charge made by the
the “Argus” that the committee of the
‘was guilty of falsehood, and in which it
ointed out to him that the charge made
reus” editor reflected discredit not only
"C.A.W. but on the whole University. He
erefore asked to write to the “Argus” up-
the statements which the editor had said
se, He did not do so. After a few
ie notified the committee of the C.A.W.:
't propose to write to the ‘Argus.”’ So far
emember what I saw, I don’t think they
t T gave any directions to your Council
War.” This, despite the fact that the
. letter referred him to the “Argus” of
‘2nd for the report.

subsequent meeting of the S.R.C., the
of the editor’s libellous charge was
rward by members who proposed that
should send an official letter to the
orting the truth of the statements made
ttee of the C.A.W. A majority of
the S.R.C. agreed to this proposal,
ed the president, the secretary, and
member of the Council to draft the
| forward it to the various dailies. The
and the secretary wilfully disobeyed
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The various steps and stages by which they
subsequently succeeded in getting a majority of
the Council to agree that it would have been “in-
discreet” to have sent the letter, and to agree also
that the affiliation of the C.A.W, to the S.R.C.
was “both undignified to the S.R.C. and generally
ludicrous”—will not be gone into here. Suffice
it to say that no more tangible reason for the
disaffiliation of the C.A.W. was given than that
stated here,

The C.A.W.s protests against these attacks,
and its exposure of them, drew support from in-
creasing numbers of students. The C.A.W. has
already published its proposal to become the
Council against War and Fascism, and to affiliate
with the World Movement against War and Fas-
cism. The fight against Fascist repression is, as
we pointed out in our last “Proletariat,” forced
upon any C.A.W. that functions effectively.

The C.A.W. has taken two other important
steps—the publication of “Students Against
War,” a fortnightly news-sheet, and the drafting
of a policy, acceptance of which gives full mem-
bership rights and responsibilities to students. The
constitution of the C.A.W. was framed to provide
also for associate members, those students who
do not accept the policy in full, but who wish to
co-operate on certain issues. This important or-
ganisational development will enable the C.A.W.
to carry its work forward with even greater speed
this year.

Centenary Celebrations.

We have been taught to believe that a Univer-
sity is a place where there is a keen examination
of facts, a ruthless evaluation of these facts, and
the creation of higher values on this basis.

Yet the part played by the University in the
Centenary celebrations confirms the view that the
decay of a ruling class is reflected not omnly in
individuals, but in all institutions upheld by that
class. Of all University organisations, only the
Labour Club and the University C.A.W. made a
keen examination of the facts of the Centenary,
and ruthlessly evaluated these facts. To the false-
hoods about “One hundred years of progress,” the
Labour Club contrasted the truth “Five vears of
crisis” and “Seventeen years of progress”—but in
the Soviet Union. To the glamour of the Duke
and the gaudy streets it contrasted the grim fight
of the tramwaymen for the means of life. To the
Centenary humbug about the glory of the Empire
and the spirit of service and sacrifice, the C.A.W.
replied by a lecture and a pamphlet, “The Cen-
tenary Prepares War.” Both societies answered
this organised drive to fascism and war by send-
ing delegates to the Australian Congress against
War and Fascism that was held to combat the
Centenary propaganda.

But the University as an institution was—again
without consulting the students—put at the ser-
vice of the Centenary organisers. Thus Sir John
Cadman, who organised the petroleum supplies
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of the Allies during the last war,
can be proved, came to Australia for the same
purpose during the Centenary celebrations—had
a de conferred upon him by our University.
On rg;eﬁay when the Duke received a degree, the
fact that the name of the University was being
officially used to add to the prestige of the Cen-
tenary warmongers, while the huge majority of
the students had no hand or part in the ceremony,
was clearly revealed by the personnel of the audi-
ence that filled Wilson Hall during the ceremony.

The majority of the people were not students
but visitors from outside the University, who had

come by srecial invitation. The Melhourne Uni-
versity Rifles, alone among special student organi-
sations, achieved recognition, pictures of the Duke
i ing it swelling the already huge number
of military and naval pictures that filled the daily
press during the Centenary.

Perhaps the most glaring instance of the de-
gradation of the University to capitalists ends
during the Centenary was revealed in the publica-
tion of “We Dooks the Dook,” a magazine sold
on the streets of Melbourne as a University pro-
duction. Actually not a word of this magazine
was written by a University student, not a word
of it was edited by a University student. Ironi-
cally, it passed the censorship of University
authorities—that same Finance Committee that
banned two articles from “M.U.M.” It was pro-
duced by “Centenary Publications Incorporated,”
and the University Union was paid a certain sum
(£200 or a percentage of the proceeds), for giving
permission to advertise it as a University produc-
tion, “the University having sales value.” Again,
the executive of the S.R.C., who with the secretary
of the Union, was responsible for this business
transaction, did not call a meeting of the S.R.C.
to consult the members. Again, an action that
ecan only serve to disgrace the University was
carried out by University officialdom without the
Iknowledge or consent of the students.

The University Labour Club, in the name of the
students, protests most vehemently against this.
It de that all items of business be put be-
fore the full meeting of the S.R.C., and urges zll
students to attend these meetings in order that
they may know what is being done.

The Radical Club.

In the student notes in our last issue we pointed
out that the Radieal Club, if it continues t.g exist,
must become more and more clearly fascist. The
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causes of present social evils, must be anti-fascizt,
as fascism is the terrorist means of prolonging
and intensifying these social evils. There is no
place in a really radical club for even a minority
of one who espouses fascist ideas.

Our real case against the Radical Club, how-
ever, is not based on the fact that one avowed
fascist is a prominent member. Our case is
based primarily on the nature of the discussions
held at the meetings we are accused of not
attending.

Take the main meeting held by the Radical
Club since our last student notes. The speaker
discussed “Can Demoeracy Survive in Britain?”
His method was to state what he considered to
be the main pre-requisites for fascism, and then
to assert that since these did not exist in Britain,
therefore Britain was not menaced by fascism.
These pre-requisites were:—

(1) Economic and political disorganisation.

(2) National aspirations stifled by the Ver-
sailles settlement, and consequent humilia-
tion.

(3) A dissatisfied capitalism opposed to weak
labour organisation.

Now certainly economic and political disorgani-
sation and a “dissatisfied” capitalism do not exist
to as great an extent in England at present
they did, say, in Germany at the beginning of
1933. 'Phe speaker, however, made no attempt
to explain why this is so, or (the vital point), to
give any reason why it should remain so.
He considered the present situation as static. He
merely proved, therefore, that England is not zf
present as close to fascism as Germany was af
the beginning of 1933 (a fact so obvious th
required no proof). He totally ignored the e
tial fact that all the basic disintegrating f
are at work in England to-day that were present
in pre-fascist Germany, that England’s slowe:
advanee on the road to fascism is due preci
the fact that British capitalism has huge f
fields for exploitation, that nevertheless there
nothing to guarantee its maintenance of these
fields, and everything to threaten it, that eve
despite its immense colonial super-profits
British capitalist class is being compelled to
velop fascisation (Sedition Bill, Means Test, fina
cial support and police protection for Mosle
that therefore the very title, “Can democracy sur-
vive in Britain?” is confusing, there being
clear cut between capitalist “democracy” s
capitalist dictatorship, that finally he, the speaker
for the Radical Club, and the Radical Club itself
for sponsoring his meeting and for not pointin:
out his confusions to the students, were assi=lLin-
the growth of his final pre-requisite for fascism—
a weak labour organisation—assisting it by deny-
ing the fascist menace (as all the social-democrats
of all the fascist countries have done before 10-
triumph), and hence lulling the workers and the
students who M be their allies into a feelinz
of false security and consequent weak organisa-




ience Congress held in Melbourne in
, Professor Anderson, of the Chair
y, Sydney University, read a paper
Philosophy.” The limited space in
' makes it impossible to reply to each
ents in turn. Such a task may have
med elsewhere after the publication

At present, however, the aim is to
of his most fundamental misconcep-

py and Social Theory.

or Anderson’s Thesis.

lack of influence of Marxist philosophy
emic circles is due to the defective for-
on of its doctrines, The main obstacle
L close study of it is the way it mingles
and philosophical questions. In order to
it, it is necessary to disentangle it from
lar sociological setting in which the
s have put it, it is necessary to show
philosophy is not social theory. Marxist
ophy has been an obstacle to Marxist
cal views, and a refutation of it will
benefit to the sociological views.

ist Reply.

incorrect to “mingle social and philo-
questions”; they must be “disentangled
other”; in other words, we must carry
I theory and our philosophy in two
compartments of the head. This is im-
Man lives in a social world as well as
irld of nature, and any philosophy, if it
comprehensive enough to be worthy of
must be based on the social as well as
al sciences. Divorce philosophy from
of its scientific foundation, and it be-
Speculative pastime, valueless to explain
ihe world in which we live or our manner
g it. For this reason it is impossible
ngle social and philosophical questions.”
stions are philosophical questions.
esgor Anderson goes further than this.
y i}ﬁrs that Communists mingle social
philosophy; he says they attempt to
osophy to social theory. “In order to
ist philosophy,” he says, “it is neces-
entangle it from the peculiar sociologi-
in which the Marxists have put it; it
to show that philosophy is not social
is a thorough-going misrepresenta-
nunist theory.
the reason for Professor Anderson’s
e fact that Communists recognise
phies are the products of the minds
that these men and their minds are
the products of the society in which
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Reply to Professor Anderson

they live, that therefore all changes in the social
relations that exist between men, changes that
come about as a result of the development of the
machinery of production, find their reflection in
the philosophy of the period and of the social
class. In this sense, therefore, philosophy, like
everything else that is made by man, is a social
product.

But this does not imply the reduction of phil-
osophy to social theory. Philosophy is concerned
with understanding the world in which men live
and their manner of knowing it. At the very
basis of Communist philosophy is an acknowledg-
ment of the fact that the material world exists
independently of the minds of men. Certainly
this material world is being increasingly con-
trolled by men, and when it is so controlled and
used it forms the basis of human society, but
whether it is controlled or not, it is in no way de-
pendent for its existence on the minds of men:
this is the starting-point of Communist phil-
osophy. The Communists recognise that this in-
dependent material world which philosophy tries
to understand is the ultimate factor defermining
what the contents of philosophy shall be; but they
also recognise that the degree of men’s philoso-
phical insight into the nature of the material
world is dependent on the social epoch and class
to which they belong. Thus a social epoch that
has fine instruments at its disposal for scientific
perception of the material world is a social epoch
which will produce a richer, more comprehensive
philosophical picture of the world than will be
produced by a social epoch which has only a few
crude instruments of perception at its command.
Similarly a social class which has become a fetter
to social development is a class that has lost all
incentive to get as comprehensive a picture as
possible of the material world in which it lives;
such doomed social classes invariably turn away
from material reality and relapse into some form
of idealism and mysticism. Lenin has expressed
very concisely the relationship between thought
and the object of thought: “The general outlines
of a picture are historically conditioned, but it is
unconditionally true that this picture represents
an objectively existing model.” It is only in this
sense, therefore, that Communists speak of phil-
osophy as a social product. They in no way deny
that the contents of philosophy are ultimately
determined by “an objectively existing model,”
the material world. And this is precisely the
point which Professor Anderson overlooks when
he says Communists attempt to reduce philosophy
to social theory.

Professor Anderson's pretence that philosophy
and social theory can be separated gives counten-
ance to his opening remarks that “the lack of in-
fluence of Marxist philosophy in academic circles
is_due to the defective formulation of its doec-
trines.” Certainly, if Communist philosophy could
be considered out of its class context, that is, if
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it could be considered in axgadel.:nic circles which
;md no class interests to maintain, and if it could

be considered by them not as the world-theory of

e revolutionary proletariat, but simply as a
:h)rld—theo (itydi n’t matter v_vhose), then the
persistent silence with which it is treated“ by our
universities, broken only by very rare refuta-
tions,” such as Professor Anderson's, would be

inexplicable without the manufacture of some

such excuse as the “defective formulation of its
doctrines.” The thinness of this excuse is ap-
parent when we consider that scarcely one profes-
sor of philosophy in the ecapitalist world has
examined these doctrines to find out whether or
not they are defectively formulated; the thin-
ness of the excuse points also to the truth that

fessors of philosophy are not people removed

m the struggle of the classes, but that prac-
tically without exception, consciously or uncon-
sciously, they reflect in their philosophies the im-
potence of the capitalist class in the face of its
crisis, its refusal to face the harsh facts of
reality, its hatred and fear at the stern advance
of the revolutionary proletariat.

Eternal and Relative Truths.
Professor Anderson’s Thesis.

“Knowledge is therefore entirely relative,
since it is limited to a given people and a
given epoch, and their nature under transitory
social and political forms, when it examines
relations and forms conclusions.” This quota-
tion from Engels' “Anti-Diihring” expresses
the Marxist conception of the relativity of
truth. Now though the Marxists make truth
relative “to a given people and a given epoch,”
whereas Protagoras (500 B.C.) claimed that
truth was relative “to each individual,” the
theories are in essence the same, and the clas-
sical reputation given to Protagoras by Plato
applies equally to the Marxist theory.

Communist Refutation of
Protagoras’ Theory.

It has already been shown that when a Com-
munist says knowledge is relative to a given
people and a given epoch, he does not mean that
all the content of men’s minds is determined by
the class and the epoch to which they belong; he
means that the degree of men’'s knowledee is de-

endent on the epoch and class to which they

elong. More will be said of the Communist

theory of relative truths later; but at present it is

3}§:e::;r&etghshow w,l;uathi;'l mi1 not this theory is
e same,” as the theory o

refuted by Plato over 2000 yearsrggof; i

 What is Protagoras’ position? Conf i
the problem, What is truth? he gi’vesrgﬁ“:‘e‘;iu:
man is the measure of truth for himseﬁ'.
ith his sensory organs he perceives the world
n_which he lives; similarly all other men per-
ceive the worlds in which they live. There is
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nothing, however, to indicate that their percep-
tions of their worlds have anything in common;
there is no means of testing whether or not one
is truer than another; each lives in his own pri-
vate world which is true for him.

The Communists, far from accepting this view,
give it a double refutation:—

(1) In attempting to understand what truth is,
we are concerned with real men, with men biologi-
cally and socially produced, and not with abstract
phantoms. Actunal, living, historical men are men
who are born into a society furnished with the
tools, the buildings, the arts, the language, the
ideas, ete., that have been developed through
countless preceding generations. At his birth each
individual man has these aids to his understand-
ing bequeathed to him from the past, together
with his sensory organs. Throughout his life, the
conceptions of the society in which he lives are
transmitted into his mind; they are in the very
pores of his skin as he looks out on the world.
In brief, men are products and parts of a social
organisation and it is as such that they perceive
the world. Protagoras converts these actual, liv-
ing, social men into a philosopher’'s phantom, into
“apistemological Robinson Crusoes,” each isolated
in his own individual world of sensation. As these
abstractions do not exist, imagining them can in
no way help to solve the very real problem of
how real men get a knowledge of the world.

(2) Protagoras’ theory contains a fallacy that
is inherent in the philosophies of all people who
are cut off from the economic productive process
of their time. These philosophies represent man's
relations with the world in which he lives as be-
ing a mere matter of passive contemplation: with
his sensory organs he perceives this world;
through his sensory organs this world is pre-
sented to his mind which quietly contemplates
the material presented.

But men have only to live to prove the incor-
rectness of this. They do not stand by and pas-
sively contemplate the world. Like other animals,
their primary business is to survive as a species,
and they can do this only by functioning actively;
that is, by appropriating certain objects in the
outside world and using them for their own ends
—food, drink, shelter, ete. Primarily they are
practical animals. Their knowledge of the world
subserves their practical ends.

When Protagoras says each man lives in his
own private world, and there is no way of testing
whether one man’s perceptions are truer than
another's, the Communist replies that a man finds
out by practice whether or not his senses have
informed him correctly as to the qualities of an
object, and by practice also he increases his know-
ledge of the qualities of an object. To the scep-
tical notion of Protagoras, therefore, that there
1s no means of testing whether one man's per-
ceptions are truer than another’s, the Communist
gives the reply: Practice is the criterion of
knowledge, The degree of practical centrol that
any people at any epoch have over the material
world testifies to the degree of their understand-
ing of it,

This is the Communist refutation of the theory
of relative truth as taught by Protagoras; it is, in
fact, the Communist refutation of all idealism. It
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{kl'umunist_ refutation of Professor
tempt to identify the Communist
ative truth with that of Protagoras.
ey are diametrically opposed. The
ory of relative truth denies that
ns act as a screen hetween them
terial world in which they live; on the
‘this revolutionary philosophy of the
, a philosophy in which theory and
combined in the gigantic task of
ng the world in order to change it,
any screens of illusion built up by
themselves and the objective world,
iimates of situations, can be broken
dispersed, and corrected by action.

ist Theory of Relative

deal of Professor Anderson’s confusion
int is due to his failure to recognise that
four major questions bound up in this
a Communist recognise that there is
outside his mind that exercises com-
his thought? This question has al-
n answered. The Communist’s recog-
~an objective reality that exercises com-
on men’'s thoughts is the main feature
ishing the Communist theory of relative
from theories such as Protagoras’, which
tive reality.
an the mind of man give a complete re-
of objective reality? Can any epoch or
s or any individual comprehend the full
of the material world? The Communist
to this question is quite direct—No, the
y of the material world prohibits of full
ding of it. “The world is richer, live-
varied than it seems, for with each
¢ step taken in advance, new parts of it
overed.”” A man’s thought-world, there-
only a relatively true reflection of the
“world. The extent of his knowledge is
relative, being limited to a given people
en epoch.
e any of the observations made by men
and eternally true? The answer here
Yes, these are fewer than would
first sight, but all the same there are
erable instances of them.
fundamental eternal truth that forms the
. all knowledge is that uncreatable, in-
matter moves eternally in space and
ter is spoken of as uncreatable and
le, because however it changes its
her it exists as electricity, gas, liquid,
or as any other form—it nevertheless
ts objective material existence,
from this basic eternal truth there
A man has a right to regard any
ations as eternally and absolutely
ywided he has a complete scientific assur-
- will never be able to be corrected in
. Instances are—that Napoleon died
1821, that two and two equals four,
have be]:;ks, that Imperialism is the
 of Capitalism, ete., ete.
evelopment of the sciences has shown that
rnal and absolute truths are fewer than
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would appear at first sight. New discoveries are
constantly compelling scientists to revise or even
to discard what were once considered to be eternal
truths. Moreover, the eternal truths of science
are seen to be surrounded by a widening cirele
of hypotheses. For instance, the “eternal truth”
tha‘t‘ men can see molecules and atoms may not
be “eternally true” if the theory of light waves
1s 1mncorrect. For this reason scientists are learn-
Ing to avoid such dogmatic expressions as truth
and error. They recognise that scientific laws
apply only within certain limits, and that even
within these limits later discoveries may compel
a revision. Nevertheless, because the laws stand
the test of practice so far as it can be applied
at present, the scientist recognises them as rela-
tively true. In Engels’ words, when it is found
that the object answers the purpose it is intended
for, then that is positive proof that the percep-
tion of it and of its qualities, so far, agrees with
reality.

(4) How can any of the dbservations made by
men be only relatively true? Surely the mere
statement of an observation presents an issue of
fact that is either absolutely true or absolutely
false? This is the logician’s point of view. When
men express their observations in proportions,
the logicians say, either the proposition is abso-
lutely true or it is absolutely false. Take, for
example, Boyle’s law: “If the temperature re-
mains the same, the volume of gas varies in-
versely to the pressure to which it is subjected.”
According to the logician, Boyle is here making
an assertion about all gases. But a later dis-
covery has proved his law not to apply to certain
gases in certain circumstances. Therefore, ac-
cording to the logician, the law is false. It is
replaced by another law: “If the temperature
remains the same, the volume of all gases with
certain specified exceptions, varies inversely to
the pressure.” And, in its turn, the logicians
say, this proposition is either absolutely true or
absolutely false.

But it is at this point that the limitation of
the logical outlook becomes apparent. The
physicist replies: You say the new formulation
of the law must be absolutely true or absolutely
false—but how do you know which it is? It was
easy for you to be wise after the event; that is,
after science had shown there were exceptions to
Boyle’s law it was easy for you to say that the
law is “absolutely false.” But how are you placed
now? As far as the scientist can see at present,
the new formulation of the law is correct. Are
you entitled, therefore, to say it is absolutely
true? But to-morrow the scientist may see that
further limitations have to be imposed upon it.
Will your absolute truth then have to be con-
verted into absolute falsehood? If you persist
and say that it is either absolutely true or abso-
lutely false, but that you will have to suspend
judgment and wait for science to present you
with more facts before you decide which it is—
are you not then admitting that your logical
category of “absolute truth and absolute false-
hood” is a secondary matter, entirely dependent
on the scientist’s relative truths and his develop-
ment of them? Are you not admitting that the
results of the scientist, results which he is only
able to achieve by ridding his mind of such dog-
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tic categories as absolute truth and error, are
32 tests ygc-}u must apply to your propositions to
determine whether they are absolutely true or
absolutely false? And supposing many genera-
tions pass without science altering the present
formulation of the law, and you thereby begin to
regard this formulation as absolutely true, what
will happen when a succeeding generation does
modify it, or recast it, or even glxscard it?  ¥omy
ossified eternally true proposition must then be
adjudged false. But the fact that you have
taught men to regard it as eternally true will
act as an obstacle in their minds, making it diffi-
cult for them to pass easily to the fuller, truer
conception newly presented to them by science.
Therefore, don’t you see that Engels was r‘lght
when he described your characterisations of “Ab-
solutely true and absolutely false” as “childish
performances” ?—For the danger of thinking in
terms of eternal and absolute truths is that
the mind finds it very difficult to discard them,
to revise them, to use them merely as stepping-
stones to higher, more complete truths.

The sphere in which they are most dangerous
is the moral sphere. Here more than anywhere
else truths that are relative to historical periods
and classes are lifted from their social context
and elevated to the dignity of being absolute and
eternal. These so-called eternal truths—for in-
stance, force is evil—mumb men’s understanding,
prevent them from examining the situation with
which they are faced, and so act as a brake on
their fulfilment of historical necessity.

Each time a step is taken from a limited con-
ception of the physical and social world to a
less limited though still only relatively true con-
ception, a mile-stone is passed in the history of
human society. Man comprehends absolute truth
only relatively, and his historical progress is
marked by the degree of his comprehension. For
this reason the relativity of truth is given em-
phasis by Communists.

This, in barest outline, is an exposition of the
Communist conception of relative truths so far as
is needed to answer the main points raised by
Professor Anderson. The Communist conception
is entirely different from the theory of Prota-
goras. If Professor Anderson had not been so
concerned with the defence of absolute truth, he
would not have made the mistake of thinking
that merely because Protagoras and Engels use
the same words. “Knowledge and truth are rela-
tive,” therefore the content of these words is
identical.

If he had not heen so intent on disentangling
philosophy from social theory he would have seen
in the social origin of these two philosophies the
root of their utter dissimilarity.

What is the social origin of the philosophy of
Protagoras? Protagoras was the product of
Athenian society in the fifth century, B.C. He
was faced with the complete breakdown of early
science—“the scientific schools only agree in one
thing, namely, that all other schools are wrong”’—
and he accordingly hecame a Sophist, basing his
houghts on a complete reaction against science.

ow this affected his philosophy has been shown:
the material world, the object studied by natural
science, was disregarded by him; men had sen-
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gations, but according to him there was nothing
to prove that these sensations reflected a material
world, nothing to prove even that they were not
utterly dissimilar from individual to individual,

This is the effect on his philosophy of the social
epoch in which he lived. The effect of his social
class is no less clear. “What the Sophists taught,”
says the bourgeois phﬂosopher Burnet, “was the
art of succeeding in a democratic state when
you do not yourself belong to the ruling demo-
cracy, and, in particular, the art of getting off
when you are attacked in the courts of law. That
. . . part of the Sophists’ work . . . is the natural
outcome of the political conditions of Athens at
the time.” Thus the social class whose interests
the Sophists served did not want from them
objective truth, but rather the art of skilled
argument, the art of “putting it across.” Once
again we see the social necessity for Protagoras’
denial of objeetive truth.

And what is the social origin of Communist
philosophy? Marx, Engels, and Lenin, the first
men to express this philosophy, were the products
of capitalist Europe in the 19th and 20th cen-
turies. They were faced with a science that raced
from triumph to triumph, compelling men e
day to admit the limitations of their old, pre-
conceived ideas; evolution, the cell and the trans-
formation of energy, were three momentous dis-
coveries specially commented on by Engels. Thic
robust condition of science is reflected in Com-
munist materialism and in the Communist theory
of the relativity of truth which expresses, aho
all, the necessity for discarding more limited
conceptions of objective reality for less limited
conceptions.

What of the society in which the founders of
Communist philosophy lived and worked? Scienc
creating machines with colossal productive power
and showing the possibility of this productive
power being constantly increased; these machines
creating the material basis for abundance fo
leisure and culture for all. And in effect? Thes
machines and their products being accumulat
into fewer and fewer hands, crises of over-p
duction, science growing afraid of its own power
appalling attacks on the conditions of
workers, worse crises; and the workers faced -
the necessity of organising and struggling, «
veloping and strengthening for the inevita
seizure of power,

Communis_t philosophy springs from a societ:
that holds gigantic mechanical powers in its
for the study and the transformation of the
world; it springs from a social class which car
not use and develop these powers without
fighting for their possession, Some part of
effect of this on Communist philosophy has
shown, particularly its effect on the Commu
theory of knowledge.

According to this theory, knowledge is the 1
duct of theory and practice combined. Th:
without practice is baseless, useless speculat
and practice without theory is random, ineffect
movement. The combination of the two has b
the lever of progress, for practice tests, clari
sharpens and develops theory, and theory in
turn illuminates and directs practice, It
through the constant dialectical interaction
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tice that the working-class i
f, making itself able tgo lift t}::
capitalism to constantly greater

silver waters of the Baltic once
At last there will be time to put
pts in order, to put harmony and
p the flood of impressions and emo-
in a few days’ travel in the Soviet
swept us completely off our feet. It

days since we stepped aboard the
in London, sure of ourselves and our
fiality, unsure of the Soviet Union.
ourselves we are unsure of. We came
e U.S.S.R.—but somehow it seems that
have been turned. We are beginning
that the U.S.S.R. has judged us.

last, and time for quiet thought. But
to be. Down in the saloon, up on
‘the hatches or back in the crew’s Red
ywhere a storm of argument raged;
jons and new emotions swelled the
bulent flood, rendering still more com-
tangle of thought. And yet, at the
e, this conflict of viewpoints enabled one

he importance of viewpoint, to distin-
en personal reaction and material
between the objective and the sub-
the impressions of the others, and
some extent, in one's own impressions.

narrow-minded Russians!” shrieks the
ologist at two young British Commun-
are so pleased at being mistaken for
that they hardly feel offended at the
" of narrow-mindedness. “You accuse
soisie as you call us, of being nar-
but it is you who are narrow-
erything bourgeois you hate, you de-
‘seem to have no other aim but de-
everything bourgeois. If only you
e constructive, we middle class intellec-
t you despise so much would be with
 no, you talk of nothing but hate.”

you could be constructive.” A strange
after three or four solid weeks of
ew workers' homes, gigantic new fac-
new theatres, new schools, new
ways of life, a new humanity——-

strange when one considers this
social background. Omne can
acquaintance becomes closer, the
must have been hers to escape the
rious atmosphere of the Victorian
the progressive-liberal outlook of
s scientist. And no soomer 1s the
ook won than it has ceased to
and the struggle against conserva-
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heights, and is in the course of this hi i
struggle making itself fit for political mle].nsmne
—JSYCE MANTON.

“Back to Civilisation”

e've back to civilisation—a house, a church, and a pub.—(Woodcraft Song.)

tism, so far from being ended, becomes harder
than ever. To win one’s way to the “progres-
sive” viewpoint, and then to be called conservative
(or labelled “bourgeois” as though one were a
breed of dog, and the wrong breed at that) is
enough to make anyone angry. And then to visit
the Soviet Union, and to ask question after ques-
tion about Soviet sexology, and to wait for the
Soviet sexologists in their turn to enquire about
British sexology, and to find that they have no
questions to put, well—it is not difficult, from
such a personal experience and with such a per-
sonal background, to arrive at the generalisation
that all Russians and all Communists are narrow-
minded.

What is interesting is that the sexologist has
come so near to Communism, for she is in the
main very friendly to the land of the Soviets.
She disposes of our friend the liberal in masterly
style. “What I contend,” the liberal is always
declaring, “is that despite all that has been
achieved in Russia—and, mind you, I myself am
the first to admit that much has been accom-
plished in many ways—that still all this has been
built on the achievements of Capitalism, and that
however much this may have been necessary in
Russia, and I am willing to admit that it may
have been necessary, in England Capitalism is
giving the workers an ever-increasing standard
of comfort, and has yet to be proved a failure.”

“What do you know of working-class con-
ditions in England ?” asks the sexologist. “Have
you ever lived among the workers for a week?
Have you ever missed a meal? Have you ever
been really hungry in your life?”

The liberal looks pained. “You may not be-
lieve it,” he states, “but I once lived for three
weeks in a little cottage, doing all the work my-
self.” And then he adds, “Except for a man
who used to come in and do the heavy work.”

It is amusing to see that in the main the
discussion resolves itself into a “class war"” be-
tween the First Class and Tourist Class passen-
gers, the former being composed largely of social-
demoecrats, the latter of Communists. The pro-
fessor is the most formidable of the social-demo-
crats, and the most elusive. The Communists
challenge him to a discussion on Soviet demo-
cracy, which is duly held one evening. The pro-
fessor, in opening the discussion, admits that in
the significance of the ordinary working man in
life, in his ability to participate in the control of
his life and the administration of justice, Soviet
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democracy is far in advance of capitalist demo-
cracy. But—and the professor elaborates his buts
at great length, suggesting that in the treatment
of political offenders, and in the refusal to coun-
tenance opposition political parties, the U.S.S.R.
must, and this is the professor’s gravely con-
sidered opinion, be compared with Fascist Ger-
many at its worst.

After the professor comes the deluge. One
speaker after another gives instances of the class
bias of capitalist democracy, of its hypocrisy and
relentless cruelty, not only in Fascist countries,
but in the United States, in India, in Britain
itself, There is not a shred left of capitalist
democracy at the end of an hour. The professor
is asked to sum up. What will he say? Will he
still suggest that, despite the many advantages
of Soviet democracy, it must nevertheless be
treated by every respectable Britisher as a deadly
poison ?

“] would like to point out that you have all
been speaking on the wrong subject. Our sub-
ject is Soviet democracy. You have been talking
of Capitalist democracy. I admit all that you
say about it; in fact, I have written several books
attacking Capitalist democracy much more

~ severely than any of you have done. What I had

hoped we might do was to compare Soviet demo-
cracy with Socialist democracy, as it might be
constitutionally achieved in such a country as
Britain.” And before we had recovered our
breath he went on to answer awkward questions
so cleverly that we hardly realised he was an-
swering them by the time-honoured method of
dodging them.

Nor did we quite realise at the time that his
whole method had been that of avoiding the con-
crete comparison—of refusing to compare Soviet
Russia either with Tsarist Russia or the present-
day capitalist world, and comparing it instead
with a Utopia that has no existence save in the
imagination. If we are to compare the Soviet
Union with Paradise, whether it be present-day
Britain and Australia, minus the starving unem-
ployed, minus the under-nourished school-children,
minus hunger marches, strikes, slums, the rapid
tendency to Fascism and war, and a score of other
realities, or a future British Empire achieved by
the peaceful and constitutional method of con-
verting people to Socialism or Douglas Credit or
Christianity, then admittedly we must find fault
with the Soviet Union.

Perhaps the most interesting evening is when
the dancer talks to us and dances for us. Years
ago a little American boy had become possessed
of the ambition to be a “premier danseur” of the
American ballet. This ambition was fulfilled while
he was quite a young man. But having achieved
his wish, he found himself still dissatisfied. He
realised that he was not expressing his own per-
sonality through the ballet, but only the traditions
of another age. So, having reached the pinnacle,
he stepped off it, to open a theatre of his own
where he experimented with new forms of

His productions did not have a mass
%a]—-—he represented Heaven in one production,
two Christs on the Cross, one white and one
black. “New York didn't like that” He had
been through many phases, but recently, after a
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period of religious dancing, had reacted violently,
and felt the need to seek something new to ex-
press. He had come to Russia and found it. Now
he was going back to express what he had seen
through the dance—and to study the theory and
practice of Communism. As a scientist like Pro-
fessor Levy has come to Marxism through his
science, here was a dancer who had come to Marx-
ism through his dancing. “I think I will be of
value to the revolutionary movement,” he said
simply.

The bespectacled little American didn't say
much. It wasn't till near the end of our voyage
that I learnt that he had gone out into Ural
Mountains, hewed a space in the virgin forest,
erected one of the largest steel-rolling mills in
the world, and set it working efficiently. He had
trained raw peasants to be skilled technicians,
had seen them set out for other parts in search
of better pay or conditions, or the adventures of
travel, and had gone on to train another lot of
raw peasants. His wife is unfeignedly glad t
be getting back to home. She misses the church,
and she has daughters growing up. The little
man doesn’t say what his emotions are, but it
is not difficult to guess where his heart lies.

The green fields of Germany, and the calm pas-
sage through the Kiel Canal, Two little flaxen-
haired boys in the uniform of the Hitler Jugend
run down to the bank, salute stiffly, shout, “Heil
Hitler!” and hurl stones at the red banner, with
the hammer, sickle, and Soviet star. The stones
fall short, and the ship sails calmly on.

“I’'ve always been religious because I was
brought up that way,” says the English girl who
has been teaching in Moscow, “but over there if
just slipped into the background—I forgot all
about it. I didn’t need it; there was so much
else.” She tells of “awful” adventures—not so
very “awful” except to a girl coming, as she evi-
dently does, from a sheltered middle class home—
of difficulty in finding rooms, of a landlady wh
stole her money, of losing a bread-ticket, of mov-
ing to a new room by pushing her belongings
through the streets on a wheelbarrow, and yet
she is full of enthusiasm for the land of the
Soviets, and keen to return. “The details wer
awful,” she says, “but the spirit is great.”

'Slowly we steam up the Thames, into the dirt:
mist of London, past factories, church spires, an
slums. Tower Bridge opens its arms for us, an
a policeman stares stolidly as we pass through
It is still low tide, and only inch by inch can the
“Jan Rudzutak” draw into Hay’s Wharf.

“Glad to be back in London ?” I ask the liber:

“By jove, yes,” he replies, “Sober old Londo
It’ll be good to be able to walk about witho
seeing those continual slogans everywhere.”

But, as usual, our friend the liberal is wror
Evening has drawn on, and to the left a flamins
Neon sign has written against the dark back
ground of the London sky the name of a popul:
brand of ale. To the right, past London Br
an opposition sign shrieks forth in burnin
ters the name of an equally popular brand
beer. Sober old London has her slogans out

greet us,
—L, P. FOX
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day it becomes increasingly clear that
society is menaced by any too
ound penetration of contemporary
irt from those writers who, though horn
bourgeoisie, have allied themselves with
riat and depict mainly working-class
reatest bourgeois writers of to-day—
larcel Proust in France, T. S. Eliot in
illiam Faulkner in America—show, in
their work reproduces faithfully the sec-
ity that constitutes their experience,
who have eyes to see, the imminence
destruction of bourgeois society, since they
their writings an unparalleled picture
decay.

omes increasingly necessary for the bour-
therefore, to repress writing which faith-
duces any section of contemporary life.
, Where there was a great literary
in the post-war years, and where the
ole is very advanced, the bourgeoisie
nd it necessary to suppress not only
with a proletarian viewpoint, but those
its own ranks who depict the present bour-
ld with power and sincerity. Feucht-
is perhaps the most notable of these.

developments can be seen in other coun-
In Australia recent events have shown that
asure of intellectual freedom previously
here is no longer compatible with the
of the ruling class. Apart from the at-
exclusion from this country of the
vakian writer, Egon Enwin Kisch, and
m the increased number of English pub-
which are prohibited entry by the censor,
‘attacks have been made on local literary
ions, notably the banning of J. M. Har-
novel, “Upsurge,” which deals with West

life, and the attempted suppression of
s “Melbourne University Magazine.” I

refore, to examine briefly the content
wo works, and discover what trends they
in the literature of to-day.

ons given for the banning of the “Mel-
iversity Magazine” were that it was
® and that its contents were “not in-
to the general body of the students.”
y of note in this connection that the
y to the latter charge, at a students’
ing against the banning of the “Mel-
versity Magazine” was that:

of literary value could be interesting to the
of the students.”

ment throws a light on the position

and of the principal contributors of
It more or less summarises their ideas
the fate—of literature at the present

»f the central article, “A Short Note
sent,” accepts implicitly the limi-
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[E CENSORED AUSTRALIAN LITERATURE

“M.U.M.” and “UPSURGE.”

tations of present capitalist society, a society in
which:

“The complete break-up of a cultural tradition, limited
by class, but diffused, has made desperate the possibilities
of general communication "

so that literature is necessarily created by the few
for the few. The writer examines the lack of
unity in contemporary society:

"'f_l‘he religious synthesis has gone, and no new syn-
thesis has been raised up, so the fundamental fact for
the individual has become his own consciousness.”

Poetry, then, cannot be concerned with any
generally accepted objective reality, but only with
the transeription of successive, disjointed impres-
sions, passively received on the poet’s mind. Ae-
cording to the author of the article:

“To find expression adequate for the speed and dis-
jointedness of thought is a painful business and one not
likely to be sympathetically received by the occasiondl
reader. It is probable that until society as a whole
accepts some general belief which at present can follow
only social change, that poetry will continue to oecupy
only the few interested in the search. ... "

It does not seem to occur to the writer that
in an acceptance of social change as the central
fact of contemporary life, in an acceptance of the
philosophy of dialectical materialism which com-
prehends this change, the poet can find a new
synthesis to replace the old—in fact, the only
adequate synthesis of contemporary reality.

An attempt at Marxist criticism was probably
intended in the review of Professor Chisholm’s
beok, “Towards Hérodiade.” The reviewer points
out the professor’s more obvious errors and con-
cludes by explaining how an acceptance of dia-
lectical materialism would provide a solution to
the various intellectual knots in which Professor
Chisholm ties himself. In many places, however,
the reviewer misses the point. He gives no ade-
quate explanation of the “tragic dilemma” which
Professor Chisholm discovers in the works of the
poets he is examining and to which the professor
gives his own particular interpretation. He fails
to point out that though the professor’s interpre-
tation is unacceptable, yet the tragic dilemma
which he discovers did, and must, inevitably have
presented itself to many of the poets mentioned,
in the society of nineteenth century France: the
dilemma being that of the intense individualist
who, while hating the society in which he lives,
is unable to see or to ally himself with the forces
which would overthrow that society, and who, at
the same time, cannot escape into the ideal world
which he seeks to create, since the poet who feels
intensely cannot withdraw from the external
world or separate himself from humanity.

For this problem—the romantic problem—there
can be no solution as long as bourgeois society
exists. It is echoed to-day by the Eliot schoel,
if such a term may be used, since T. S. Eliot finds
his imitators in poets of widely divergent views.
To this school belongs mueh of the poetry con-
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tributed to “M.U.M.,” as well as that of Bertram
Higging, Elgar Holt, and Clive Turnbull, whose
works are selected for review in the section en-
titled “Recent Australian Literature.” Holt and
Turnbull represent the worst in romantic poetry.
One doubts whether their work is a reaction to
life or merely a reaction to the poetry of Eliot
and others. They make no attempt to interpret
their own environment, but borrow the “intrica-
cies of suburban imagery” from Eliot, together
with his intellectual futilism. Higgins’ poem,
“Mordecailis Overture,” is of a different order,
but represents the same retreat from external
reality. The reviewer fails, however, to point out
this similarity and its causes.

It is not impossible for works of genius to make
their appearance even at this epoch of bourgeois
culture. For instance, Marcel Proust’s “Remem-
brance of Things Past” stands out as the epic
of futility and decay. But when a writer has
expressed these things with the greatest perfec-
tion,

(“I have measured out my life with coffee-spoons.”)

and with the greatest intensity his reaction
against them, he has summed up the experience
of life which bourgeois society affords, and there
remains for him and his ilk nothing but to say
it again or to be silent.

The author of the article before quoted, “A
Short Note on Poetry at Present,” says:—

“The most comprehensive medium available to art is
the word—at its most intense poetry, whether arranged
in lines or not—and on this, more and more, responsi-
bility will devolve in the task of achieving order and
discrimination in our relation to things within and
without us. . . . "

But it is not surprising to find in “M.U.M.” the
poem, “Li Pu Turns to Silence,” expressing dis-
gust with the powerlessness of the word:

“Since the word unheeded fails,

Frothed with a quick tedium . . .

(*You've gotta use words to talk to them’)

1 go with the weighted knees

Of an imagined postman through an english snow
To a circumscribed and silent medium. , , ., ”

The word loses its force in a society where
writers are split up into small groups, each with
its own standards, its own intellectual background,
and often its own language, incomprehensible to
the uninitiated. In face of his narrowing audi-
ence, the poet mournfully demands, Is it worth
while? like Eliot or the French poet, Paul
Valéry, of whom one critic said that—

“He can hardl i ims i

hardly even brin:;d sl;irg;:eilfg tcl: ms};ilfaitfo w‘;;lt%e hgan‘t:\t?:

bring himself to write.”

Such a situation is the inevitable result of that
separation of art from life at which the bour-

geois aesthetes aim, and of which William Morris
foretold:

“Its foredoomed end must be that art at last will
seem too delicate a thing for even the hands of the
initiated to touch, and the initiated must at last sit
still and do nothing—to the grief of no one,"”

It must be remembered, of course, that the liter-
gy twdene{ to which the prineipal contributors
the last UM adhere is only one, though
perhaps the most characteristic, among many that
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can be distinguished in the writings of to-day.
Most leading Australian writers to-day have
working-class sympathies, and reflect in their
work phases of working-class life. J. M.
Harcourt’s recent novel, “Upsurge,” to which
I referred at the beginmning of this article,
is mnevertheless the first attempt in thig
country to give a complete picture of social con-
ditions from the standpoint of a class-conscious
writer,

This novel deals with the breakdown of hour-
geois morality, and the beginnings of a revolu-
tionary movement in Western Auwustralia. It is
not surprising that the book is in many respects
unsatisfactory. After all, it is written from th
standpoint, not of a class-conscious worker, but of
a class-conscious member of the petty-bourgeoisi
who has not much first-hand knowledge of the
revolutionary movement, The author is often
forced, therefore, to rely for his matter not on
his experience of life, but on his theoretica
knowledge and his inventive powers. His inven
tion and interweaving of incident is very ingen
ous, but often too ingenious to be convincing. Hi
characterisation, too, is often weak. For exampl
the chief revolutionary in the book, Steve Riley
though he does not actually wear a beard o
carry a bomb in his pocket, is nevertheless not
very far removed from the vulgar conception of
the “bearded Bolshevik.” It is post-war bour-
geois society, or a section of it, that the write:
knows well; so it is members of this societ:
idle, empty-headed, and, on the whole, spineles:,
that he takes as his norm. The Communist. a
a variation from that norm, appears rather fan-
tastic.

There are, however, some good scenes in thi
book, such as the strike at the relief-camp, nea:
the end. ' The author of “Upsurge” has recognised
the class-struggle as the central fact in present-
day life. When he knows a good deal mor
about the struggle, and particularly about the
working-class, he may produce some quite o
revolutionary writing.

The mnovel “Upsurge” and the poetry
“M.U.M.” represent two very different types
reaction to present social and literary conditio
The author of “Upsurge” was undoubtedly
fluenced to some extent by the desire to cat
for the depraved tastes of his bourgeois au
ence, and the prevalent demand for “hot stuff.
Most of the poems in “M.U.M.” on the oth:
hand (with the notable exception of one entitl
“Stormy Weather,” in which the word is still us
as a keen and effective weapon), represent th
literature which resigns itself to addressing
ever-narrowing audience.

This tendency in present bourgeois writers
remarked upon by Soviet erities. Thus Seli
ovsky, in an article on “The Poetry of Socialis
in “Literature of the Peoples of the U.S.S
says:

“To me it scems more than a matter of mer
that many gifted poets of Western Europe a
very strongly the uselessness of writing poetry. |
are reading poetry less and less. . . . Why is thi
+ + » The main reason is to be found in the absco

unity in modern bourgeois life.
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unity of consciousness, this unity of t

reality, which is peculiar to modegn Sovilzri
here is not isolated from life: it is omne
parts and is its organic continuation,

d in “M.U.M.” that such a unity of
s only possible in a stable society,
 1s some generally admitted reality.
d, however, that the processes of
in themselves offer a unifying,

IOW TO FIGHT

tation which has been aroused over the
books in Australia is at present being
such a way that there is little likeli-
its being effective. This is so despite
that the Book Censorship Abolition
doing some good work — which the
ub is enthusiastically assisting. But the
trend of the League’s work can lead only
sctive confusion if it continues as it has
to the present. The position can be
by the issues involved being clearly seen
movement set on a realistic basis.

unrealistic attitude that is being displayed
1y of those opposed to the ban has been
more apparent than in the debate which

e on February 26, the subject being,
“political censorship be abolished.” The
report sums up the debate brilliantly:
the audience showed keen appreciation of
ew type of educational enfertainment
the ‘Star’ introduced to Melbourne.”

d have seemed grossly out of place in
tmosphere to have exposed the brutal
at form the basis of the ban on books.
who have not perfected the art of
ng prejudices, the issue is a simple one.
nt state of the world is such that capi-
ean provide the majority of the population
y the lowest level of subsistence, threat-
continually inecreasing impoverishment,
security or hope of the future. Men
begin to think when their stomachs are
. and there are signs all over the world
masses of wage-earners and sections of
e class” and intellectuals are begin-
believe that they have nothing to lose
chains. In such circumstances the rulers
atry must take extreme action to pre-
rise of the masses. One of the first
stop the interchange of ideas amongst
and it is this that we see in the
on radical literature. The desperate

ism is seen in the fact that a book
t's “Conditions of the Working Class
in,” which consists of statistics and
s, may not be read. The action
ature is accompanied by a general
the working class, the preven-
ations, the introduction of the
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central theme to the writer of to-day—a theme
which enables literature to penetrate deeper into
reality, instead of seeking to escape from it. To
explore_ the possibilities of this theme, though
the writer must obtain that unimpeded’ view o
reality which the working-class standpoint alone

affords.
—A. Y. PALMER.

THE BOOK BAN

Sedition Bill, the amendment to the Crimes Acts,
militarisation of the police force, etc.

In the face of these facts the case put forward
by the affirmative in the debate appears utterly
futile. The speakers considered that censorship
should “depend on the judgment of a court of
law” (Mr. Ball) since the English common law
gives adequate protection against blasphemy, ob-
scenity, and sedition (Mr. Stretton), and “we have
the Police Offences Act and the Crimes Act, both
of which are adequate to deal with any emergency
that might present itself” (Mr. Gorman). The
Prime Minister recently said that the present cen-
sorship is part of the policy of the government
(i.e., of the powers controlling the government).
This is a clear indication that the book ban is
not due to the stupidity of Mr. White or of some
illiterate office employee of the Customs Depart-
ment, as was suigested by one or two speakers.
If, then, the books are banned at the wish of the
government, the placing of the censorship of
books into the hands of a court of law would make
no difference, since, if necessary, new Acts could
be introduced to ban all radical literature.

The lack of realism present in the debate is
exemplified by the statement of Mr. Stretton,
that if a man were persecuted in his own country
he had only to seek the shores of England where
he would be patted on the back, smiled at, placed
down in Hyde Park, and told, “Little man you're
going to have a busy day.” To anyone with the
slightest knowledge of working class matters in
present-day England this untruth is appalling.

We can see that the debate served no purpose
other than obscuring the actual issues. Students
must realise that the censorship of books is only
one part of the general offensive conducted
against the working class. It cannot be considered
as an isolated event—and if agitation against it
is to be effective it must not obscure the class
issue involved; it must see that the fight against
censorship is part of the general fight against
fascisation, and that, though the co-operation of
those people who will join the fight against re-
action on this issue and not on others must cer-
tainly be sought, yet it must not be won by
excluding the decisive anti-fascist force — the
working class.

—W.N.C.
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THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

THE Disarmament Conference has proved a
dismal failure, Millions of trusting and war-
weary people had watched with anxious eyes the
setting up of a League of Nations, which was to
make war a horrible spectre of the past, and
open up a rosy future of peace. i

At the outset, this League of Nations had as its
ostensible aim and its main justification the con-
vening of a conference to make the abolition of
war a reality; and for twelve long years the
people of the world waited the fulfilment of the

romise the statesmen of Geneva had given them,
g‘ive years were spent in preparation for this
conference, the doom of which wags sealed before
it began.

To-day, after fifteen years of “disarmament”
and peace conferences, we are again face to face
with world war. RKvery observer of note, every
leading militarist, every diplomat, admits it is
drawing closer. The signs are for all to read:
An economie crisis of unprecedented duration and
acuteness, and which shows no sign of alleviation;
a bitter struggle for diminishing markets — a
struggle which last year brought Europe to the
brink of war in the case of Austria, and which
has engendered an ill-concealed savage antagon-
ism between every single capitalist country—an-
tagonisms which threaten to take on the form of
war any day.

We see and hear the sabre-rattling and extreme
barbarism and degeneracy in all spheres in the
openly Fascist countries. We see, in spite of oc-
casional and extremely weak denials on the part
of the press, a steady swelling of the ranks of
the millions of unemployed. We hear daily the
politician’s ery of “defence,” followed by budget-
ary allocations of still more millions of pounds
for destruction, and naturally the concomitant—
more ten per cent. wage-cuts.

World upheaval stares us in the face.

How are we to explain this?

The diplomats in the League of Nations inform
us that there can be no peace, no disarmament,
till the people change their attitude and hecome
more genuine in their strivings for peace, more
brotherly and trusting. J

Is this really so?

The World War was brought to a hurried end
because of the widespread mutinies in the armies
and navies, and the growing wave of discontent
everywhere, amounting to revolution in Russia,
Germany, Hungary, Bulgaria, Finland, etc. The
people were tired of war,

To-day the people of every country in the world
want peace, and are protesting at the extrava-
gant expenditure in armaments in the face of in-
creasing poverty and starvation. It is obvious
that the people want peace, you and I want peace
yet in mockery of the Paris Pact renouncing war
and which almost all European and non-European

countries signed, the armaments race goes on at

an even more accelerated pace, an ientific
i Pbace, and scientific

e still more murderous instru-

ments and gases to the gods of destmctiorll?s g
It would need a lengtl-}y article to explain with
necessary clarity why it is that the capitalist

economic system is driving, and from its very
nature must drive, the world into war unless the
necessary preventive meaures are taken by the
workers and those who ally themselves with them.

WHY THE LEAGUE WAS FORMED.,

The history of the League of Nations has been
short and eventful. The thermometer and mirro;
of the world situation, it has, from the day of it
formation to the present day, afforded a glaring
exposure of Capitalism to those who have caved
to view events in perspective.

The League of Nations was set up at the end
of the war primarily to preserve the interests of
the victor powers, France and Britain. A careful
examination of the composition and constitution
of the League, which was based on acceptance of
Versailles, shows it to have been dominated by
France and Britain from the outset. To giv
legal justification to their rights to the spoils «
war, these two powers framed a clause in the
League Covenant which bound the signatories t
respect each other’s territorial integrity. Th
League was formed as an instrument for per-
petuating the dominance of the victor powers

To the war-weary people of the world, it w:
represented as an instrument of peace. The
workers were rising in strikes, mutinies, and revo
lutions. They had had enough of war and e
pressed it in fight against the war-makers. Th
dangerous anti-war activity had to be stopped; it
was therefore side-tracked into the Leagu
Nations. The League became the prison-house of
the anti-war sentiments of the world’s worke:

Its first acts, however, revealed to the full it
hypocritical nature, Despite the obvious neces
sity of securing the co-operation of all countri
if it were to be successful in preventing wal
Germany, till 1926, and the rest of the Centra
Powers and the Soviet Union were excluded
Moreover, during the very days of its formation
the powers which were the mainstay of
League were sending invading armies into
Soviet Union. At this period, fourteen armies
vaded Soviet territory, most of them belongin
to members of the League. These powers suj
ported Kolchak and Denikin in their shocking
massacre of men, women, and children.
not an auspicious beginning for an internati
organ of peace!

In November, 1921, Dr. Nansen, the Norweg
representative, made an appeal to the League
concrete relief to be sent to famine-stricke
plague-ridden Russia. The Assembly ;
League did not lift a finger, Whereupon
Nansen showed plainly that he saw that
League was playing at internationalism, but
really under the leadership of powers striving
the overthrow of the Soviet Government.

MANDATES.

Supporters of the League are apt to admi!
shortcomings, but point with pride to its achic
ments. What are they?
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a publication of the League of
e mandate system, which rules
kward parts of the world, ‘in the
he native population,’ through some
colonial experts in the world.’ ”

v examples could be given to show
tory control means. 1 will cite a

the League assigned the mandate of
a to Great Britain, in accordance with
o-British treaty which agreed that
in should have a monopoly of Meso-
il, but allow France 25 per cent. of
 for the privilege of having pipe lines
territory. This, despite the claims of
r oil concessions negotiated with Turkey
898 and 1910.

the mandatory rule being “in the in-
the native population,” the Arabs of
mia have continually fought against
le, and Britain is compelled to retain in
ct an army of many thousands, with a
r force, to maintain order.

e, in the interests of the Arabs!

o significant that, though it was an-
t the outset that the mandates were put
e of the Great Powers in order that
abitants would be educated and cared for,
ase of Armenia where the population was
amine conditions, and where the ad-
1 promised more respongibility than
advantage, no mandatory power was
ing.

NATIONAL DISPUTES.

of the international disputes settled by
gue? There have been some. As early
~when Finland and Sweden were at logger-
over the Aaland Islands, the League
these to Finland, Sweden accepting the
“under protest.” Ostensibly, also, the
transfer of the Saar to Germany, and
ent of the Jugo-Slavian dispute last
s the work of the League. But war was
averted several times, and minor dis-
ed, before 1914, when there was no
existence. And where it has not served
ts of the dominant groupings in the
o0 interfere in international disputes, it
S0; e.g., its inaction at the Japanese
Manchuria.

e laid it down that the chief weapon
against any Power violating the
.. going to war before submitting the
arbitration, was to be economic boy-
2 the beginning, however, the general
that boycott was Utopian. What
countries would be prepared to lose
with another country, or to an-
solitical ally in the interests of ab-
e, especially if the ally were a
‘and the other an almost insignificant
ow Utopian this idea was, the Japan-
of Manchuria clearly demonstrated.

e League of Nations now? Germany
world’s two most belligerent coun-
it, the Soviet Union has joined it.
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Has this made the League into an instrument of
peace?

We can answer this question only by analysing
the circumstances surrounding the withdrawal of
%ex:many and Japan and the entry of the Soviet

nion.

JAPAN WITHDRAWS.

In 1931, Japan, a prominent and peace-loving
member of the League, invaded Manchuria and
China, killing thousands, devastating villages, and
ruthlessly slaughtering the Chinese civilian popu-
lation at Chapei. Enquiries were hurled at the
League—why did it not take action to stop the
Japanese aggression? The League suavely re-
plied that war had not been declared, and that,
as it had not been officially apprised of the
events taking place in Manchuria, 1t was power-
less to act.

It was only when, after terrible bloodshed and
devastation, Japan began to encroach on British
and American possessions, that the League has-
tily reprimanded her; whereupon Japan withdrew
her delegates from Geneva in order that she
might continue, unhampered, to carry out her
mission of ridding Manchuria of “bandits.” De-
spite Japan’s withdrawal, however, the dominant
League States, Britain and France, have con-
tinued to aid her in her aggression in China
wherever their own interests are not threatened.
Japan’s withdrawal from the League, therefore,
does not indicate that the League is inherently
an organisation for peace; it merely indicates the
dominance of British-French interests.

GERMANY WITHDRAWS.

Germany, which entered the League in 1926
after capitalist rehabilitation, and which occu-
pied a position well under the thumb of the domi-
nant powers, left it in 1933. Hitler made the
Versailles system, on which the League is based,
one of the scapegoats for Germany’s desperate
economic plight. Within the League Germany
demanded official recognition of her right to arm,
but France, and at that time England, having no
illusions about Germany’s aim to reconquer lost
territories which were in their hands, opposed
Germany’s claim. Whereupon Germany left the
League, and is arming rapidly (now with open,
if somewhat qualified, British support). Once
again, it was mnot peace as such, but the Ver-
sailles “status quo” that Britain and France were
protecting.

THE SOVIET JOINS THE LEAGUE.

At present, however, because inter-imperialist
war does not serve the interests of the dominant
League powers (which have in their hands the
fyuits of Versailles), the League has to some
extent become a force retarding the outbreak of
inter-imperialist war.

For that reason the Soviet Union, in Septem-
ber, 1934, accepted the League’s invitation to
become a member State.

This action brought torrents of abuse from
Trotskyists and other enemies of the Soviet
Union. The U.S.S.R. had become Capitalist! Con-
fused liberals shared this delusion and felt com-

forted.
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is the truth? . il

'1?1‘12?; 11i tllllothing inconsistent in the S?;;ets
action. Long ago, Lenin pointed out it wsts an-
tile to criticise the Soviet Union for colla o‘ratltig
on certain points with capitalist powers, 11.1I e
interests of the Proletarian Revolution. In ﬁne,
1934, Maisky, the Soviet an_lbassador in London,
stated: “The Soviet will decide regarding her en-
try or nmon-entry into the League, solely and eﬁ.-
clusively according to the measure 1n which the
League can play a real part in reinforcing peace.
.. . The Soviet wants peace—prolonged, per-
manent, and unlimited peac_e.”

But why, if the League is the organ of selfish
capitalist ends, did it admit the Soviet?

Last April, France sent to England a note of
protest, stating that Germany was continuing
‘every form of rearmament, “within limits of
which it claims to be the sole judge, in contempt
of the provisions of the Treaty.” France also
declared that Germany had “made negotiations
impossible,” and called for a return to the basis
of the League. As Britain remained unmoved,
France, alarmed at the prospect of German ag-
gression, began to negotiate with the Soviet Union
and press for its entry into the League. In
order to maintain friendly relations with France,
England was in the end forced to invite the
Soviet to join the League.

The Soviet Union is now in a strategic position
to expose the League (as it did during the Dis-
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Conference), and in some measure to
maﬁ?ntlf it is attacked by non-League mem-
bers—Germany or Japan—it will be difficult for
League members such as _England to support
these aggressive powers without completely ex-
posing glemselves and the League.

But Soviet diplomacy alone cannot prevent
war.* It has staved it off and continues to stave
it off. Its aim, however, is to expose the League
to the people of the world, for it is with them—
with us—that the decision rests to end war.

In the short space of time we have before war
becomes a reality, it is the duty of all students,
all intellectuals, in collaboration with all these
forces desiring peace, the strongest of which is
necessarily the working class, constantly and con-
vineingly to tear aside the tissues of lies which
capitalist politicians weave about war prepara-
tions, one of which is that we can safely leave
the fight for peace to the League of Nations.

As capitalist diplomats will not (cannot) give
the world peace, then the people who want peace,
the people who have to fight the wars, are in
organised manner, taking the organisation against
war into their own hands. Owur place is with
them. e

*Lack of space prevents an account of the Soviet’s peace
policy and its basis. An outline of this is given in “Pro-
letariat,” June, 1938, and reasons indicated why the Soviet
Government is the only anti-war government in the world.

WRITERS’ LEAGUE

Australian Section of Writers’ International.

VPHE co-operation of writers in the campaign
around the freeing of Kisch has been followed
by the formation of an Australian section of the
Writers’ International (the Writers’ League),
with branches in Sydney and Melbourne.

The statement of principles which the Provi-
sional Committee has suggested for adoption de-
clares that membership of the League is open to
writers:—

(a) Who see in the development of Fascism
the terrorist dictatorship of dying capitalism
and a menace to all the best achievements in
human culture, and consider that the best in
the civilisation of the past can only be pre-
served and further developed by joining in the
struggle of the working class for a new social-
ist society; and who are opposed to all at-
tempts to hinder unity in the struggle or any
retreat before Fascism or compromise with
faseist tendencies,

(b) Who, if members of the working' class,
desire to express in their work, more effec-
tively than before, the struggle of their class.

(c) Who will use their pens and their in-
fluence against imperialist war, and in de-
fence of the Soviet Union, the State where
the foundations of Socialism have already been
laid, and will expose the hidden forms of war

being carried on against colonial and other
oppressed peoples, particularly those whose
exploitation is directed by the Australian
Government.

The Writers’ League intends to hold a national
conference in two months’ time. In the meantime,
the Melbourne branch is arranging, as has al-
ready been done in Sydney, to hold lectures and
study circles on literary matters; to gain contact
with working class and other “left” writers; t
encourage contributions to working class papers
and ultimately to collaborate with Sydney in pub-
lishing its own journal.

In order to encourage new writers, the League
is holding a short story competition. The con
ditions are as follow:—

A prize of £2/2/- is being offered for a short
story of less than 4000 words, by a writer wh
has not had more than three articles, sketches
or short stories published and paid for. Stories
should be signed by a pen name; the author’s
real name and address to be sent with manuscript
in a sealed envelope. Stories entered fo:
competition should reach

The Seeretary, Writers’ League,
169 Exhibition Street,
not later than Friday, April 26th.
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year, the “Melbourne University
2" was severely censored because it
Marxist articles. Two of these the
rbidden to print, one on the appall-
of medical services in Melbourne,
reviewing Mr. G. D. H. Cole’s book,
Really Meant.” The professorial
ibed the latter article as “in bad taste
r anyhow,” while the former was simply
e as it criticised the hospitals which
ed with the University.”
Cole’s book is recommended at our
t as a reference book on Marxism. The
of Marx himself are not popular among
(Indeed, the lecturer on economics
known to preface his lecture on Marxian
by the remark, “I am now going to
0 you the fallacies of the economie theory
Marx.”) On the other hand, books such
“What Marx Really Meant,” which
been better named, “What Cole Would
to Have Really Meant,” are very ac-
them. This is to be expected from
5 who receive doctorates of letters for
eses such as “How Australia Weathered
" while the crisis referred to is still

view of “What Marx Really Meant” was
banned. According to the professor re-
it was “wrong anyhow” because Mr. G.
far from being the distorter of Marx-
painted by the reviewer, was “the
Communist in Great Britain.” Now,
1s not a Communist, or even a remote
to one. Mr. Cole’s Marx is as harmless
alist class as are our professors—in
quite as useful as they. The contents
ew should make this clear; they should
it clear that the review was banned,
e it was “in bad taste,” but because an
being made to stifle revolutionary stu-
[]

ng is substantially the banned re-

writer sets out to write a book which
i is not intended to be an addition to
of expositions and criticisms of the
arx, but simply a book which will
 essence of these works “brought up
is attempting no mean task. Especi-
when the conclusions of Marx, in
ity, are the theoretical founda-
advancing movement embracing
illions.
D. H. Cole, author of “The Great
ery” and other thrillers, in his
Vhat Marx Really Meant,” declares
his intention. Instead, he has
t no less imaginative than his de-
and as devoid as they of the es-
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AT MARX REALLY MEANT "

BANNED FROM M.U.M.

But, because in it Mr. Cole is really serious,
this book is more important than his thrillers
have ever been.

The sheer weight of historical development has
so clearly borne out Marx’s theories and predie-
tions that many “left” and liberal writers nowa-
days recognise that Marx really “had something
to say.” Unlike the conservative reactionaries
who ignore Marx, these enlightened gentlemen
patronise Marxism, take from it phrases and
isolated ideas, and serve these up in a context
which is dictated by the aspirations and limita-
tions of their particular class. Thus Mr. Cole
quotes great numbers of Marxian phrases and bor-
rows the Marxian conceptions only to distort them
beyond recognition, and to deprive them of all
their revolutionary content.

To anyone who has read Marx and has tested
Marxism against the irrefutable facts of history,
it 1s very surprising to find Cole, who claims fo
be erudite, saying, in effect, “Had Marx lived in
the third decade of the twentieth century instead
of away back in the dim nineteenth, he would
have written that Capitalism in its development
has so changed social relationships that enlarged
masses of the petty-bourgeoisie (the mechanies,
technicians, business experts, ete.), aided by the
diminished ranks of the proletariat, could con-
vert it into Socialism by a combined process of
enlightenment and legislation, without recourse to
the detestable tactic of violent overthrow of the
capitalist state. In faet, such violence is no
longer feasible in this era of fading class an-
tagonisms, but rather the possibilities of constitu-
tionally ushering in Socialism have greatly in-
creased.”

This, in brief, is Cole’s main thesis. He pro-
ceeds to annihilate the “parrot-like, hero-worship-
ping, self-styled Marxists” of the Third Inter-
national, who obstinately maintain that Marx’s
teachings, further developed by Lenin, are still
correct. He annihilates them in every aspect of
Marxian theory. They do not see that ‘“What
Marx REALLY Meant” was that they should
abandon dialectical materialism for idealism, give
up the labour theory of value for one which admits
the need for capitalists, refute the general crisis
of capitalism by ignoring it, and finally abandon
all revolutionary ideology for the theory of the
development of Capitalism through the ballot-box
to Socialism. That one hundred and sixty million
people led by these obstinate parrots are now
successfully building Socialism in the U.S.S.R.,
that one hundred million Chinese now govern
themselves under the banner of their Soviets, that
Capitalism is in the throes of world crisis, and
is everywhere scrapping the sham of “democracy”
and moving to Fascism and war, that the world’s
workers are fighting heroically against barbaric
attacks on their conditions—these are incidental
trifles that do not upset Mr. Cole at all. For
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him, Fascism is a far-off possibility which may,
indeed, bring benefits to the working class! For
him the threatening war is not necessarily the
outecome of Imperialist rivalry: s

bl . if two countries go to war, it is not
necessary to prove that their conflict is the out-
come of a rivalry inherent in Capitalism. It may
be; but it may be due to some entirely different
cause.” What cause, Mr. Cole?

For Mr. Cole the technical expert, the highly

skilled worker, and the efficient accountant form
the main social group. Not once does he men-
tion the terrible degradation of the millions of
colonial peoples from whose exploitation the bour-
geoisie of England and other “home” countries
obtained the super-profits with which to bribe
these skilled workers, experts, and technicians
with comparatively good conditions, so that they
became a privileged section of the working class,
content to press only for the concessions which
were easily granted, subservient therefore to
Capitalism, thinking in terms of improving their
social standing, against revolutionary action from
the less fortunate masses of the workers, whose
conditions had improved very little, if at all, and
acquiescing in the plunder of the colonies. With
the growth of Britain as the world exchange, huge
armies of business experts, clerks, etc., swelled
the ranks of this privileged class whose political
aspirations were expressed, first in the Liberal
Party, and later, as the period of British suprem-
acy came to an end and the workers became more
militant, in the Labour Party, which was a more
subtle means of getting the workers, in this
period of rapidly developing open class an-
tagonisms, to support -capitalist “democracy.”
The history of the Labour Governments and of the
leaders of the Labour Party is abundant proof of
this characterisation. '

Now the masses of British workers, labour aris-
tocracy, and petty-bourgeoisie, are being sub-
jected to grave worsening of conditions. British
capitalism is rushing to war. The state is being
fas:c{sed (Sedition Bill, ete.), and the much-boasted
British complacency is vanished. Lenin, expand-
ing Marx’s teachings in the period of imperial-
ism (Marx died in 1883), pointed to these develop-
ments very clearly. For Mr. Cole, however, they
are a sealed book.

The writer of “What Marx Really Meant” does
not qnderstand _the international character of
Marxism. For him, the slogan “Labour in a white
skin cannot be free while labour in a black skin is
enslaved” does not exist. He is not concerned
with “solutlo_ns" for the workers of Germany
Japan, America, China, or India. He probably"
t}}mks the heroic German workers are stupid to
risk their lives painting over Nazi slogans in red
with “Save Théelmann.” He is concerned with
finding a “solution” for British capitalists and

petty-bourgeoisie and (incident it-
g okl 2 gy ( entally) for the Brit

Britons, he says, can solve the difficulty “of
over-production and under-consumption” by edu-
cating the masses into voting a truly socialist
party into power. All that will then be necessary
will be the abolition of that stumbling-block, the
House of Lords. This can be done constitution-
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ally. The army, navy, air force, police, and
Fascists will be kept standing by, until finally
they, together with their capitalist masters who
are to be compensated, will learn the truth, and
be converted to Socialism.

To this foolish dream we can only reply, it is
already drowned in the clamour of war-mongering
and the clash of fascist arms on the one hand,
and the resounding protests of the working-class
against these on the other.

The method by which Mr. Cole discovers “What
Marx Really Meant” is instructive. We will con-
sider one example among many. According to
him, Marx, in 1848, regarded the petty-bourgeoisie
as a dying class. But had Marx completed the
Third Volume of “Capital’” himself, instead of
leaving it to Engels to edit, he would have written
of the petty-bourgeoisie as a growing class des-
tined to play the leading réle in social develop-
ment (Engels, apparently, was the villain who
first distorted Marx!).

We would point out, on the contrary, that while
Marx never spoke of the petty-bourgeoisie as a
dying class, he was the first person to point out
its real nature as a class destined to play mo
leading role in the development of socialism, a
class always aspiring to elevate itself to the
bourgeoisie, but always being pressed further and
further down towards the proletariat. Cole does
not understand that, though numerically
strengthened during the development of capital-
ism (on the basis of colonial exploitation), in the
era of monopoly capitalism, in general crisis, the
impoverishment of the petty-bourgeoisie is pro-
ceeding apace. ‘The political influence of the
petty-bourgeoisie and its ideologists has declined,
while the greater organisation of the workers is
giving them greater political power. Cole does
not agree that the petty-bourgeoisie is being im-
poverished. Thousands of unemployed univer-
sity graduates, thousands of small shopkeepers,
clerks, and technical experts could enlighten him.
He does not even believe there has been a gen-
eral worsening of conditions — but talks of
“pockets of misery,” groups of unemployed and
poorly paid workers in scattered instances. IHe
gives these theses a certain plausibility to the
unchservant reader only because he uses no con-
crete instances to illustrate them. Statistical
data are foreign and fatal to his method.

Mr. Cole’s pretentious book is mothing more
than the effort of a petty-bourgeois to ‘“‘solve”
social problems according to his own desires. It
is a fitting production of a class which vacillates
between the capitalists on the one hand and the
workers on the other, having no real understand-
ing of what it wants. The connection of his book
with Marxism is limited to its misuse of Marx-
ian phrases and its cheap distortion of Marxian
concepts in order to give authority to a hope-
lessly confused analysis of present-day problems,
and in order also to diseredit Marxism, which
provides a clear understanding of these problems,
and is the revolutionary weapon in the struggle
for their solution.

It is no wonder such a distortion of Marx finds
favour in Capitalist Universities.

—A. FINGER.
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ing of this monumental work is a
d by the representatives of our
i cracy to the authoritative posi-
R. Palme Dutt has established in the
olutionary literature. The book con-
nplete manual for those who seek to
5 roots the past, present, and future
civilisation. References to Russia
‘There is no portrayal of the society in
writer’s philosophy is being carried to
fmi_tion in every field of human ac-
justifiably proud contrast between the
and Communist worlds, no blowing of
in praise of the U.S.S.R.—only a clear,
ate, logical analysis of the objective and
- forces which are driving capitalist
to destruction, the whole lit up and in-
revolutionary enthusiasm born of that
and supreme confidence which only a
of historical materialism can give.
k is planned as a complete examination
conditions by the method of historical
m. That is, the basic dynamic forces
by the development of economy and
are analysed; then the reflection and
s of those forces in the moral, social,
superstructure.
iled statistical survey is made of the as-
progress achieved in the methods of
m, the strangling of productive power
o its having outrun the limits of profit-
the growth of permanent mass unem-
t; in short, the whole fundamental con-
between social production and private
tion which has rendered class society ob-
nd is to-day issuing in the general crisis
ation of decaying capitalism. In this
illusory basis of the partial, post-war
n is discussed, and how, with the end
ation, history has shown the bankruptcy
ord versus Marx” arguments. |
described the reverses in the technical
mic situation, a treatment of the
ideology and in commercial practice
upon this shifting economic basis
necessary. The progressive agencies
nding capitalism had invoked must
ked—hence the revolt against science
ine; the discrediting of parliamen-
¢y, the breakdown of ints;rn;a.tlonal
| the establishment of the principle of
e feverish but futile attempts at
italism,” the final attempted solu-

| with overwhelming contradictions, and

e of proletarian revolution, the bour-
kes its last desperate throw in Fascism,
a new political or economic system,
s organically out of capitalism apd

. same ends, but necessarily by vio-
eion and dictatorship. Gathering a mass
e disinherited midtfle class and inter-
subsidised, supported, and _armed
class and its reflections in the
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police, military, and judicature, protected by
Social Democrati J

: mocratic governments, the movement,
stripped of its demagogic embroidery, robbed of
its all-embracing opportunist promises, is revealed
as a method, a new tactic of terrorist dictatorship
in a period of imperialist decay, aiming at open
class rule, the imposition of “iron-fist harmony,”
the destru(_:tmn of all workers’ organisations, and
the smashing of the revolutionary vanguard.

An historical survey of the now Fascist coun-
tries—Italy, Germany, and Austria—reveals with
striking clarity the squandered possibilities of
building socialism in the immediate post-war
period. A strong revolutionary leadership to
guide the working-class was lacking, and the
completely futile and impotent bourgeoisie was
sa\l’ed b_v't.he treacherous Social Democratic leader-
ship, which, by negotiation and persuasion, saved
the ruling class when armed repression had failed
it, and which repaid the mistaken obedience and
loyalty of the workers with further fetters, bind-
ing them to class society.

The vain pretentiousness of Fascist theory, the
illusion of the Corporate State, the whole empty
efflatus of Fascist propaganda, is shattered by a
mass of facts marshalled with logical ruthless-
ness. Fascism, in fact, means the barhbarisation
of men and women, and their ultimate destruc-
tion in war.

Considerable stress is laid upon the relation
between Social Democracy and Fascism. Just as
the bourgeoisie is willing to enter into collabora-
tion with the corrupt and opportunist representa-
tives of the working-class while these “leaders”
are able to hold and restrain the masses, so the
ruling class casts off the useless sycophants when
their mass support is lost. The ease and speed
with which this is done demonstrates clearly the
reasons for the existence, function, and dissolu-
tion of Social Democracy in capitalist society.
The completely unemotional and detached manner
in which big business views the Official Labour
Party is expressed with exemplary clarity in a
number of remarkably revealing extracts from
the Deutsche Fuhrerbriefe or private politico-
economic correspondence issued for confidential
circulation to the leaders of finance-capital.

In the immediate post-war period, extremely
revolutionary conditions set Social Democratic
governments in power, and under their protecting
rule Fascist and pre-Fascist forms, both ideologi-
cal and practical, were prepared. On the one side,
Social Democracy cunningly distorts Marxism
and robs it of its revolutionary essence, it aban-
dons international socialism and practises class
collaboration in place of the relentless prosecu-
tion of the class struggle, all “in the name of
democracy”; on the other, it stultifies, divides,
paralyses, and actively suppresses the revolution-
ary energy of the workers; it declares war on
the Communist vanguard, permits the existence
of private armies and openly counter-revolution-
ary organisations, and shows its complete sub-
servience to its capitalist paymasters by carrying
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through repressive economic and political legis-
lation. Although constantly exposed by present
developments, the Social Democratic leadership
persistently refuses the United Front except when
forced by mass pressure from below ( rance),
and unmistakably shows by its policy of the
«Jesser evil,” and by its history (Germany, Aus-
tria, Italy), that it prefers _polltlcal extinction
to unity and active leadership of the working-
class. “Social Democracy and Fascism offer, in
effect, rival services to the bourgeoisie for the
slaying of Communism.” : i

The three imperialist but still nominally demo-
cratic countries—England, France, and the United
States — are subjected to examination and the
bases of Fascist movements, both specific and
within parliament are exposed. There is also
discussed the significance of the various National
and New Deal governments. !

But Fascism, far from exemplifying the
strength of the ruling class, proves from its onset,
objectively, the increasing restriction of produc-
tive power by capitalist social relations, and, sub-
jectively, the necessity of destroying the rising

PROLETARIAT

revolutionary tide by new forms of coercion,
Finally, under the battle-cry of “Fascism is not
inevitable!” the writer calls the non-revolutionary
section of the working-class away from its som.
nolence and quiet repose, away  from its trust in
paper ballots and deceptive bourgeois democracy,
towards an active united front, towards the recop-
nition and acceptance of the triumphant leader-

ship of the Communist International, towards the

establishment of Soviet Power.

The style of the book is eminently suited to the

material and purpose; indeed, revolutionary en
thusiasm and conviction could produce no other
The language is incisive and vivid, yet restrained
by regard for scientific accuracy, while the whole
work abounds in passages of sustained brilliance
and philosophical insight. A review of this hook
is an impossibility; each word is so necessary,
each line so packed with essential meaning. The
sternest and widest agitation must be conducted
in order to restore this masterpiece to its rightf
owners—the working-class of the world.

—“PHILOSOPHIKOS.”

“SOVIET RUSSIA FIGHTS NEUROSIS,” by F. Williams, M.D., 1931.

THIS book represents the efforts of an Ameri-
can psychiatrist to think out on paper the
problems impressed on him by two visits to the
Soviet Union. Ignorant of Marxism, oblivious of
the class-struggle, thinking of psychiatry in terms
of clinies and institutions in which neurotics are
patched up, Dr. Williams is at first profoundly
shocked and stirred by the Soviet’s treatment of
psychiatry, and then made deeply thoughtful.

As “Soviet Russia Fights Neurosis” is, prac-
tically speaking, a diary in which Dr. Williams
tries to work out the significance of what he has
seen, his ideas become clarified and his under-
standing deeper as the book progresses. Before
visiting the Soviet, he evidently made no effort to
strike to the fundamental roots of neurosis; he
saw the tormenting social relationships of the
capitalist world, but not their economic basis. This
accounts for the many and extreme weaknesses
in the book, but it also accounts for it having a
peculiar value — particularly for students and
other members of the petty-bourgeoisie—in that
- Dr. Williams approaches the “social experiment”
in the Soviet Union with all the manifold preju-
dlce_s that are the common property of petty-bour-
geois intellectuals, and in the course of the book
steadily discards them. For the Marxist who is
looking for a scientifically sound social analysis
of the causes of neurosis, the book will not be
satisfying; it nevertheless affords very interest-
ing insight into the mind of a professional man
who is developing the germs of class-conscious-
ness. As the work of a psychiatry expert, the
book serves as a valuable witness to the success
of the Soviet's fight against neurosis,

The _supreme lesson that the Soviet has to
teach in psychxat.ry, [_)r. Williams says, is that
there mental hygiene is treated in a positive in-
stead of a negative sense; it is treated in terms
of one hundred per cent. of the population, in-
stead of as in the capitalist world being concerned

with the rehabilitation of the ten to fifteen pi
cent. of the population that has got into di
culty.

But though the doctor recognises this, it
only at great pains and after many pages that
arrives at the wavering and scarcely formulat
conclusion that the Soviet Union is able to figl
neurosis “by keeping well people well,” beca
it has different social relationships based o1
different economic system. He goes off on ma
false tracks before he recognises this. Indec
in one passage he refers to the economic sysl
as the product of the philosophic system; wl
is needed. he says, is a new philosophy of |
change men’s hearts, and the change in so
relationships will follow. This idealistic app
is common among petty-bourgeois intellectu
and Dr. Williams never quite rids himself of
In one or two passages he recognises that ¢
war is the only force that can usher in the
society, but he shows no understanding of
role of the various class forces, of the two de
sive classes—finance-capital and proletariat
of the various indecisive interlying strata.
civil war that will usher in the new society is
for him essentially a class war. He seems to 1
gard it as the result of the apparently self-oric
ating enlightenment of the whole people, in va
ticular youth, against exploitation in the abst:

He advances, however, from his belief that
transition from Capitalism to Communism
come about by pure reason alone. “It is not
‘radical’ who first applies force,” he says.
radical attempts to reason. Eventually his rea:
158 met by force, then reasoning stops—cons:
prese_nt~day Germany, Austria, ﬁs‘uscist [taly
Russia.” Here Dr. Williams presents a sin
statement of fact.

Dr. Williams’ comparison of what the Capita
crisis on the one hand and Socialism on
other mean “in terms of human beings’ is dra-



