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after the resignation of Eden could have ensured an alter-
native Government and the victory of the policy of col-
lective security and the Ango-Soviet Alllance. Thus P.R.
might have assisted to prevent the present war.

Then it Is argued that P.R. makes for the develop-

ment of splinter groups and small minority Parties, lead-
ing to political instability, Thie s a myth. Even the
Dally Herald notes of P.R. that there is “no record of
any tendency to increase groups.”
. In the present Parliament, under the exleting eys
tem, thete. lo a greater number of Parties and groupe
than in many countries with P.R. France ussd to be the
claselc home of Infinite sub-division of parties and groups;
but there was no P.R. in France.

In fact the larger constituencies of P.R., requiring
stronger party machinery with wider mase support to
work them, make for the elimination of small, weak un-
representative groups, and lead to the development of
firmly-based larger parties with stable maas support.

But, eays Mr. Greenwood, there must be only two
parties. No others allowed. By order. If this prinoiple
had been followed in the early days of the Labor Party,
thers would have been no Labor Party, Labor grew up
In revolt mgainst the iron fetters of the “two-party sys-

tem,” meeking to atlfle and prevent the emergence of new
political thought and tendencies among the people. *Does
Labor, once inside the sacred preserves, now eeek to ex-
clude the newcomer? Does Traneport House Oppose a
democratic electoral eyetem in the hope artificlally to
exclude Communism frora its righiful place in the polf-
tical life of the country?

The way to a healthy democratic life In this eountry
does not le through regimenting the electorats, banning
sincerely-held opinions, and permitting only One of two
rigld official lines of policy. The narrow exoclusiveness of
Trensport House, sseking to maintaim an artificisl mono-
poly, refusing even unity of the Labor movement, and
frownlng on ocollaboratlon with other progressive =sec-
tions, only plays into the handw of reaction and even de-
laye & Labor majority, Reactlon has been skilful to play
the game of Coalition

The way forward for the Labor movement le to build
strong ile own unlty, embracing all sections of working
class opinion, and to rally round euch a united Labor
movement the broadest front of progressive opinion, so as
to ensure a stable Labor-progressive majority and a stable
Government on that besls in the present transitional
stage. A ooneletent demooratic reform of the electoral
eystem would assist In the accomplishment of this alm,

; S!'ﬂ of an “Infantile Disorder” on the Cultural Front...

(JOHN

TRecent Party action in bringing cultural issues into
the limelight was such a progressive and desirable step
that it received the widest praise and acknowledgement
from all those who have been engaged in the past with
these very activities. The Communist Party can only estab-
afih - #tselt on a stable and lseting basis after giving due
4mportance to man's cultural needs and the expression
of :his oreative impulses in the various art forms. It is
well-known that this fact has been fully realized in the
Boviet Union, and it e not & moment too soon for its full
qonsideration here.

These facts make it all the more deplorable that, at
the very outset of this oultural resurgence, there should
appear in the Review statements on the subject which
can only be categorized as the most appailing ' bunkum,

When Max Brown, in the January isaue, wrote his
“Reply to John Reed,” his arguments—If they could bs
dignified with that name—rappeared to be so unrelated to
the question of painters and paintings with which 1 hed
been concernsd, that no comment seemed to be called for
from me. But with the February issue, another article
appears by “H.M.” (possibly Herbert MoClintock) whioh,
though almost squally irrelevant, probably requires an an-
swer if only because of its Inevitable cumulative effeot.

Although Max Brown has written at the greater
length, I propose to say little about his "Reply,” becauss,
in the first place, in a discussion about painting, be ad-
mits that he knows “very little about painting”: secondly,
because to deal with his “argumenta” would mean taking
them one by one, and they seem obviously not worth the
space which would be required to do this: thirdly, be-
cause he antirely misrepresents my own argumaents, which
anyons who wants to can age for themselves in the Ds-
qember Review, and fourthly, because he ends on a note
of such utter imbecllity (quite apart from the fact that it
has nothing whatever to do with the subject under dis-
cussion) thyt one feels dlsinclined 'to bother about him
at all. Through what happy plece of ineide information
bes he gleaned the amazing fact that the words of Stalin's
battle ory “Forward, for the llberation of mankind” were
*quietly spoken...,littls words?

H.M'’s arguments are at least more succinotly exprees-
84, even though the “Infantile dimorder’ that gives riee
{0 them may be equally apparent. According to him, the
fact that T say “tbe bust artists In Australla are thoss who

REED)

are not generally understood by the people,” means that
there s something in their work quite unrelated to human
neede. This is, In every direction, such A basically falee
proposition and reveals such a hopelessly inadequate, nar-
row, limited and, above all, dogmatic approach that its
onunclation by ons who is, as 1 imagine, a Party mem-
ber, i» a most deplorable oircumstance. It would be as
sengible to say that because some complex piece of mach-
inery Is not genersily understood by the people, therefore
it Is “quite unrelated to human needs.”

It is refreshing to find that H.M,, In self-contradiction
to the dogmatic apirit of much of his article, does advo-
cate the education of the people towards the appreclation
of art; but even thie he takes from a purely one-sided
point of view and blames the artist for not working with
Trade Unions, etc., Instead of it occurring to him to lay
at least an equal blame on the Trade Unichs for not work-
ing with the artist.

H.M. entirely misrepresents me when he says I am
convinced that artists are doing all that can be done by
remalning obacure. Nothing of the sort: I have no desire
that the artlsts should remain obscure, though I did say
that obscurity had been forced on the artist under capj-
tallaa. The obscurity of the artist i{s not a desirable
thing, quite the contrary, and I believe that the raajority
of the important artiats today are deeply implicated in
all that is going on around them. If they are not actually
integrated with the Communiast Party itself, I would like
to offer the suggestion that the Party should seriously
consider whether this e not as much its fault as the fault
of the artist,

H.M. holds up to use the example of the Boviet artist
“because he understands the world he llves in and finds
the meane of eonveying his knowledge to his fellow men,”
This may, or may not be true, but assuming it is, it s
quite irrelevant for our purposes because ws are not in
the Soviet Unlon and our conditions are entirely different
from theirs. However, I would go further and at lasst
question M.M.'s arbitrery statement ‘that Soviet art le
good. Of the grounds H.M. has for saying that I do not
know, I only sincerely hope he is right; but I confess that
my own admittedly Jimited tacts with Bovlet art have
been almoat universally discouraging. In the realm of
musio, Shostakovich appears to have achieved something
of concrele valldity (I am not qualifisd to say mors), but
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fn the realm of literature very little has reached us which
appelirs likely to leave any permanent mark, while the
limited amount of painting I have seen (mostly through
reprodugtion) I ean only sum up as being deplorably dull
T freely admit that in all these spheres I have only limit-
o4 judgment, and have had only limited access to Soviet
art, but what I have seen makes me doubt the ~isdom of
the bold statement that “Soviet art is good,” and in anyv
event, as I have pointed out, our own circumsatances and
1ife are mo entirely different that it would be merely stupid
to expect our artistic expression to take the same form
&y theirs. . .

Nelther Max Brown nor HM. fall to note mv ap-
parently precarious position In soclety—'"Torn betweer’
ruling and working class interents,” as Max Brown puts it
—and 7 would bé the last to deny the element of truth in
this suggestion. The @anger lies, In my opinfon, In the
tend to draw err 1 from it, the most
common being the essentially undialestical one that be-
cause of a certain contraMetion in a man’s makeun he

*

is Incapable of arriving at any valld conclusions—~or
any rats that he only does so when he happens
with you, otherwise he is just torn, ets. Now this, &0 o
s a vicious form of argument which is only too 3

but Is productive of entirely harren resulter It M
fore-judging ~ithout any real attempt to arrive at

tive values. The conetructive point is whether my
senstbilitiea have In fact been developed thro the od
cational and lelsure facilities T have been forts
td recelve by reason of my favored position. If
there {5 a positive ain. which should be availed
which can possibly help to shorten the hard road of §
working class towards a new and more vital culture, -
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“gultural” and “art” experts, suoh as appeared in He

“Cluardian® recentlr, only tend to widen. the gap Hetwaen
the so-called “Intelligentsla™ mnd the working class es@
to bresd mutual mistrust and suapicion in place of & Seslrd
for ation and a r of corfitnon dealds

P

A Further Reply to John Reed’s Views R

(HM.)

Tn February “Review,” 1 criticised John Reed’s views
on the relation of Art to Soclety, Now, John Reed claime
that my article Is almost Irrelevant to the queetton of
painters and paintings, That can only mean that Art has
almost no relation to palnters and paintings.

It is Instructive to note that John Reed puts forward
nothing constructive. This Is not to be wondered at when
we find him admitting that the basis of his arguments are
his natural eensibilities.

Take the first point wherein J. R. finds my arqument
*“hasically felse”” “hopelessly inndequats” ‘“narrow.”
“limited” and “dogmatic.” T sald: “Reed’s contention that
the best artists in Auetralla are those who are not under-
stood by the peopls. amounts to saying there Is something
in their work quite unrelated to human needs” John
Reed replies. "It would be ar mensihle to say that beocaune
some cothplex plece of machinery {s not generally under
stood by the people, therefors it 1s quite unrelated to
human needs.” .

It {8 true that the bread I eat is made by a machine
T don't understand, but I do get the bread. T get nothing
from the ploture I can’t understand, except a conviction
that the artist who painted it ts not functioning as he
sbould in socidty.

Take the argument whict John Reed finds zo one-
sided.” T sald, “Those who have nothing to fear from
oreative work must see that they themselves hecoma the
patrons ot art. If the education of the peopis is one-slded
and Inadequate, then the peopls, including the artists,
must be given a balanced ar. adequate education. It is
a co-operative affalr. It can be undertaken hest by trade
untone and associations who know how to co-operats In
the interests of human welfare, It i with these people
the artist will work if he wanta to he understood or If
he wants to learn how to say eomething worth saying.”

John Reed replies, “Hlven this (education) he takes
from & purely one-sided point of view end blames the

work to paint’ pletures which people will miBéretEnd.®
What ean such a statement mean? Doss it not tell artists
they would be making a great mistake it they ¥
ohscure? Now, J. R. says: "I have no dssire that ilis
artist should remain obacure.”

Because he has changed hls mind on this point sinod
Decomber 1t is hardly fair.of him to say I mierepressuied
him in my last article, . o

J. R goes on to eay that my remarks on Noviet Ar}
are irrelevant b we are,dl ing Australiam ee¥-
ditions. My point was that Soviet Art ls good—intilie

light of the responses it arouses in the Sov‘lotmml'
“becauss it {s helping to build the unbreakable of
the Soviet people.” I went on to point out that i Aus-
tralla, too, the anti-fascist war detarmines the content for
those who lay clalm to a “dynamio and penetra
vielon.”
simply proves that Australla’a obsoure artists have wot
made J. R. conscloue of the People’s War. I maintain
that art which has {nspired both the Soviet soldlers at
the front and the men and women in the rear to feats of
herofem Is gaod art. J. R. who aske for objectivity judges
it ;n:raly by the fact that he pereonally finds it “deplorably
dull! |

1 criticised J R.'s views on this basis: .
1. The response which Art arouses in human beings i
:.ho maln thing and not somse intrinsic value in ard
tself.
2. For art to be vital and creative it must arouse rese
ponses which strengthen the progressive foroes fim
eoclety. ) . .
Thia !a nothing more than applying to art the idea thad
sverything created by man should contribute -to kis
well being, .
John Reed finde thia approach “appelling bunkrum®
and the worst 'kind of “narrow,” “dogmatic” and@ “um-
a Pt nlcin g

toctPenl”

artlst for not working with trade unions. ete. |
of it ooourring to him to lay at least squal hlame on the
trade unlons for not working with the artist” 1 leave it
to the reader to declde who is one-midad. In any osse
Epj:]&? h':,o bhnl:o. Ibt llwnot & question of blaming
° or the workers but to final w! In

e rothier, ‘ ding & way of bringing

Next J. R, charges me with misrepresenting him. |
sald, “J. R. 1s convinced that artiats are doing ail that ean
be done by remaining obmoure.” In December "Review"
J. R, wrote: “It 8 indeed true that the future of the artiet
s with the people, but it iy a great mistake to assuma
that this result will be aohieved by the artist setting to

The fact that J, R. finde all this irrelevant”

So mudh appalling bunkum comes out of John Read®s -

subjective approach through hia “natursl eensibilities™
that he could have read no more than the front cover of
“Laft wing Communism” to get’ the phrase “infantile
disorder.” Lanin eays (chapter 4): "It ia not yet sufB-

clently known abroad that Bolshevism grew, took shaps :.

and bacame stealed in long years of struggle agninst

petty-bourgeots revolutionism.—The. instahllity of soels '

rev

N its ability to beocome swi
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Into. a “mad infatuation with one or another bourgeols

fad—all this ls & matter of common knowledge”
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'l'hqt 18 hardly a plea for the revislon of objective
'.Hl!.h to acdcommodate the ideas of everyone who has
recefved  education and lelsure by reason of a favored
podition in soclety.

No doubt certain Indlvidual Party members at certain
uq- are sectarian in their approach to art, but I see

nothing “leftist” in the broad. generalisation, that art
must derve man's needs. If J, R. accepts this as his idenl
he will get co-operatlon. Otherwise the gap between him-
self and the working class will be a desirable thing.

(Note: ‘H. M. does NOT stand for Herbert McClintock
in.this instance.)



