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THIRTY YEARS OF SOVIET CINEMA AND
THE TRADITION OF RUSSIAN CULTURE

By S. Eisenstein

T his article was written in October 1947, on the occasion of
the thirtieth anniversary of the October Revolution. Illness
prevented its completion, and the article was published from
the unfinished MS. in Iskusstvo Kino, 1949, No. 5, after
Eisenstein’s death.

WHEN speeding in one of our fast vehicles through the streets of Moscow,
wandering along its new squares and avenues, or, in the evenings, standing
and gazing with feelings of pride and admiration at the newly constructed
buildings with their beautiful architectural features, it is hard to imagine
what our capital city looked like thirty years ago. It is hard to believe that
on the site of the House of the Council of Ministers stood a row of one-
storeyed huts, and that between the Manége and the Hotel Moscow I myself,
in 1924, passed through some gateways and courtyards worthy of a place in
old Tver or Kostroma. And looking down from the roof of the same hotel
on the panorama of the Red Square and the Kremlin, one cannot realise
that here, at the foot of this ten-storey building, where even during the NEP
period poulterers’ shops flourished, there used to be, ranged along the
walls of the game and poultry market, vendors of sour apples or red
bilberries, tubs of salted mushrooms or pickled cucumbers.

Moving along Gorky Street, one can no longer recollect even the outlines
of the old Tver district, traces of which only now and then peep bashfully
through the arcades of the new buildings, showing the fantastic facades of
the old houses which have respectfully stepped aside so as not to obstruct
the straight line of the highway running from the Historical Museum to the
Byelorussia Station.

As we proceed from the centre to the outskirts the wonder increases.
Before the astonished gaze of the old inhabitant there unfolds a view of
industrial giants, clubs, and residential districts, which have grown up in
place of the former squalid areas huddled around the “ Lizina Pond” or
the ** Kutuzov Cabin ”. These buildings are the living testimony to Moscow’s
transformation into a great industrial centre, as though symbolising in its
capital the development of the country itself from a backward agrarian land
into a great industrial power. Looking at the new factory buildings, one
finds it difficult to recall to mind the miserable holes and backyards, the
blind alleys and crooked lanes, that formerly occupied their sites.

It would be still more difficult to form a mental picture of the appalling
conditions of the cinema, and of film-making generally, at the beginning
of the new era inaugurated by the October Socialist Revolution. Today,
when the giant Mosfilm has everywhere established splendid pavilions,
when studios are buzzing with activity all over Moscow, when the whole
country resounds with the fame of the magnificent studios of Leningrad and
Kiev, Thilisi and Sverdlovsk, Tashkent and Baku, Erevan and Stalinabad;
and when not only nearby Odessa and Yalta but remote Alma-Ata are
proud of their brilliantly equipped film-workshops and studios, which
produce pictures based on multinational cine-culture, it is indeed not easy
to realise that only thirty years ago the scope of all this mighty and un-
precedented development was limited to a couple of pitiful “houses”, from
which grew the great, independent, unequalled art of the Soviet cinema.
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Those were the tiny studios in Zhitnoy Street with their glass walls and
purple curtains, somewhat in the style of the old photographic studios, soon
to look like a tumbledown, wooden, palisaded suburban villa somewhere in
the jungle highway of enthusiasm, where, trembling for their future, they
organised themselves into the Russ Company, and later into the
Mezhrabprom. But from the height of activity—if not in the scope of pro-
duction, at least in situation, for the studio was then on the roof of *“ Niren-
zee House ” (formerly the tallest building in Moscow)—they soon sank into
oblivion. From Sonki-Zolotye Ruchki to The Strong Man (based on
Pshibyshevsky), from Uncle Puda to Navikh Char and Dyevikh Gor, the
little cinemas were feeding the curiosity of the spectators with crime, low
farcical “ humour ”, shabby “decadence” and “modernism” rehashed in
the cheapest “popular” form. This was a pandering to the craving for
sensation and thrills on the part of the middle class who formed the bulk
of the prerevolutionary audiences. Under the aegis of the Temperance
Society, which was anxiously guarding the masses not so much against
vodka as against “ dangerous freethinking ideas”, the cinema of those days
went also to the working-class districts. But, of course, the subjects then
agitating the workers were not flashed before them on the screen. Here
flourished pseudo-popular drama, full of falsehood, designed for the sole
purpose of keeping the people in ignorance and backwardness, the perfor-
mances being in the nature of sermons to impress the people with the
wisdom of submission and obedience and other “ domestic virtues,” so as to
divert their thoughts from the questions of social injustice and how best to
combat it.

However distant all this may seem to us, the moral and ideal aspect of the
cinema of those pre-October days is quite easy to understand. Of course,
its younger brother has been greatly enriched and embellished with all the
sparkling inventions and glittering technique of the Hollywood “city of
wonders ~'. Looking at or reading about these “ creations”, one thinks, with
an involuntary shudder, that had there not been an October upheaval our
Russian cinema would also have brought to the world screen, not the
embodiment of a Communist ideal, the most progressive ideology in the
world, but “ideals” in accord with the aesthetic standard of Messrs.
Ermoliev, Drankov, and Trofimov, making big profits for their masters
Ryabushinsky and Lyanozov by the same recipe whose spiritual poison
brings riches to the banks of Wall Street and the financiers of Hollywood.

Isolated attempts at a more serious approach to cinematography were
made even in those days. Suffice it to mention only Protazanov, one of the
early cinema artists who was particularly sincere and creative in his filming
of the October years. In 1916, in defiance of a flood of trash and vulgarity let
loose upon the screen, he dramatised The Queen of Spades, which repre-
sented the only popularly cultural level of the time, thus making the first
attempt to bring the Russian classics before a wide public. To the same
class belongs his film of the personal and social tragedy of Leo Tolstoy,
which, in his lifetime, was banned from the screen by the Tsarist censors.
It is, however, understandable that against the vast background of trash
and vulgarity these tentative experiments should have been greeted with
irony, with an often mistaken and still more often short-sighted under-
estimation of the cinematographic achievements then possible.

All the more significant is the prophetic estimate of the social importance
and possibilities of the cinema made by Lenin as long ago as 1907. Bunch-
Bruyevich relates in his reminiscences how, in conversation with him and
A. A. Bogdanov, Lenin argued that as long as the cinema remained in the
hands of unscrupulous speculators it would do more harm than good by
corrupting the tastes of the people with pictures of crime and horror. When
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'the cinema belonged to the people and was under the control of real leaders

of social culture, however, it would become one of the most powerful
instruments for the education and enlightenment of the masses. But when
those prophetic words were spoken the film artists could by no means fore-
see the profound significance and ideal content, the immense wealth of
culture, with which our cinema was to greet the thirtieth anniversary of
Soviet power.

Having failed, with almost complete unanimity, to recognise the cinema
as one of the most important of contemporary arts, and to see it as a great
factor in spiritual progress and in the social education of the masses, the
Russian pre-Revolutionary bourgeois critics merely echoed what the
bourgeoisie of the West wrote and thought, until the first Soviet films burst
among them with a bomb-like explosion. The manifestation in those films
of a new concept of cinematography, springing from the new Soviet world-
concept, forced its way, as did the Soviet achievements themselves, into
that sphere of human activity which had hitherto refused to treat the
cinema on a basis of equality with the other arts, let alone regard it as
wonderfully progressive and of the highest importance. Soviet pictures,
having broken the cordon sanitaire isolation of our country, brought to the
astonished Western world a first glimpse of our country’s spiritual power,
greatness, heroism, nobility and lofty moral aspect, forged in the fires of
the October Revolution.,

Frightened out of their wits by those creations, burning with conviction,
hastening the coming of a new Socialist era in the history of mankind, and
calling upon the oppressed to throw off the age-old yoke of exploitation, the
bourgeois powers-that-be hastened to put up a censorship-barrier against us.
But the peoples of the world greeted the message of these films with
enthusiasm. True pictures of the actual revolutionary happenings in the
Soviet Union broke down the barrage of poisonous lies and slanders with
which the terrified enemies of progress wanted, and still want (and how they
want it!), to stifle in their people the natural desire for friendship and
understanding with the peoples of the Soviet Union. From their first
appearance in the West, our films did not fail to make a favourable impres-
sion on the Western intelligentsia, with the result that the more advanced
and democratic sections resolutely turned towards the USSR and established
friendly relations and active co-operation with its great and progressive
people. With the assistance of this progressive intelligentsia, particularly
under pressure from the organised movement in the countries by which the
Soviet Union was not yet diplomatically 1ecognised, our films played the part
of standard-bearers of our country’s ideals, enlisting friends for it every-
where, opening people’s eyes to its true appearance, and mobilising public
opinion for joint action in the struggle for social justice.

Thus, from the very outset, our films served as megaphones through which
the will and spirit of our people, the wisdom and foresight of our leaders,
spoke to the peoples of the world, enlightened them, mobilised them. Hence
the fear and hatred with which the capitalist ruling-classes regard our cinema
productions, as is evident from the frantic efforts during the last decade of
the censors everywhere in trying to prevent our films from appearing on
the world-screen. Is it not a fact that The Rainbow, by Wassilewska and
Donskoi, is now forbidden by McArthur to be shown in Japan? This is the
film seen by the late President Roosevelt, who recognised in it the rising
anger of the people, just as in 1939 he had demanded, to the surprise of the
American press, that Alexander Nevsky should be brought to the White
House, having seen in that, too, the inevitable doom and destruction of the
German aggressors as foreshadowed in the crushing of the “iron swine” by
the powerful and serried ranks of the Russian people in the 13th century.
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And so it has been from the very beginning! Hence the questions and
violent attacks by the reactionary wing in the British Parliament in connec-
tion with the permission given to the Soviet producer, Pudovkin, to stay in
England. Hence also the inquiry in 1926 by the reactionary Reichstag into
the under-estimation of the power of the Soviet Fleet, a power suddenly
revealed to them by The Battleshipp Potemkin, which was three times
banned and three times broke the fetters of the German censorship.

Examples of the type of film calculated to exercise a powerful influence in
uniting the people in the struggle for friendship and understanding will be
found in the Maxim trilogy, in the stern character of The Great Cilizen,
in the classic films Lenin in October and Lenin in 1918, in the immense
epic The Vow, or the absorbingly interesting Chapayev and Schors—flms
which successfully demonstrated and insistently demanded the recognition
of cinematography as a genuinely great art. Soviet life has brought to the
cinema real culture, in respect not only of ideas and subjects, but also of
method; not only in practice, but also in theory; not only in producing
valuable work of educational interest, but in constantly striving to discover
scientific principles in cinematography, that art of arts. By applying the
methods of Marxism-Leninism, our film specialists have endeavoured to
penetrate deeper and deeper into the essence of their art, and so have set
the first landmarks of cine-poetics and cine-aesthetics. Thus, in pursuance
of their own creative achievements, many Soviet film artists have built up a
system of theoretical principles on the art of the cinema. The result of this
practice was that by the end of the nineteen-twenties the ideal of Belinsky,
who had visualised his motherland as the world’s leader in education,
establishing principles in science and in art and receiving the reverential
homage of respect from the whole of enlightened mankind, had already
been realised in the sphere of the cinema.

No wonder, therefore, that in our country, and in our country alone, as
part of the celebrations of the 800th anniversary of the city of Moscow and
the 30th anniversary of the October Revolution, the Academy of Sciences of
the USSR has established within its precincts a Department for the study
of the art and science of cinematography. By that tribute the cinema has
been conclusively recognised as an important cultural phenomenon; and
it is well to remember that it is the achievements of Soviet film-making that
have earned it this recognition! We are growing accustomed to seeing our
productions yearly crowned with laurels at international festivals. Venice
in 1947. Venice and Cannes in 1946. Moscow in 1935. Venice in 1934. On
the third day the award goes to Chapayev, the day before it was to The
Stone Flower; the prize for the best achievement in film production is
carried off by Alexander Romm (Girl No. 217), and B. Chirskov, writer of
The Turning Point, is judged one of the greatest of scenarists. Today we
accept such tributes as rightly due to us, and we are only interested in the
questions: How many first places? How many altogether—seven or eight?
Who'’s at the head of the list? These films having received much higher
praise by virtue of Stalin prizes, we have ceased to wonder at the world’s
recognition of our productions.

This recognition accorded to our film artists dates from the earliest days
of the Soviet cinema. Indeed, are there not, packed away somewhere among
our personal archives, a diploma and a medal from the Paris 1925 exhibi-
tion, a large gold medal for my The Sirike, a silver medal for a film by
D. Vertov in 1924, and many other such? And that happened in the still
early years, when on the site of the present Mosfilm studios along the Lenin
Hills there was only the vast storm-swept and weed-covered expanse of
Potilikha! At that time Soviet power had only just freed the film industry
from private hands and placed it under State control. The vears of collapse
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stared in at the broken snow-covered windows of the studios. Ugly, deformed
survivals of private enterprise took advantage of the NEP years and crawled
back into their favourite niches, if not as masters or as saboteurs of produc-
tion, at least as saboteurs in the field of ideas, carrying and trying to infect
others with the banalities of the dead past.

The new film-specialists did not bring to the cinema a new tradition, but
.a new artistic approach, an intense hatred of what was stale and discarded,
an irreconcilable hostility to trash and sensationalism, a firm determination
to keep out of the cinema the old and outworn practices entirely unsuited
to the expression of the new thoughts, new ideas, new feclings and new
words of a new era. Where did the Soviet cinema, in the first years of its
existence, find such power, such unparalleled strength, such a unique
medium of expression that, having only just emerged from wretched hovels
unworthy of the name of studios, it was nevertheless able to counterpoise
to the bourgeois film world of Europe and America such a wealth of new
film creations and cinematographic conceptions? What was the secret of
this miracle? An unprecedented upsurge of great ideas, an unparalleled
influx of fresh tasks, an enormous number of new demands and require-
ments in the course of rebuilding on Socialist lines one-sixth of the
inhabited globe: that is what lay at the foundation of our cinema and was
from the very outset the cause of its greatness and originality. To shape it
into an instrument of expression capable of helping to solve countless diffi-
cult problems, it was necessary to penetrate into the very essence of the art
of the cinema, and to develop it to the utmost extent possible.

In order to carry out those great tasks, we have also developed a highly
original and unrivalled style of pictures which, like the philosophy they
represent, bear no resemblance to any previous films, any more than any
former governments resembled either in form or content the Soviet Socialist
State. It was inevitable that our cinema should reflect, both in form and
content, all that is great and original in the new system of our country.

Does it then follow, because of its previous “non-existence”, that our
unequalled cinema sprang like Minerva from the head of some young film
expert? As I have said, when the young artists and producers, burning with
irreconcilable hatred towards everything old and bourgeois, entered the
arena and engaged in single combat with those who wanted to continue on
the same lines as the class the October Revolution had swept aside, they
found before them no other models than those they would have nothing
to do with. Does this then mean that apart from being inspired with new
ideas craving to be represented on the screen they were devoid of any
cultural tradition? Cinematographically speaking, yes. But they were richly
endowed with other great cultural traditions, the traditions of Russian
national culture, and the cultures of the sister nations united with us in
the great Union of Soviet Republics. From the age-old traditions of Russian
culture have grown and developed those general principles and influential
tendencies which, in our day, have become so organically a part of the
cinema and are so well integrated with and so richly and variously expressed
by it.

Being heir to all that is best in the creations of different periods, our
epoch, while evolving its own technique of cine-culture, does not, of course,
turn away from what is great and valuable in the culture of the past. Be it
the tragedies of Shakespeare, the satires of Swift, or the delineation of a
character or an epoch in the masterpieces of Balzac; be it the sensuous,
many-coloured art of the FEast, be it the art of Cervantes or Homer,
Rembrandt or Michelangelo—all, at the right moment, serve the artist
who strives to achieve distinction for the Soviet cinema. All these, and other
great masters, come to our aid at some time or other to help us solve what-
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ever difficult problem of drama, art, music or character we may come up
against in the course of production.

Naturally, it was inevitable that we should first of all draw upon the
inexhaustible riches of our Russian cultural heritage, because its traditions
and specific qualities are bred in our bones. It was those very traditions that
guided the producers of the twenties and thirties, who were called upon by
the Revolution to storm the strongholds of the past and to create works
having real value and being in accord with the future foreseen. As for the
world’s masterpieces, we have not infrequently been conscious of their
influence when dealing with the great diversity of our Russian culture.
Thus, for instance, we came in contact with Swift and Voltaire through the
genius of Saltykov-Shchedrin; with Dickens through the fantastic creations
of Gogol; with Byron via Lermontov.

What are the essential features in the culture of our motherland that are
so clearly depicted in the Soviet cinema? First, of course, must be men-
tioned the fact that our democratic culture has always invariably marched
under the banner of idealism and ““ enlightenment ”, as it used to be called.
It would be difficult to find anywhere else in the world a culture so inspired
with, and so consistently pursuing, from its very beginnings, the ideal of the
public good, and always striving, whether with painter’s brush or with
engraving tool, with the spoken word or with musical composition, to carry
thought forward, to contend for the ideal, not to entertain or be entertained,
but to serve the people: to serve the people with whatever at the particular
period was considered most necessary for the improvement of their condi-
tions and for general progress. Only certain decadent streaks in Russian art
and literature during the pre-October period show a departure from this
tradition. That happened in the case of some isolated groups and societies
who, having betrayed the revolutionary-democratic traditions of the best
elements among Russian intellectuals, drifted inevitably into the fold of
objectless aestheticism devoid of any purpose or ideals. Nor was there even
anything original in this peculiar phenomenon. It arrived from the West,
lifeless, anaemic, with a, to us, very strange tendency to *“art for art’s sake "

The characteristics of the real tradition of Russian art and literature are
quite different. Let us have a look at the ancient monument, our national

ride, The Tale of the Host of Igor. Is this merely a sad legend about a

ussian prince taken captive by the enemies of his country? Is it only an
occasion for a lyrical effusion about his immortal lament for Yaroslavl in
far-away Putilovo? Or perhaps the anonymous author only aimed at impres-
sing his audience with wonderful pictures of Igor’s campaigns, so as to add
deeds of heroism to his ordinary descriptions of nature? No: no: and again
no. As already pointed out by Karl Marx, when writing on this work of the
Russian popular genius, the idea of the poem was to call upon the Russian
princes to unite, as they had done once before against the Mongol invaders.
And the “golden word” of Svyatoslav calling on the Russian princes to
unite “ in defence of our Motherland ” rings out with undiminished passion
to this day. Thrice the tale is interrupted by a lyrical refrain directing
attention to this high purpose, a purpose which pervades the whole poem,
and is its chief beauty. |

Thus, for twelve hundred years we have heard a passionate political
appeal presented to us in the form of brilliantly sublime poetry. Has it not
been so with all our literature: moral and political appeals couched in
poetic forms, passionate “ golden words ” addressed to us in images of great
artistic worth? Linking the pre-revolutionary with the October period are
the two giants Gorky and ‘Mayakovsky, whose “message " is already in line
with the highest idealism, the most progressively political, the most con-
sistently Bolshevik-revolutionary. Thus the slogans of our Soviet literature
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proclaim the same message, more clearly and directly expressed, as that
borne by our culture down the ages. When we come to consider the origin
and development of the Soviet cinema, we see in it the same features:
unrestricted service and passionate devotion to the new ideas.

It is to this staunch adherence to the principles of the Revolution that we
attribute the rise and development of the Soviet cinema with its great
poetic riches, which it could never have acquired in the cramped atmos-
phere of the West. The unvarying presence of ideals running like an
unbroken thread through our earlier Russian culture (in painting, sculpture,
music and architecture as well as in literature, with which we are here
chiefly concerned) was to be seen in the Soviet cinema also, from its very
beginnings. The staying-power of this idealistic continuity is the motif of our
people’s national consciousness. From the early tales of pathos and the
“golden word” of Svyatoslav to the passionate lines on ‘‘the national
pride of the Great Russians”; from Dead Souls and War and Peace to
Gorky’s epics, to The Iron Flood, The Quiet Don, and Walking Sorrow,
this great idea permeates the whole. That is why our traditional epics,
where the people’s yearning to identify themselves with the vast spaces of
their motherland finds full expression, are dearer to us than any other form
of literature. It is characteristic that our first films were also built on an
epic scale such as no other country attempted: we may cite the epics dealing
with the first Revolution (The Battleship Potemkin, Mother, the Maxim
trilogy); with the history of the civil war (Chapayev, Schors, We from
Kronstadt); with the distant past (dlexander Neusky, Ivan the Terrible,
Minin and Pozharsky); with times nearer to us (Peter The Great, Suvorov,
Kutuzov); films depicting the most critical stages in the long revolutionary
struggle (Lenin in October, Lenin in 1918, Man with a Gun, Great Citizen);
and finally those dealing with the history of the latest period, beginning
with The Vow, and continuing with the epics about the Patriotic War, such
as The Young Guard, The Battle of Stalingrad, and The Third Blow.
And is not this idea of greatness and heroism, of national consciousness and
multi-national unity, in our country and government, the same as that which
breathes in the classics of the past, and thus unites them with the classics
of the present and the future?

The Russian classics have similarly had a fruitful and salutary influence
on our cinema in respect of particular artistic problems. I could write a
whole treatise on Pushkin alone, that great master of words and imagery, in
connection with his influence on plastic design in cine-culture. Of no less
importance to the cinema, particularly in respect of original optical effects,
have been the picturesque, colourful, and essentially cinematic descriptions
in the works of Gogol. In Tolstoy we find an inexhaustible mine of the
thoughts and feelings of a man guilty of having committed a criminal
action. Makers of historical films cannot overlook the painter Surikov.
Nor can those concerned with psychological pictures disregard Repin, any
more than the student of characterisation in cine-portraiture can ignore
Serov. The tradition of the great genius Mussorgsky is invaluable for guid-
ance on the subject of dramatic film music. The study of Mayakovsky's
rhythmically woven lines will enrich many a generation of film artists.
Gorky is a veritable academy of realistic masterpieces of life and characters.

We must, however, refrain from dilating in detail, in order to illustrate
the important role played by Russian culture in the technical and stylistic
development of our incomparable Soviet cinema, on matters which would
require volumes of study. Suffice it to say that in the course of its thirty
years existence Soviet cinematography has maintained and still continues
the same great cultural tradition, the unity that has been its chief inspiration
from the earliest times to our glorious present. Translatcd by S. DAVIS

(Slightly abridged)
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KATAYEV’S NEW NOVEL
By M. Bubennov

Abridged from a review-article published in PRAVDA on January 16 and 17,
1950. The novel reviewed is Valentin Katayev’s Z4 VLAST SOVETOV (FOR
THE POWER OF THE SOVIETS), 1949.

THE work of the talented writer Valentin Katayev is well known to and
loved by Soviet readers: Lone White Sail, Son of the Working People,
Forward, oh Time!, Came a Soldier from the Front and Son of the Regiment
have all made a great contribution to Soviet literature.

Recently his new fulldength novel, For the Power of the Souviets,
appeared and aroused the interest to be expected with any work of his. It
was his aim to paint a broad picture of the Soviet people’s heroic struggle
against the hated enemy in Odessa during the Great Patriotic War. The
theme he had set himself was a great and noble and inspiring one. There
are quite a number of books describing the life and work of Communists
and Soviet patriots underground. Almost without exception, however, they
are rather in the nature of memoirs and lack ariistic formulation, a task
which Katayev set himself.

[Bubennov then recalls how thousands of Soviet people went to live
underground in the Odessa catacombs, how they fought the German and
Rumanian occupation authorities, and their many successes against them.]

Valentin Katayev took his work seriously and worked on his novel for
several years. He collected a vast amount of material on the Odessa under-
ground movement, talked with members of the resistance and visited the
catacombs. This resulted in his gaining a good general* conception of a
lIongish period of struggle, and in his novel he gives many true and enthrai-
ling pictures of this struggle. Where he deals with actions carried out by
the underground, the book is most interesting. His descriptions of the
spiritual world of Soviet people of different generations are well drawn—
for example when the underground learns of the defeat of the Germans at
Moscow or where three underground workers, condemned to death, are
taken through the spring streets of Odessa.

Unfortunately, however, it must be noted that the novel suffers from
some fundamental shortcomings. Although he collected a vast mass of
material, Katayev failed to make a thorough study of this material or to
“soak ” himself in it, and proved incapable of giving it artistic form, thus
failing to depict profound and great historical truths. Much in the novel
gives the impression of invention and falsity, and is lacking in reality.
What precisely are these shortcomings?

Thousands participated in the struggle. It was therefore the writer’s task
to create outstanding and unforgettable typical characters, and I do not
think we can doubt that Valentin Katayev had this in mind when writing
his book. “The characters in this novel are fictitious,” Katayev wrote in
his foreword. “ The readers,” he continued, “ will, nevertheless, find in them
traits of character of the real Odessa underground workers . . .” The main
heroes of the novel are Bolsheviks. It was to be expected that he should,
in an all-round characterisation, depict the heroes of our time. Unfortu-
nately, Katayev's Odessa Bolsheviks are highly unrealistic, most unlike the

* These and all subsequent italics, other than book titles, are M. Bubennov’s.
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Bolsheviks who won undying glory in the struggle against the enemy during
the harsh years of occupation.

The central figure in the novel is Gavrik Chernoivanenko, first secretary
of the Prigorodny district of Odessa. Soviet readers know this character {rom
that excellent book Lone White Sail. A number of other characters from
the same story also appear in the new novel. It seems clear that Katayev
wanted to show the long road traversed by our people since the first revo-
lution, and how these people of ours have matured spiritually during the
years of Soviet power.

We well knew the poor youth Gavrik, who wandered the streets of Odessa
in search of a crust of bread. He was illiterate, and was twelve years old
before he learnt that 9.30 was the same thing as half-past nine. Thirty-five
years have passed. There has been a world war, the October Revolution,
the Stalin five-year plans. The Communist Chernoivanenko has always
been in the thick of things, in the forefront of the struggle for Socialism.
But how does Katayev describe Chernoivanenko, the veteran Party worker,
the leader of the Odessa underground? Why, for example, does Katayev
call him “Gavrik” throughout the novel? Katayev says that Chernoi-
vanenko had been underground so often that “the diminutive of his name,
‘Gavrik ’, had become his permanent nickname, and no one in the town
ever called him anything else but Comrade Gavrik, and sometimes just
Gavrik. A trifle difficult to believe! “ The epoch of nicknames,” as Katayev
himself writes, “has long since gone ”, and it is extremely difficult to believe
that people in the town would address as Gavrik an elderly, honoured man,
a leading Party worker, especially as such a diminutive may sound odd
when used of an adult.

It should be further noted that Katayev spared no pains to paint Comrade
Chernoivanenko’s external appearance in the most disparaging colours. A
picture of him emerges on many pages of the novel. Katayev writes: “He
was a wizened, elderly, grumpy little man with a revolver in a worn holster,
worn over a light overcoat.” Chernoivanenko has a “mottled snub nose
‘which he wrinkles up on the slightest provocation ”, sometimes “ concertin-
wise . He has “squinting, ill-matched, goat’s eyes”’; * his brow is furrowed
and lined”. He “grumbles, spits and groans”; he often “shouts, speaks
rudely in a high-pitched cockerel tone of voice”, or in a “shrill, droning
voice with a wearisome, pedantic intonation ”. And should he sing, it is “in
an uncertain and tuneless little bass”. Chernoivanenko walks “with a
rolling Black Sea gait, often making awkward movements, as though pulling
up his trousers . Did Katayev have to draw Chernoivanenko like this?

But this is not all. The impression he creates when he opens his mouth
is very odd. Neither long years of intercourse with people all over the
country, nor work in the Party, nor serious study (which he must have had
to do) had, Katayev asserts, been able to change his mode of speech. What
is more, Gavrik’s language in Lone White Sail is much better and purer
than in this novel. Katayev assures us that Chernoivanenko speaks *real
Black Sea language”. What language is that? Chernoivanenko often
exclaims: “You don’t say!” “And how!” “Hal!” “So what!” *See
here!” The word “theme”, he pronounces “feme”, the words “you're
joking ”, “yer choking”. His favourite word is “lyric”. It had “stuck to
him " since the Civil War. In this word, Katayev informs us, Chernoivanenko
has, for some reason, “ embodied a multitude of the most varied nuances of a
critical nature”. Here, for example, is his conversation with Raissa Lvovna, the
wife of his friend, when she does not want her husband to work underground
* None of your lyricism,” he shouted fiercely, *“ see here: everything’s O.K.!”

One of the heroes of the novel, Druzhinin, meeting Chenoivanenko, says
to him in a sharp exchange, “ Come off it, can’t you?” Katayev then remarks
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that Chernoivanenko did not like this expression, which he found to be
“rather cheap and even spiv-like, alien to the language of a Soviet man ™.
True: but that is precisely the way Chernoivanenko himself talks! The
author had forgotten that a little earlier in the book, the following scene
occurs: “Gavrik frowned. His face became harsh, almost cruel. ‘ See here,
Marchenko,” he said, turning to face Svyatoslav. ‘Come off it, can’t you?
I was a soldier when your father was probably still at the breast. Get me?
Now, how about it?’ Gavrik lightly pushed Svyatoslav and climbed in.
“You'll rupture yourself!’ shouted Svyatoslav desperately. ‘So what?"”

Katayev writes that when Chernoivanenko talks to people he considers
his own he “turns to the South Russian dockside street language of his
childhood ”. But throughout the whole novel Chernoivanenko is talking
in the main with his own peO{ﬂ(;, the people close to him, who surround
him in the catacombs. It should be added that it is not only to his own
people that he speaks in this “ pure Black Sea language ”. Here, for instance,
1s the first time he meets the commander of the last unit to leave Odessa.
“'The major, having eyed Gavrik with his revolver strapped over his
beaver-cloth coat, said: ‘Pardon me, but can you read a map?’

“ Gavrik’s eyes flashed. ‘ Wotcher think?’ he muttered, and putting his
elbows on the table, he got a stump of pencil out of a side pocket. ‘ Give
us the gen.”” Such is Chernoivanenko’s external form.

Perhaps he has a fine character? Nothing of the sort! V. Katayev says that
Gavrik Chernoivanenko “did not love many people” and that he had “a
carking temper”. He had not even built up a family, although the author
does not explain why. “ All kinds of family feelings and personal tenderness
are entirely alien to his spiritual make-up,” writes Katayev, * his feelings
were always tightly locked up inside him.” Gavrik Chernoivanenko never
could make out how it was that his friend Piotr Vasilievich Bacheya, also
a man of honourable age, had a son. “Petka’s son! In Gavrik’s under-
standing ”, writes Katayev, ‘ this was an entirely abstract idea, almost impos-
sible and even comic.” We readily recall how much little Gavrik loved his
grandfather, his uncle, his aunt and her family. We recall how he, when
poor and hungry, treasured the cock on a stick given him by his grandfather
and then gave it as a present to Motya’s niece. What, then, has happened
to that kind and affectionate Gavrik? Why has he become what he is today
in Katayev’s portrayal?

To sum up: Katayev describes how Comrade Chernoivanenko, this very
unpleasant person, was placed at the head of the Odessa underground move-
ment. One can only fall back on the assumption that, for all his many
shortcomings, he was a good Party organiser, an irreplaceable underground
worker and a firstrate conspirator. But even this is not so. Katayev writes
that Gavrik Chernoivanenko had been an underground worker several
times in_his life—in Tsarist days, during the Wars of Intervention, in the
days of Denikin and Wrangel, in 1918 when the Austrians were in occu-
pation, and under the rule of the Hetmans Skoropadsky and Petlyura. . . .
Years of life and struggle underground: what tremendous experience
Chernoivanenko should have! Such a man would indeed be irreplaceable in
the organisation of underground struggle against the invaders. But let us
look and see how this experienced conspirator and underground worker,
the best in Odessa, organised work in his own home town.

Katayev asserts that Chernoivanenko clearly understood that “ this under-
ground work would be the most difficult”. He did not doubt that it would
be necessary “ to hold out for at least six months and perhaps a whole year ”.
And he therefore began * to prepare for going underground before the fate
of the city had been finally decided ”. How did he prepare? First he looked
for a secret entrance to the catacombs in an area familiar to him from
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childhood. “ Here,” Katayev asserts, ““a safe place was found from which
the underground district committee could function.” Was this so? When
the hour had struck and Gavrik turned up in this “safe spot” with his
people, whom did he find there ... the H.Q. of our own military unit! People
from a retreating unit, unfamiliar with Odessa, had not the slightest diffi-
culty in finding the “secret” entrance into the catacombs. What a
conspirator!

The second important task that occupied Chernoivanenko before going
underground was the preparation of a food base for the District Committee
and detachment. He knew he “needed a year’s supplies” and he had taken
into account that his detachment would grow constantly. Therefore, and
as was actually done in many cases, large stocks of all kinds had to be laid
in. Was it possible to do this? It was. We do not doubt that it was in fact
done by the Odessa Bolsheviks when they organised their underground.
How does Katayev describe this? “ The preparation of foodstuffs, arms and
ammunition, despite the fact that Gavrik had all the necessary documents,
papers and so forth to hand,” writes Ratayev, “at once became about the
most complicated task Gavrik had to accomplish.” Katayev writes that “ he
found himself in the position of a beggar who came up against a veritable
wall of obstacles. Anything he asked for was given him in insufficient
quantity. He asked for material for a year and got three months’ supply.
Every one of his demands was mercilessly cut.”

Though Katayev did not intend it, this sounds like slander against the
Odessa Party leaders who organised the underground before the abandon-
ment of the town. As anyone will understand, authority for the distribution
of provisions for Chernoivanenko’s detachment could only have come from
the Odessa Regional Party Committee or similar responsible persons. There
were enough provisions in the city and it is most unlikely that the organisa-
tions dealing with the establishment of an underground organisation would
have issued such provisions in short quantity. But let us assume that some-
one in the Odessa Regional Committee made a mistake and issued goods
“in short quantity”. Let us assume that the lower departmental workers,
since they could not know what Chernoivanenko needed the goods for,
looked on his demands with suspicion, since they were used to taking care
of the people’s property. What should have been the attitude of an old
communist like Chernoivanenko, who would understand better than others
that a prolonged struggle was coming? Naturally to fight as hard as possible
to achieve the creation of a foodstuff base of the necessary size. Did he do
this? No. “ You just had to grit your teeth and put up with it”, writes
Katayev.

What did Chernoivanenko succeed in doing? He was unable to create his
base in the catacombs in good time. He arrived at the catacombs a few
minutes before our units retreated. He brought all the food and equipment
stocks of the District Committee and the detachment. It turns out that two
trucks were enough to bring everything!

It soon turned out that Gavrik, though he had been preparing to go
underground for a long time, had forgotten a good many things. No sooner
had they started life in the catacombs than he discovered that there were no
prickers to clean out the primus stoves with. Well, what of it? A trifle easily
overlooked. But how could Gavrik, veteran revolutionary and underground
worker, in preparing for a long armed struggle, forget first-aid and medi-
cines? How could he, in almost twelve months’ preparation for living in the
gloom of the catacombs, lay in only one barrel of fuel for lighting purposes?
(Elsewhere we are told that all he had was 22 litres!) And why did he have,
instead of the said much-needed goods, a vast stock of pencils? Within a
few months, we learn from the novel, the District Committee had no food
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supplies. Could a leading underground worker with many years’ experience
have acted so irresponsibly in preparing to go underground? How was it
that the Odessa Regional Committee, which entrusted Chernoivanenko
with these preparations, kept no sort of check on his work?

The third important task was the preparation of a base for underground
agitational work. What had Chernoivanenko done about this? Nothing—
except for a “vast stock ” of pencils. It soon became evident that the under-
ground District Committee had no good radio-set, no paper, no printing-
press and even no typewriter ribbons. Chernoivanenko had done one thing
only: he had prepared leaflets and had them printed by the Regional Com-
mittee’s printing-press, that is, in the printing-shops of the Regional Com-
mittee’s newspaper. “ While Soviet power still ruled in the city,” writes
Katayev, “ tightly packed bundles of pale pink leaflets were already crated:
appeals and proclamations, prepared for the future underground District
Committee.” What did Chernoivanenko write in his leaflets? Here is the
first one, which Katayev cites with obvious pleasure in his novel: *“Com-
rades, collective farmers, and individual peasants! All honest Soviet people!
That spawn of mankind, the bloodthirsty cannibal Hitler, and his bandit
followers, have attacked our sacred homeland. . . . He has seized our native
city of Odessa and the entire Odessa Region.” Our troops were still fighting
for Odessa and no one knew or could know how long the fighting would
continue or how it would end. The Party was preparing people to work
underground “just in case”, in case the Red Army Supreme Command
should decide to withdraw its troops from Odessa. And it was then that
Chernoivanenko, the leader of the Odessa underground, was writing leaf-
lets on the enemy occupation of Odessa and the Odessa Region and handing
these in to be set up, corrected and printed by dozens of people in the
Regional Committee’s printing shop!

The fourth important task was the selection of people. Although Gavrik
Chernoivanenko did not succeed in finding a good secret place or in setting
up a good base, perhaps he had collected together and trained an excellent
staff of underground workers? Nothing of the sort! Gavrik chose as one
of his leading “assistants” Leonid Tsimbal, secretary of the Oridiopol
district of the Communist Party. What sort of person was Tsimbal, 2 man
chosen for underground work? He was nearly thirty years of age. He was
“a very gay person, mischievous, a Black Sea man, a real native of Odessa,
in the best sense of this expression ”. Katayev lets himself go in his descrip-
tion of Leonid Tsimbal as a gay man, with an unflagging sense of humour,
accepting life as a joyful thing. The writer’s idea 1s clear to us. But the
working out. of this idea in the novel is unsatisfactory. Below is a description
of Tsimbal in Odessa’s difficult, threatening days, days full of drama. “ He
turned up everywhere where weary people’s spirits needed raising. His
soothing words, his chatter, his special Black Sea sayings could be heard
day and night in the most dangerous of the defence sectors. Sometimes,
with the bold abandon of a born Odessa rhymester, Lyonya Tsimbal would
suddenly stamp his feet, and toss off rhymes which had come into his
mischievous head (God only knows where from), at the same time imitating
an orchestra with his lips; his eyes twinkling roguishly, blowing out his
cheeks, he would imitate the refrain . .. mba, mba, mba . . . and then, with
renewed force, would go on intoning to the accompaniment of bomb-bursts.”
That is the sort of person Leonid Tsimbal was! Who was he? Secretary
of the District Committee of the Party in Odessa’s front-line defence, or
indeed a *true Odessa rhymester” and joker? To all this we must add
that Leonid Tsimbal was foul-mouthed, and that in the company of women.
Can it be that it was these facts that were decisive in Gavrik Chernoi-
vanenko’s choice of *assistants”?
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His second assistant was Comrade Sinichkin-Zhelezny. He is in direct
contrast to Tsimbal. “ He was moody, reserved and almost morose.” He was
an excellent man, a rank-and-file worker, a 1905 Revolutionary, a man who
had been in prison and in exile, an active participant in the October Revo-
lution and the Civil War, where he had won his nickname ““ Zhelezny” [the
iron one]. Without a doubt this was an experienced comrade boundlessly
devoted to the Party. But what right had Chernoivanenko to second
Sinichkin-Zhelezny to underground work, whatever his value? No right
whatsoever. Comrade Sinichkin-Zhelezny was an old man, suffering badly
from tuberculosis and, like all boiler-makers, ““rather hard of hearing”.
Was it really impossible to find in Odessa healthy younger people for under-
ground work?

The third assistant was Serafim Ivanovich Tulyakov, deputy chairman
of the Prigorodny Executive Committee of the Soviet of Working People’s
Deputies. Of him Katayev writes: “ He was one of those not very impressive
people who are nevertheless reliable and positive figures with hearts of
gold.” This would seem to be the most suitable person Gavrik had found
for underground work. But he is the very one who is depicted as the most
colourless person in the book. We see nothing of his initiative or his work,
and know nothing of his feelings or thoughts. Why should such a man
have been taken into the catacombs?

Such is the make-up of the underground organisation created by
Chernoivanenko before the departure of our troops from Odessa. All the
other heroes in the novel, who became members of the group, were drawn
in at the very last moment of the defence of the city or became members by
chance. For example, just before the enemy’s entry into the city
Chernoivanenko draws into the group his old friend Kolesnichuk and the
latter’s wife Raissa Lvovna. It is apposite here to describe this occurrence:
it is typical not only of Chernoivanenko but of the new members of his
group. Instead of inviting Kolesnichuk, an army man, to come and see him,
and proposing underground work to him in private, which a real con-
spirator should do, Chernoivanenko goes to the home of the Kolesnichuks
for this purpose. There a somewhat odd scene takes place. Raissa Lvovna,
Kolesnichuk’s wife, categorically refuses to leave the friends to a private
conversation, and Gavrik at once falls in with this. “ Right vou are,” ke says
lightly. “ Stay. I trust you.” True, Gavrik has known Raissa Lvovna for a
long time, but that he, an old underground worker and conspirator, should
be so easy-going is most unlikely. And so Raissa Lvovna guesses without the
slightest difliculty that Gavrik intends her husband to remain underground
in the city, and she “raises Cain ”. She refuses to be evacuated, for she is a
loving wife and cannot live far away from her husband—" Where he goes,
I go.” Evidently this argument seemed to Gavrik Chernoivanenko a very
powerful one and proved a perfectly good reason for accepting Raissa
Lvovna as suitable for underground work. Gavrik “quickly took a bold
decision,” writes Katayev. “‘ Look here,” he said, knitting his bulging brow
in a preoccupied way, ‘if you like, I'll take you too.”” And thus did two
more “underground workers” appear in Gavrik’s group.

The remainder of his group turned up quite accidentally: the driver
Svyatoslav, Matryona Terentyev, her young daughter Valentina, and the
boy Petya Bachei. Their role in the underground work is a very modest,
even a negligible, one, though the author occasionally devotes too much
space to them in his novel. And so we have all the underground workers
described in the novel. Gavrik somewhat oddly calls all the people he has
collected in the catacombs the *“Party Group.” Yes, really. This is indeed
a Party group; a very small one, though, seeing that hundreds and thousands
of Soviet people lived in the catacombs!
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One can hardly believe one’s eyes when one reads of Gavrik's feelings
towards underground work. In one place, Katayev depicts him walking
through besieged Odessa. Gavrik’s soul is full of “battle-feeling”, * that
sharp, incomparable and almost joyous feeling of mortal danger, of the icy
resolution to go to meet this danger, of the doomed feeling of obligation
that had subordinated all his thoughts and actions to itself, had wholly
swallowed up his personality, and had drawn a sharp dividing line between
himself and the city, as he walked through it with his quick, rolling, purpose-
ful gait”. Why? What does Katayev mean? (I am not referring to Katayev’s
rather outmoded “ prettiness” of language.) Look again and you will see
what Katayev means, At this moment Gavrik ““belonged entirely to his
homeland. But the city was no longer his homeland . . . it was a pointless
conglomeration of familiar buildings, acacia trees, granite and asphalt pave-
ments and all of it had already lost its soul”. Such were the feelings Gavrik
experienced as he passed through his native city when the enemy was not
yet in it, when Soviet soldiers from the four corners of our land were
shedding their blood in its defence though it was no more to them than a
place on the map. Such were his feelings as he prepared to go underground
to fight for the honour of his native city.

And here we see Gavrik in the catacombs. An army unit has its HQ in the
hide-out Gavrik has chosen. It is the last unit to leave the city. A tragic
moment! It is difficult to imagine the emotion of Gavrik Chernoivanenko
when he learns of the departure of the last troops from his beloved Odessa!
Enemy units may be in the town in an hour or two. What will they do to
the people remaining behind? It seems to us that at such a moment
Chernoivanenko would be preoccupied, serious, stern—there might even
be tears in his eyes. . . . But that is not the Chernoivanenko of the novel:
His feelings at the moment the underground takes over are most peculiar.
Katayev writes: “A boyish sparkle suddenly glinted in his eyes. He folded
his arms proudly on his chest, thrust a foot forward, raised his head and
crowed: ‘A smugglers’ den!’” Here is a Party secretary comparing the
hide-out where Odessa Bolsheviks are concealed, to a smugglers’ den! What
could be more out of place than such a scene?

Katayev does not show us Chernoivanenko’s thoughts in the first moments
of underground work. Was Gavrik thinking of the length of time they
would have to live in the hide-out, the difhculties they would have, the
problems of organising the struggle against the enemy? No. Katayev writes:
“Strange as it may seem,” (and here we cannot but fully agree) “at that
moment, his thoughts deep down inside him struck chords in his soul so
powerfully that for a moment Gavrik was completely transported to the
world of his early youth. . . .” Apparently it was the romantic world of
his early youth that was beginning for this old Bolshevik, not a grim, harsh
struggle with the enemy needing quick thinking, calculated thought, and
endurance. True, these “ childhood visions” passed quickly, but one can-
not but ask why and how they appeared in Chernoivanenko’s mind at that
grim moment of his life?

Gavrik Chernoivanenko’s group lived for more than two years in the
catacombs before the liberation of Odessa. What did the group do all that
while? Katayev’s novel is a long one of over 600 pages. One would imagine
he might draw many pictures of the heroic struggle of Gavrik’s group in his
book; he has the space. On the contrary: he uses this space unskilfully. Dozens
of pages are devoted to the wanderings of Petya Bachei through the city,
and to recalling the “ world of daddy’s childhood ”, though this has not the
slightest bearing on the underground struggle in Odessa, which is, after all,
the central subject-matter of the novel.

Katayev writes that “ the underground fought ardently and tirelessly ™. [
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do not doubt that this was so. On the first day of life in the catacombs, shots
were exchanged with the enemy when Matryona Terentyeva, Valentina and
Petya Bachel were escaping from the enemy and were near the entrance to
the catacombs. Between that date and December 13, when the defeat of the
Germans near Moscow was announced, the underground workers sat in the
catacombs and did nothing. Their first action appears after the first 208
pages and that is an accidental skirmish with the Germans while distributing
leaflets on the Moscow victory. Their second action was the blowing-up of
the Rumanian invaders’ HQ. It must be said that this action is described in
drab and superficial terms. After this Gavrik decided, heaven alone knows
why, since the enemy had not undertaken any military operations against the
group, that the latter should cease its activities and pretend to be crushed
and even finally disbanded. Nothing further is undertaken until December
1942 and thus to the 208 pages are added a further 108 in which two actions
only are described.

In the latter part of their first year of struggle, when the author makes
Gavrik “ pretend to be dead ”, his group considerably increases in size. The
underground establishes contact with a couple of dozen Communists living
in the city, and sets them tasks; they begin * sabotage in the port, at railway
stations, in factories, even in the police force”. The author’s description
of this work is dry and boring. “ Separate groups and individuals operated
with the greatest care, with fearful stubbornness, driving the invaders to fury
and desperation. . . . The underground’s widespread activities were directed
by a single partisan centre and they always felt that they were not alone,
that there were many of them, and that their number was daily increas-
ing. . ..” But there is not a single word in the whole novel describing how
Gavrik Chernoivanenko got together the devoted people he needed, how he
entrusted them with tasks, or how these were carried out.

What then does Katayev describe of the work of Gavrik’s group in their
first fifteen months in the catacombs? At far greater length than that given
to any fighting, he tells how the underground built Gavrik a study. What is
more, Katayev actually begins his description of life underground with this.
The group spent a fortnight hacking out a table for Gavrik, a conference
table, armchairs, and so on. Gavrik held daily meetings of the District Com-
mittee, which, “however short, were according to custom and rule-book .
These meetings discussed everything—and nothing. For example, Gavrik
threatens with a bureau meeting and a reprimand anyone failing to clean
his teeth with powdered limestone, in the absence of toothpowder. And *“a
special dispensation from the District Committee Bureau is required for
lighting the primus”!

No member of the Union of Soviet Writers being present, Chernoivanenko
writes and sings the following song for the New Year festivities.

“Along a tortuous road we march

Long, long is to be our path,

Filled with alarm are our hearts,

Powerless, we cannot draw breath.

Wherever you turn, there are barriers,

Tsar Hunger is gnawing at us.

No Fascist mercy do we expect.

And death is at our shoulder.

But since there’s no way out, what can we do?

We shall not ask mercy of the enemy:

All of us, as one man, for the freedom,

The happiness of the people, will die.”
—and so on.
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Katayev is at great pains to describe in detail the * commission shop”
Kolesnichuk sets up, with which he soon goes bankrupt, being unfamiliar
with the bestial “laws” of capitalism; but of the people who met in the shop
to exchange sabotage experiences, Katayev writes merely in passing.

You will appreciate that Katayev has devoted a lot of attention to the
daily life of the underground. We are not against that. Without such
descriptions it would be difficult for the reader to imagine the conditions in
which the underground lived in the catacombs. But the pity is that Katayev
has devoted an entirely disproportionate part of his book to the trivial
details of everyday life, which has damaged the small part allotted to the
heroism of the group’s struggle. The heroic struggle of the Odessa under-
ground obviously does not get much space in Katayev’s enormously long
novel. It may be objected that this novel is really a tale about the boy Petya
Bachei, and that Katayev has never claimed to have made it a broad canvas
to depict the Odessa underground movement. But this is not so. In Lone
White Sail Gavrik is undoubtedly the central figure, always at the hub of
events, It is a story about and for young people, though read with pleasure
by grown-ups. It is a different matter, however, in For the Power of the
Soviets. Though a good deal of attention is devoted to Petya, especially at
the beginning of the novel, he is not the central figure. Events are not shown
through Petya’s eyes; rather he is an involuntary participant in them. More-
over, Katayev himself writes in his foreword: *I shall be happy if I have
succeeded in resurrecting at least a few pages from the history of the defence
of Odessa, the city that Stalin called a ‘ hero-city’ like Leningrad, Stalingrad
and Sevastopol.”

When we criticise the book’s lack of description of the work of the under-
ground, we are not thinking of a page-by-page description of every action,
with one action following hard on another’s heels. Katayev should have
selected the most characteristic, the most heroic, the most outstanding; his
descriptive language should have been truthful, convincing, alive. His novel
lacks any logical approach, and Katayev is so conscious of this that he puts it
into the mouth of Piotr Bachei. It is true that there were many chance
occurrences and coincidences in partisan life; but building the whole of
serious novel about bolshevik struggle against the invaders on such chance
circumstances betrays a weakness, a lack of artistry on the part of the author.
Katayev was not prepared to work seriously on the composition of his novel.
He has piled up chance occurrence on chance occurrence in his efforts to
make his book entertaining, and the more he does so, the greater is the
book’s falseness to life and the more generally counterfeit it appears.
Katayev’s literary language and style are not much improved in this novel
compared with his earlier works. He has many awkward turns of phrase,
some trite, hackneyed words and expressions. “A word is a thought, or an
empty sound”, said Belinsky. In Katayev’s novel there are too many empty
sounds. Having studied his material only superficially, Katayev has failed
to give it artistic form.

The editorial board of the monthly journal Novy Mir unfortunately failed
to notice the gross shortcomings of For the Power of the Soviets, and did not
tell Katayev to put in some more work on it. And certain publishing houses
hastened to bring out the book in almost the same form in which it appears
in the journal. How is this to be explained? Because, no doubt, publishers
think that a new book by an experienced and talented writer, who has
previously written good books, is bound to be good? This is wrong. No past
creative successes give the publishers the right to think that misfortune
cannot overtake talented authors. Any new book by any writer must be
received as if it were a work by a new writer.

The novel For the Power of the Soviets cannot be regarded as a full-
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blooded work on the heroic struggle of the Bolshevik underground in
Odessa. This subject still awaits an artist. For this novel to remain alive in
literature at all, it needs radical, decisive and profound revision. And to this
end Valentin Katayev should spare neither time nor effort.

Translated and abridged by ELEANOR FOX.

NoTES: Mikhail Bubennov is a young Soviet writer, whose first novel, The
White Birch, won a Stalin prize in 1947, shortly after he had been
demobilised. This novel is available in the SCR Library, both in Russian
and in English. Bubennov is now writing Book Two of the novel.

For those interested in this example of Soviet literary criticism of an
established author by a young writer, attention is drawn to the article on the
same novel by V. Yermilov, formerly editor of Literaturnaya Gazeta, in
No. 81 of that journal on October 8, 1949, and to Yermilov's review of
F. Panferov’s new novel, Velikoye Iskusstvo, in Nos. 9 and 10 of the same,
1950.

For those interested in the article by A. Fadeyev on Literary Criticism in
Vol. XI, No. ! of the ANGLO-SOVIET JOURNAL, further contributions by various
hands appeared in Literaturnaya Gazeta Nos. 83, 95 & 104, 1949. A summary
of these contributions will shortly be made available in duplicated form,
price 1/- (6d. to SCR members).

THIRTEENTH PLENARY SESSION OF USW
g e g

The thirteenth Plenary Session of the USSR Union of Soviet Writers
opened in Moscow on January 25, 1950, and lasted for eight days. Over
600 writers, poets, dramatists, teachers, publishers and others participated
in the work of the Session. The agenda comprised reports and discussion on
Uzbek literature, on Soviet children’s literature and on literary criticism.
Organisational matters were also discussed.

The first two days were devoted to reports by S. Rashidov, chairman of
the Uzbek Union of Soviet Writers, and by N. Tikhonov, Deputy General
Secretary of the USSR Union of Soviet Writers. Sixteen writers from many
of the national Republics took part in the discussion.

K. Simonov reported on Soviet children’s literature, with a co-report by
A. Korneichuk, on the third and fourth days. A lively discussion followed,
in which over thirty writers, teachers and editors spoke. A. Fadeyev made
the opening report on literary criticism and its tasks.

Among other members elected to the Secretariat of the USSR Union of
Soviet Writers were Alexei Surkov and Fedor Panferov; new members of
the USW Board include Mikhail Bubennov, Nikolai Gribachev, Arkady
Perventsev, Mirzo Tursun-Zade, Boris Polevoy, Petrus Brovka.

Over a hundred people participated in the discussions arising from the
reports. Articles on literature for children and on children’s writers
appeared in Soviet journals and newspapers in Russian well before the
opening of the Plenary Session. They were contributed by teachers and
laymen as well as by writers.

BRIEF BIBLIOGRAPHY: Octyabr No. 7, 1949: Novy Mir No. 11, 1949: Litera-
turnaya Gazeta Nos. 60, 69, 70 & 72, 1949; Nos. 4, 5, 9, 10, 11 & 12, 1950,
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SOVIET COMPOSER’S REPLIES TO
QUESTIONS
MR. LEONARD CASSINI has kindly permitted us to print the following

extracts from a letter received blyz him from DMITRI KABALEVSKY in
reply to the questions he sent to him after his recent visit to Great Britain.

Question: Could you define your general attitude to music?

Answer: 1 think the answer to this question depends on the artist’s general
views on art, on its function and social role. I am convinced that the real
artist (that is, any creator, including a composer) tries in his work to reach
out to people, telling them in his work of what can inspire them, give them
pleasure and help them in their lives, in their labour and in their struggle.
It is this need to exchange experiences with people, this need to be useful
and to give joy to one’s people, that is *“ the basic strength ” that stimulates
creation. Let me recall Chaikovsky’s words, which would, 1 am sure, be
approved by any true artist: “ With all my heart I desire my music to be
known as widely as possible, I desire the number of people who find comfort
and support in it to increase.”

The individualist artists take up exactly the opposite stand. They consider
the mere thought of the public unworthy of their great calling. It is worth
while recalling, for example, Stravinsky’s words: “In regard to art the
people is a collective term which I never take into account.” Schonberg
asserts even more unequivocally that the composer ceases to be a real
composer from the moment he begins to think of the public. Such artists
think only of themselves and shut themselves up in their own narrow
world: naturally their works cannot attract or move many people, and
these works remain an object of aesthetic interest in a narrow circle of
connoisseurs resembling the composers themselves. I do not think I risk
being mistaken if I say that the future does not belong to their music.

Question: What in your opinion are the reasons or impulses that lead a
composer to write a given work?

Answer: These reasons and impulses are so varied and individual that it is
of course impossible to summarise them. One thing seems to be indisputable:
the more considerable those reasons are, and the greater their general signifi-
cance (in the sense of the works being accessible and pleasing to many
people), the more important such work will be when given life by the
composer.

Question: What would you say of your own early works?

Answer: Speaking of oneself is always difficult and sometimes simply impos-
sible: so I will be very brief. The first sonata was a weak and immature
composition (written two years before I finished the Conservatoire) and is
not worth mentioning. The second sonata (1945) is filled with the events
of the recent war. In the first movement are to be heard echoes of warfare,
and in the second a sad lullaby, while in the third the breath of tempestuous
and immortal life makes itself felt: if you can hear all this you will under-
stand without much difficulty what thoughts and feelings held sway over me
when I wrote it.

I told vou about the third sonata when we met, and find it difficult to
add anything to what I said then. [Mr. Kabalevsky told me that his third
sonata expressed the impact of war upon the world of children in various
ways, and in the last movement describes the triumph of that world over
the forces of destruction.—L.C.]
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The sonatina in D major represents mischievous, happy children who are
nevertheless prepared to sit still for a few minutes to listen to an interesting
fairy tale (represented by the second movement of the sonatina). The violin
concerto is on our young people. The subject of the first movement is their
steadfastness, endurance, and boundless energy; the subject of the second
movement is first love; the subject of the finale is leisure, games, dancing.
I would add that one of the tasks I set myself in composing this concerto
was an attempt to make it possible of execution by quite young performers.

I see I have overstepped the limits of your question: you were asking
about early works. But they are really of no interest whatsoever to anyone!

Question: Do you believe in programme music?

Answer: How 1s it possible not to believe in programme music when world
musical literature contains such wonderful examples of it as exist for
example in the work of Berlioz, Lizst, Glinka, Rimsky-Korsakov,
Chaikovsky, and so on? I think that all music taken as a whole is in a sense
programmatic, in so far as it necessarily expresses something.

In some cases this “ programme-ness” is expressed in a very generalised
form, being the embodiment in music of any broad idea you care to use in
its most general sense (for example, the idea of heroic struggle in Beet-
hoven’s symphonies). Sometimes, on the contrary, “ programme-ness” when
put into practice leads to representational naturalism (this was Richard
Strauss’s sin). We have become accustomed to calling “ programmatic”
only music that is supplied with an appropriate programme title or even a
literary piece on this “programmeness”. I do not think this is quite
correct! With the exception, I believe, of the one orchestral suite The
Comedians (and not including vocal and instrumental work like The
People’s Avengers), 1 have not written any music with a “ published pro-
gramme ", but you will note from my reply to the previous question that I
often set myself programmatic plans.

Question: Have you ever written 12-tonal or any other non-diatonic music?
Answer: 1 have never written, and never intend writing, in the 12, 17, 22,
29 and so forth tones. It seems to me that our system is still far from being
exhausted. I think it is those composers who simply cannot find anything
to say in music that thirst after all these new systems. They seek new sound-
forms: no matter what kind, as long as they are new! It goes without saying
that it is easier to claim to be an original composer in 12-tone music! And
with 17-tone music it is even simpler, I can assure you: I have myself played
on a 17-tone instrument which we have in Moscow!

As regards “pure” and “abstract” music, I have in essence replied to
this in my previous answer.

Question: What do you think are the dangers of the present simplification
of Soviet music?

Answer: 1 think we must strive for simplicity but not for simplification.
These are entirely different things. Simplicity, real artistic simplicity, comes
with maturity, with complete mastery of technique, whereas simplification
is a sign of poverty of thought. Simplicity must be understood as maximum
clarity, “rounded-offness”, and understandability in presenting the
thought. And, of course, simplicity in expression of thought is not in contra-
diction to the richness of the thought itself. In fact, the opposite is true:
the richer your thought, the simpler must be your exposition, provided,
that is, you want anyone to understand you! I am ready to strive towards
such simplicity, though I know how difficult it is of achievement. Writing
music that cannot be understood in the belief that complexity and richness
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are one and the same is much easier than writing a simple, clear melody
which has content and at the same time is understandable.

I think one can only speak of “ danger " here when dealing with simpli-
fication, that is with an impoverishment of the content of the music. If,
however, we strive towards simplicity, that is towards clarity and compre-
hensibility, in expressing our thoughts, then the public (whether trained
or untrained) will be grateful to us. Of course, the criteria of simplicity
vary in varying circumstances, and the simplicity of a mass song is a very
different matter from that of a quartet, a symphony or an opera, but then
the content and the richness of thought, ideas and feelings in different
genres and forms differ also.

Question: What is the present situation regarding Socialist realism, and
what was the approximate demarcation line of its entry?

Answer: Every new creative method, every new style, arises and is created
gradually, winning positions step by step in a stubborn struggle with the
styles and methods that preceded it historically and with all kinds of
influences opposed to the new strivings. A study of any epoch in the history
of the arts makes this quite plain.

The same may of course be said of the method of Socialist realism. I think
the first shoots of Socialist realism in music belong to the boundary line of
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and found expression in the songs
of the revolutionary underground. A good many years passed before these
principles, joining in the struggle against modernistic aestheticism (so wide-
spread in the twentieth century), began to be seen in genres other than song.

We accept the principles of Socialist realism and regard them as the only
correct aesthetic platform: but to say that these principles have become
fully embodied in all our art would be, to say the least, irresponsible. We
never do say so. We simply assert that our art is advancing along this path,
that in the struggle against formalistic influences a new style based on the
methods of Socialist realism is gradually being born, and that more and
more features of this new style are to be seen in the new work of our artists.
From this must not be deduced, of course, that in Soviet art there are no
works that can be considered to be completely imbued with the principles
of Socialist realism: there are many such works, not only in literature,
which is in advance of the other arts, but also in painting and music.

These new features are to be seen in music in the following aspects: in
the fact that it is thoroughly steeped in contemporary subject-matter, which
is striving forward; in the existence of optimistic concepts (I mean a
historical optimism, that is a bright glance into the future, and not just
“major-key” endings " to works); in the striving to wipe out the boundaries
setting up an impenetrable barrier between professional and folk music;
in the striving to place in the centre of the work positive heroes expressing
the positive and progressive ideas of mankind; and, finally, in a conscious
striving, in democratism, in the maximum all-embracingness of art. At the
root of all this, in my opinion, lies truthfulness in the depiction of the real
world. On such an aesthetic platform, every artist has every opportunity of
outstandingly expressing his own individuality, provided, of course, that he
has any.

Now you will understand why I cannot answer the question on the
demarcation line between Socialist realism and the style that preceded it.
In a period when a new style is in process of formation, and especially in
the kind of epoch we are now living through, questions of this kind are
rather scholastic.

Translated by ELEANOR FOX.
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TEACHING STUDENTS TO WORK
INDEPENDENTLY

The following is the leading article from the October 1949 issue
(No. 10) of VESTNIK VYSSHEI SHKOLY, official organ of the
Ministry of Higher Education of the USSR (Editor-in-chief
A. M. SAMARIN).

ONE of the most important tasks of higher educational establishments is
to organise and guide independent work among students. In the higher
schools of the land of socialism this question is by no means one of method
alone. Soviet schools are called upon to prepare specialists having a wide
general education, a daring mind, and an ability to take independent
decisions, show initiative and find new paths. Truly progressive science, as
Soviet science is, does not admit of fixed canons or of dead dogma: it “is
courageous, able to break resolutely with old traditions, norms and
standards when they have become outdated and are acting as a brake on
progress: a science capable of creating new traditions, new norms and
standards ”. [Stalin.] The need for outstandingly creative and independent
cadres is particularly great in the period of transition from socialism to
communism. The task of preparing specialists of this sort determines the
direction and character of the study and scientific work in our higher
schools.

The Soviet higher school is the most progressive in the world. It provides
its pupils with a wide all-round scientific understanding, and a sound and
penetrating knowledge, and, above all, teaches them how to study and
develops their independence.

If during his years of study the student had been used to receiving * ready
made”” knowledge, it would be vain to expect him to show independence in
his practical work after graduation. Therefore the entire system of teaching
in our higher educational establishments is based on the maximum possible
use of active forms of teaching and on the development of the student’s
resourcefulness. In our teaching plans more than fifty per cent of the time
is devoted to this purpose. The widest possible use is made of laboratory
work; students are set all kinds of tasks calculated to develop their creative
activity. The planning of study and diploma work, which develops in
particular the capacity of independently applying acquired knowledge to
practical problems, the character of the lectures and of work in seminars, all
have a single common aim in view: that of giving a wide education, teaching
how to study, developing resourcefulness. The widespread students’ study
groups and societies bear witness to the activity and independent initiative
which characterise our young people during their years of study.

Our higher educational establishments wish to give their students the
greatest and most comprehensive knowledge possible. This is a great merit.
However, as Lenin once pointed out, shortcomings sometimes seem to arise
from merit. This may be said of some shortcomings in the practical work
of our higher schools. The wide scope of the curricula, in accord with the
level of contemporary science, the desire to give as much knowledge as possible
to the students, not infrequently leads in practice to the students being over-
burdened, and this in turn leaves them little time for independent work on
mastering science. It is quite natural that every Chair should consider its
particular subject important and take care to teach it as fully as possible
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and to recommend to the student as much reading-matter as possible. But
the human capacity for assimilating knowledge is not unlimited, and if all
the Chairs ob{)ige students, with the best of intentions, to study so much
as to make it physically impossible in the time at their disposal to absorb
it all, then the students will naturally start trying to find some way out by
using abstracts, popular brochures, and so on and so forth. It would be
unjust to attribute such deplorable phenomena to the students’ laziness
or disinclination for independent work. On the contrary, inherently our
young people are extremely eager for work and knowledge. The expla-
nation of the insufficiency of independent work lies in most cases in the
way the educational process is organised and the planning of study
arranged. If a student of the humanities has to plough through hundreds
of pages of serious literature for his regular seminar, he will not, unless
he is a Solomon, be able to do so conscientiously. Or if a student at a higher
technical school is given as much homework to do in one week as would
take at least twice the time he has at his disposal, it is no wonder if he does
his work superficially and hurriedly.

The teaching curriculum determines the exact amount of knowledge a
student has to acquire in the years he spends at college. As science develops,
as new fields of knowledge are opened up, teaching programmes become
wider, a process which must however be accompanied by serious metho-
dological work on the best possible ways of imparting the programme
material to the students. Unfortunately, in many higher educational insti-
tutions, work on methodology is backward. It is not keeping pace with the
rapid tempo of scientific development, and thus gives rise to serious short-
comings in the teaching process and is particularly damaging to students’
independent work. Often, instead of considering carefully how best to
present the subject and what could without detriment be omitted from the
programme, some Departments have embarked on a race against time.
Nothing can replace a methodological analysis of the most important aspects
of teaching; even an increase in teaching hours cannot save the situation.
Unlimited speeches may be made on the importance of independent study,
appeals may be made to the students to work harder, but if the teaching
itself is not organised as it should be, all appeals will be in vain. Their own
experience has taught many educational establishments that the stage of
merely discussing the overworking of students can be passed, and the
necessary conditions for independent work created, only by a prolonged and
careful analysis of methods.

This issue of Vestnik Vysshei Shkoly contains an article on the
experiences of the Bauman Higher Technical School and of the Molotov
Institute of Energetics in Moscow. Both these schools have taken steps to
lighten the students’ burden. The value of their experiences lies in the
fact that they have succeeded in releasing for independent study a con-
siderable amount of the students’ time, and in achieving a more rational
utilisation of teaching hours. This they have attained by a careful planning
of the curriculum, without limiting its scope, by eliminating repetition in
closely related subjects, and by various other steps. The experience of the
Moscow Institute of Energetics is a further corroboration of the vital
importance of a teaching process based on scientific principles, and of the
need for each educational institution to work out a system and method
which will not only make for better learning but will also accustom the
student to rational brainwork,

The directors of all higher educational establishments must pay more
attention than at present to details on which the entire teaching system
and the success of the students’ independent work will to a large extent
depend. A methodical and well-thought-out time-table is a very important
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factor regulating teaching activity. The timetable must be planned on
scientific principles, not to suit primarily the convenience of the lecturers,
but with a view to making the most rational use of the strength and
capacities of the students. It is necessary to see to it that libraries and
reading rooms work properly and that students do not have to waste time
owing to mismanagement and lack of system on the part of the workers
who are there to assist them. The students’ hostel life, the students’
recreation, their proper use of physical culture (a most important factor
in increasing the productivity of intellectual work): all these matters should
always be of interest to the directors of a higher educational institution, as
they all have an important bearing on the organisation of independent
work among students,

To obtain really fruitful independent work from the students, appropriate
methods must be presupposed in lectures, laboratory work, industrial
practical training and in seminars. If wrong methods are used, even the
most active forms of teaching may become passive. Unfortunately such
cases do exist. Sometimes students receive so much guidance from their
teachers in laboratory work that they hardly ever learn how to work
independently. Sometimes problems are solved by one student at the black-
board, while all the other students accept the solution quite passively. This
is of course intolerable. All ways and means used by teachers must aim
ultimately at developing the students’ ability to work independently.

It is essential that serious methodological work should be deveted to the
preparation of new text-books. Until recently, when manuscripts due for
publication were discussed, attention was focused entirely on the subject-
matter of the future text-book. Naturally the scientific content is of fore-
most importance, but the construction and style of the book must also be
considered. The excessive size and unnecessarily difficult style of many of
our text-books often hinder the work of our students. Thus the preparation
of text-books has also in many ways a direct bearing on independent work
by students.

‘We may say without exaggeration that the question of guiding the inde-
pendent work of students is the crux of many methodological problems in
every branch of the teaching process. This is clearly demonstrated by the
letters from professors and students published in this journal, stating their
views on this question. The authors of the letters voice many different
opinions, but they all agree on one point: to succeed in teaching students
to work independently, it is essential that there should be constant improve-
ments in the methods used in lectures, text-books, exercises, homework,
revision, and so on, that is in every aspect of the teaching process. Any
steps taken in this respect by an institute as a2 whole must be accompanied
by corresponding movements in every Department, taklng’ into account
the special aspects of its particular subject. The teacher’s aim should
always be to teach the students to work independently, to develop their
taste for reading and their love of books. Books contain the great treasures
of human knowledge. They provide a mighty weapon in the fight for know-
ledge and education, and experience teaches that nothing can replace
independent work on a book, since to a large extent to be educated means
to be well-read. Important as lectures and consultations may be, they are
in the last analysis meant to help the student to understa}nd books, to master
science independently. The higher educational establishment must teach
its students how to read books. There are people who read widely yet think
little. If memory is used in reading rather than active thought, the rg:sult
is dogmatism and bookishness. Students must be taught to read in a
different way so as to understand the essence of what they have read, not
merely memorise various conclusions and statements. Students must be
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taught how to summarise books and use bibliographies, reference books and
dictionaries. We should not however attempt to give any general all-
embracing rulings on this. Such “recipes” merely appear to be helpful,
but in actual fact they {)revent the student from using his own accumulated
experience, from developing his own method of work, from perfecting
himself. .

The higher educational establishment must help every student to attain
what Lenin so persistently stressed in calling on young people to develop
the “capacity to absorb into themselves the sum total of human knowledge,
and to absorb it so that Communism is with you not something you have
memorised but something you have thought out for yourselves, an
inescapable deduction from modern culture ”.

In the Soviet Union no specialist can consider his education completed
when he leaves the higher educational institute. The entire structure of our
life, the rapid development of science and technique, and the ever-growing
demands made on our cadres, oblige him to continue learning, to perfect
himself, to advance. The better the schooling a worker has received, the
more successful will his creative development be. And the quality of the
school is determined not only by the thoroughness and depth of the know-
ledge it has imparted to its pupils, but also by the extent to which it has
succeeded in giving them a capacity for independent work, a permanent
thirst for knowledge, a persistence in their work, and a determination to
reach their goal. Soviet higher educational institutions are tackling great
problems. Their work, of preparing qualified cadres who can meet the
demands made on them by a society that is building communism, is con-
stantly growing. The more attention our Institutes pay to the development
and organisation of independent work by students, the sooner they will
succeed in preparing and educating cadres capable of initiative and of
great creative achievements.

INDEPENDENT READING AS THE METHOD OF
MASTERING MARXIST-LENINIST THEORY

by V. V. Antonova, lecturer at the Molotov Institute of Energetics, Moscow.
(From the same issue of VESTNIK VYSSHE] SHKOLY )

THE most important characteristic of teaching in higher educational
establishments is its reliance on the independent work of students. The
Central Committee of the Communist Party (B) and the Council of People’s
Commissars of the USSR, in a resolution passed as early as June 23, 1936,
suggested that great attention should be paid “to independent work done
by students in libraries, archives, laboratories, seminar rooms (“cabinets )
or at home, and students should be helped by consultations . In studying
Marxist-Leninist theory, independent work organised on a sound basis is
particularly important, and, as the Central Committee pointed out, “the
main, the basic way of studying Marxism is through independent reading .
The appearance of The Short History of the CPSU(B) and of the new
editions of Lenin’s and Stalin’s works has given us a first-rate opportunity for
independent theoretical study.

Young people who are just beginning to learn Marxism-Leninism need
assistance, however. When studying particular problems of Marxism-
Leninism, students have to refer constantly to many different works, as a
single problem is often discussed from different angles in several of the
classics. It is well known that a very large proportion of Marxist-Leninist
classical literature is of a polemical character, and students insufficiently
acquainted with the historical background in which these works were
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written, and with the opinions of those the polemics were directed against,
have difficulty in finding their way through these works on their own. Also
it must not be forgotten that Marxism-Leninism is a living science and as
such is constantly developing and being enriched. A student who is studying
original sources must be able to assess how a particular problem has been
analysed at different stages of historical development. Only thus can his
studies bear fruit and help him to learn how to relate historical materialism
to contemporary conditions.

We have set ourselves the task of basing students’ independent work on
Marxism-Leninism on a definite system. 1t is the most important duty of
higher educational establishments to develop in students an organic desire
to study Marxism-Leninism constantly, so that after leaving the Institute the
specialist wants to go on reading independently and raising his ideological
and political level. The Chair of Marxism-Leninism in the Institute starts
from the conviction that the development in the student of a desire for
independent reading depends on the way Marxism-Leninism is taught.
Consultation and methodical advice to students will only be effective if the
nature of the teaching is such that it stimulates independent work. The
main point is that lectures and seminars should be such as to inspire the
student to read independently and to give profound thought to his work on
original sources.

In this connection the nature of lectures is of particular importance. We
have aimed at making our lectures precise and carefully planned so as to
present the problem, develop it with logical striciness and draw the final
conclusions. As a rule, we present the outline of the lecture to the students
before we begin. Everybody knows that seminars should be preceded by
independent work by the students on the material to be discussed. Therefore
we always like the seminar to be preceded by a lecture which analyses the
general significance of a particular work, its place in classic Marxist-Leninist
literature, and its historical background. Such a lecture should not be given
after the students have already discussed the subject in their seminar, but
before; this involves close co-operation between the lecturer and the tutor
in charge of the seminar. Therefore we discuss at our Departmental staff
meetings not merely some particular study or course of lectures, but the
whole plan of presentation of the subject from the introductory lecture to
the final seminar. Thus we ensure co-operation between lecturer and
seminar tutor and give a definite aim and purpose to our entire work.

Consultations play an important part in the preparation for seminars.
Experience has taught us, however, that these consultations very often
tended to degenerate into coaching and cramming of the students, and did
not stimulate independent work. We have changed the character of group
consultations. They are mainly now devoted to a survey of the relevant
literature, advice on methods, and the clarification of difficult points. Such
consultations further independent work but do not provide a substitute for
it. We also have consultations specially devoted to difficulties encountered
by the students. We should, however, consider it wrong to reduce a con-
sultation to mere replies to questions. In seminars and consultations, tutors
check the work done on previous lectures and on the recommended reading.
Experience has shown that good results can be obtained in seminars by
well-conducted discussions of précis work done by students. We want to
develop in our students a persistence in their study of serious books, and we
want them to understand that the Marxist-Leninist classics have to be
referred to time and time again. We point out to our students thac in his
lecture on the state Lenin called upon his listeners at Sverdlovsk University
to study the works of Marx and Engels and warned them that “ although . ..
the difhculties of the exposition might at first frighten some people away, 1t
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must be repeated once again that this should not disconcert them, as the
passages which seemed uninteiligible at first will become clear when they are
read a second time . We always advise students to read a book right through
first, without paying close attention to parts that appear unclear: chapters
very often become clear and intelligible in the light of subsequent chapters.
Then they must proceed to a close study of separate chapters. In cases wher=
a particular subject requires the examination of several original sources, we
give advice as to the most suitable sequence of reading. As such advice is not
given in a general form, but is based on specific material, it helps students
in their independent study.

Independent work by students improved considerably when we introduced
compulsory progress reports by students at every stage of the curriculum.
These reports are charted on graphs which indicate definite periods for
which reports on the students’ progress have to be submitted. Such super-
vision helps to eliminate “racing ahead " (“over-hurried work ”) and helps
to make independent work systematic. We want our lecturers to help to
arrange the students’ independent work by planning lectures, seminars and
systematic inquiries, and we set aside a definite time for the study of methods
with the students. From the start, at the very beginning of the course, the
teaching staff and the students meet to discuss methods of doing independent
work on the Marxist-Leninist classics. Explanations are given on note-taking,
précis-writing, and so on. We have even produced a small text-book on
method: Beginners Handbook for the Study of Marxism-Leninism. This
handbook discusses the significance of the study of the Marxist-Leninist
classics and contains examples and specimens of notes and précis. The
handbook is produced in photostat copies and is widely used. The Marxist-
Leninist *“ cabinet” organises regular lectures which help students in their
independent work. Special consultations are arranged, in the course of which
students learn how to read books, how to discriminate between essential
and secondary points, how to take notes, how to formulate their own
thoughts, how to make abstracts from books, and so on. In particular we have
thought it important to teach students how to make the best use of diction-
aries, encyclopedias, and other reference books. Very often students ask to
have some foreign word or political concept explained, the essence of which
they might easily have found for themselves by consulting the appropriate
work of reference.

The Marxist-Leninist “cabinet” helps students by arranging special
exhibitions and by the issue of reading-lists of books recommended on each
subject. One exhibition, for example, contained a great deal of interesting
material on the methods used, in their work on books, by the Marxist-
Leninist classic writers, by great representatives of Russian culture, and by
outstanding Soviet intellectuals. Another exhibition showed many specimen
copies of abstracts, précis, outlines for lectures, and so on. All periodicals and
literature are assembled in the Marxist-Leninist “cabinet”, which the
students eagerly make use of. The fact that in 1948/9 the “ cabinet ” issued
63,000 books, as against 40,000 in 1947/8, bears witness to the growing
demand for Marxist-Leninist literature and to the increase in independent
reading. In this connection it is important to add that students prefer the
classics to popular publications. The demand for works by Lenin and Stalin
is particularly great.

The academic staff and the Party organisation of the Institute pay
particular attention to the Marxist-Leninist education of students in the
senior courses, who, unlike the juniors, do not have contact with the staff
of the Chair of Marxism-Leninism in teaching hours. A system of papers
written by students and subsequent discussion of the papers at theoretical
conferences has become very widespread during the last two years. The
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critical discussion is intended not so much as an appraisal of the papers,
but as practical help for the students’ future independent work. In addition
to the staff of the Chairs of Marxism-Leninism and of Political Economy,
representatives of other Chairs, particularly graduates of the Marxist-
Leninist University, have been drawn in to participate in the discussions and
help the students. The most interesting papers were brought before students’
conferences for discussion. The Marxist-Leninist Chair seconded members
of its staff to help students with the preparatory work for the conferences
and worked out thematics for lectures and papers. Qualified advice was at
the disposal of the speakers and of the participants in the conferences. A
conference on the subject of The Relationship between Philosophy and the
Natural Sciences awakened great interest among the students. Papers were
read on Herzen and the Relationship between Philosophy and the Natural
Sciences; Lenin and the Crisis in Contemporary Bourgeois Physics; and so
on. This conference stimulated a large number of students to study philo-
sophical questions in greater detail. Other conferences centred on such
questions as The People’s Democracies; The Gradual Transition from
Socialism to Communism; and so on. For the current academic year, con-
ferences are being planned on The Role of Socialist Consciousness in the
Development of Soviet Society; The Crisis of the Bourgeois Democracies;
The Progressive Role of Russian Science in the Development of World
Civilisation; The Principles of the Development of Socialist Society; Stalin
on the Socialist State; Dialectical Materialism and Physics in the Twentieth
Century; and so on.

The very important part played by the Komsomol organisation of our
Institute in the organisation of the independent study of Marxist-Leninist
theory must be mentioned. The Komsomol Study Bureau and the Komsomol
Committee of the Institute work systematically with every single student,
discuss questions concerning students” work on different subjects at their
meetings, observe progress, make it possible for good work to be widely
appreciated, and criticise the negligent and backward.

In organising students’ independent work our main consideration is to
teach them a self-reliance and a capacity for creative thought that will enable
them to absorb the essence of Marxism-Leninism consciously and organically.
We want to teach them to be persistent and systematic in their studies and
in their attempts to overcome the difficulties that are inevitable in the study
of Marxism-Leninism as in every other serious scientific work.

THE STUDENTS TIMETABLE AND THE TEACHING PLAN

by L. P. Lazarev, lecturer at the Bauman Higher Technical School, Moscow.
(Ibid.)

THE quality of the teaching in higher educational establishments depends
to a great extent on the way the students’ time is utilised and their
independent work organised. This question has always attracted the atten-
tion of professors and teachers and has been broached at literally every
Departmental meeting, but there has never been an over-all collection of
factual material on the subject. For this reason the Education Department
of the Bauman Higher Technical School has carried out an analysis of the
planning and allocation of the time at the disposal of students. This work,
started as early as 1947, has not only served to disclose shortcomings, but has
also given rise to a number of practical measures to improve the planning
of the teaching process.

We spent some time on a critical examination of the various tasks set to
students, and have compared the time which the teachers responsible for
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setting the tasks considered necessary for their performance with the time
actually spent by the students. A large number of our staff took part in this
work. They all noted the high quality of the students’ work, but at the same
time had to point out that many tasks were overloaded with purely
mechanical calculations and too much time had to be spent on technical
formulation. Moreover, analysis of the students’ work on problems showed
that insufficient use is made of sliderules and calculating-machines for
mechanical calculations.

When we totted up the time which, in the opinion of the teaching staff,
was necessary for the performance of all the tasks set, it appeared that in
the third term the presumed amount of work was 4.5 to 5 hours a day and
25 to 30 hours a week. This does not include routine tasks in the various
subjects, which add 2 to 3 hours a week per subject to the students’ work.
Thus it was found that students have to spend 35 to 40 hours a week in the
first term, and over 30 to 35 hours a week in the third, on compulsory
independent work. [A “term ” is a half-year, or semester.]

This was an eye-opener. Indeed, if it is taken into account that students
do 6 hours of work in college daily, it is impossible to plan their homework
on the basis of 5 to 6 hours a day and expect it to be productive.

However, the plan of the teaching staff is only one side of the question.
It was interesting to find out how the students’ time was spent in actual
fact. For this purpose we drew up questionnaires on the students’ time-tables
which were distributed to students to be filled in over one week. In these
questionnaires we provided for account to be given of the time spent on
compulsory work such as attendance at lectures, laboratories and Institute
workshops, the time spent on independent work on IIl)roblems and diagrams
set as home tasks, the time spent on the study of theoretical material and
on the reading of technical literature, on participation in scientific-technical
work, on the study of Marxism-Leninism, on the attendance at optional
lectures and seminars, on social and political activities, on literary and
musical evenings, on visits to theatres and cinemas, on the reading of belles-
lettres and newspapers, on sports, on personal needs and on sleep. We also
allowed room for facts which would allow of classifying each individual
student and the conditions in which he works: what course he is taking,
whether he is a Party member, what his examination results were for the
past term, what social work he is doing, whether he lives at home or in a
hostel, whether he does his quota of independent work, whether he works
mainly at home or in the Institute, which single aspect of his work he finds
particularly over-taxing. In order not to place the student under any obliga-
tion and in order to obtain as objective a picture as possible, we did not
make it compulsory for the name to be filled in on the questionnaire.
[Questionnaires reproduced on pages 32 and 33.]

The questionnaires were distributed 600 at a time, at different periods
during the term. Approximately one third of the cards distributed were
handed in to us. From these questionnaires we ascertained that students
spend from 11 to 12 hours a day on their studies during the first, third and
fifth terms. Even if one allows for a certain amount of exaggeration, it is still
quite obvious that students are overworked and that ultimately this is bound
to affect their progress.

First-year students in particular spend too much time on their studies.
This appears to be partly due to the fact that they have not as yet adapted
themselves to the methods of scientific work in a college, and to insufficient
schooling in foreign languages and, in drawing. This, however, must not
blind us to the fact that they are given too much work to do. To give an
example, the first-year curriculum for the study of Marxism-Leninism
involves the reading and summarising of 1447 pages of set texts and 1002
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CHART OF STUDENT’S TIME-DISTRIBUTION BUDGET PER WORKING DAY

| Mon., |Tues.' Wed. ] Thu. | Fri. | Sat. l Sun.

ACTIVITIES 1
| Indicate times from...to...

COMMENTS

- | |
Get up, breakfast i
Travel to School

i |
Lecture-rcom work i i
Laboratory work ‘ ‘
Set homework ;
|

Projects work &
plotting work -J
graph ;

Preparatory work !
|

Reading technicali
literature ;

Participation in NIR
and SNTO* |

Meetings | !

Consultations

Social tasks i

Optional lectures ‘
Optional seminars ‘ | |
Independent study

of Marxism-Lenin-
ism

i
i i
|
Literary & music }
circles ;
|
i
i

; i
Theatres & cinemas : ‘

Sport & physical !
culture

Reading literaturs
& mnewspapers

Personal matters
[laundry, mend-

ing, housework
ete.] i

Travel from School‘

Sleep

*NIR : Nauchno Isledovatelskaya Rabota (Scientific Research Work).

SNTO : Studencheskoe Nauchno Tekhnicheskoe Obshchestvo (Students’ Scientific Tech-
nical Society).
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INSTRUCTIONS

FOR FILLING IN CHART OF STUDENT’S TIME-
DISTRIBUTION BUDGET

The aim of this questionnaire being to show the student’s time-
distribution budget and indicate ways of improving the studies in
the School, the successful achievement of this aim will depend on

the objective and conscientious attitude of the student towards
filling in the form.

The form, which gives the basic type of activity by days of the week, is to be
filled in every evening for a week. Against each type of activity is to be indicated

the amount of time spent on it, indicated not by a gross total but by hours
from......... to

For example : Get up, breakfast—from 6.0 to 7.0
Transit to School—from 7.0 to 7.30
Reading technical literature—from 19.20 to 20.10
and from 22.0 to 23.30
etc.

These time-distribution charts are to be issued to and collected from students
of the School by the students’ representatives and delivered by them in person
to the office of the Dean of their Department.

1. Name (to be given at informant’s wish)

. Department

. Party [or Komsomol] membership

2
3. Course [year and semester]
a4
5

. Examination marks for last semester

6. Do you live in a hostel or with your family? (Underline whichever is
applicable.)

7. What is the nature of your social work? (Trade Union organiser,

Komsomol organiser, propaganda secretary, €tc.) ...........cooocooiiiiniiianns

10. Do you do most of your independent work at the School or at home?
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pages of additional texts. This means that students have to study and
abstract an average of 72 pages for every seminar every week. For this 15
to 18 hours are required. In actual fact, students spend 2 to 4 hours a week
on it. In our talks with students it has become clear that, as they find it
impossible to do all the reading recommended to them, they cut it at
random, not knowing which are the most important books to include. One
of our best scholarship students, an ex-service man and a member of the
Party Committee, has told us that he finds it impossible to read systematically
all the literature recommended, and has expressed his desire for a more
carefully selected reading-list. This testimony is particularly significant as it
comes from an excellent student who is usually ahead of schedule with much
of his work and who studies supplementary material.

The comparison between the time actually spent on independent work
and the time officially allotted to it shows that some of our Departments are
not giving much thought to practical reality. Our last example shows how
the prescribed amount of work diverges from the amount of work actually
done by students during the first term. The picture for other terms is
approximately the same. How objectionable this type of planning is, is plain
from a student’s remarks: * Not enough time. Would like to have a free day
to solve my problems, to read technical books and belles-lettres and go to
the students’ scientific-technical study circle.” There are very many remarks
of this type, and we need quote no more. Even without them it is quite clear
that the excessive amount of homework lowers the standard of learning. In
particular, it goes far to explain the lack of progress among first-year students.

We submitted the material at our disposal to careful scrutiny in order to
find ways and means of adjusting curricula so as to reduce the amount of
independent work set, without lowering its scientific value. It therefore
appeared essential to study in detail the question of the content, scope,
form and method of the organisation and execution of every aspect of
scientific work. This was essential above all as regards work with first-year
students. With this aim in view, a number of papers were written, for
example, Methods of Class-room Work; General Scientific and Engineering
Subjects; Methods of Laboratory Work; Visual Teaching Aids; Planning a
Course of Lectures; and so on. In order to eliminate the gap between the
amount of compulsory homework and the time at the disposal of first- and
second-year students, 2 Commission on Methods was set up by our Institute
in the spring term of 1949. The Commission was composed of professors and
lecturers on general education and engineering. At its meetings it examined
independent work set for the Winter Term for first- and second-year students
in mathematics, chemistry, physics, theoretical mechanics, descriptive
geometry, strength of materials, drawing and foreign languages. It worked
out a number of suggestions for changing the scope and content of the tasks
and the method of organising independent work. The object was to achieve
a systematic study-plan for students which would not take more than 20 to
25 hours of independent work a week

The Commission proposed alterations in the structure of homework, as
well as the replacement of elaborate periodical home tasks; in such subjects
as mathematics, physics, foreign languages, chemistry, and so on, by current
small tasks and revision papers. Drawing for the machine-building course,
for instance, had formerly taken about 140 hours of work in the first term,
70 in the second, 105 in the third, and 95 in the fourth. Teachers of drawing
and descriptive geometry examined this question and their suggestion was
accepted by the Commission: the third sheet of drawing problems designed
for the end of the first term was to be carried over to the beginning of the
second term, and at the same time the work of the second term was to be
decreased by a reduction in the amount of work on diagrams and drawing.
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This freed the students from spending time on overlapping problems and
evened out the amount of work done in different terms; now they need
95 to 105 hours a term, or 6 to 7 hours a week, for this work. At the same
time it was decided to replace the first and second home tasks in descriptive
geometry by independent work in class-time, and two revision papers, also
to be done in class-time. The third home task has been revised: it now
contains fewer analogous problems and is done on a drawing-sheet. Similar
steps have been taken in mathematics and in physics. The curricula of the
courses on the strength of materials and theoretical mechanics were revised
and it was decided to omit home tasks on certain problems. The Commission
accepted the suggestion of the Foreign Languages Department that grammar
should from now on be studied in class only, without any set homework,
but that reading and translation exercises should still be done at home and
that two revision papers a term should be set. This will involve three hours’
work a week throughout the term.

Our Institute’s Conference on Methods, held in June 1949, endorsed the
decisions of the Commission and they were introduced on September 1, 1949.

The free days that have been set aside for independent study are particu-
larly important. Previous experience in this direction has shown that
students do in fact use this time for independent work.

It is quite possible to increase the amount of time spent on independent
work by first-year students by decreasing the number of lectures and exercises
in such subjects as mathematics, chemistry, theoretical mechanics, metal-
lurgy, and so on, where more text-books are available than in more
specialised subjects. On no account, however, must the scope of a course be
curtailed at the expense of laboratory work, as this more than any other
single factor develops the students’ capacity for creative independent work.
The exercises may be somewhat shortened to tally with the lectures, but
they must remain the testing-ground for the theoretical knowedge gained
in lectures.

The work done on examining the over-loaded time-tables of our students,
and on readjusting the teaching plan, has made it imperative for our entire
teaching staff to study the question of methods. This year all departments
in the Bauman Higher Technical School will devote even more attention
to the organisation of students’ independent work. They know that only
by doing all in their power to develop independence in their students will
they succeed in turning out first-rate Soviet engineers.

HOMEWORK PLANNING AND CO-ORDINATION OF SUBJECT

by A. 1. Donskoi, lecturer at the Molotov Institute of Energetics, Moscow.
(Ibid.)

WHEN checking third-year students’ revision papers, a lecturer in electro-
technics came across gross mathematical errors. Not only did the students
make mistakes, they did not know how to correct them. In one instance, a
student took “nb” from the table of logarithms instead of “n50”. He
should have seen his error at a glance, but he did not, and the answer to
the problem remained incorrect. Such errors, committed by students who
are by no means bad at mathematics, show their inability to apply what
they have learned. Teachers who come up against this fact often take the
line of least resistance and repeat in their lectures matter already covered
in other courses.

To correct these defects the scientificeducational group of the Moscow
Institute of Energetics began to analyse them as early as 1945, and came to
the conclusion that they could only be overcome on the basis of more and
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better independent work by students. Our plans, however, did not allow
sufficient time for independent work. According to the 1945 teaching plan,
a second-year student had to spend forty hours per week attending classes
during his second term, and in addition to that had to summarise text-books
on Marxism-Leninism, to hand in ten home tasks, to write five revision
papers, and to do drawing and laboratory work on electrotechnics. Thus
the student spent from eight to nine hours a day working in the Institute,
and naturally had no time left for independent work.

Lack of time gave rise to a singular type of *division of labour”:
students took turns to do laboratory problems for the whole group, divided
homework between them, copied each other’s précis, and so on.

Reducing the hours of compulsory study

In the autumn of 1945 the Department of Electromechanics introduced as
an experiment voluntary consultations for five groups of third-year students,
in place of classes. This meant that classes in electrotechnics, foreign
languages, hydraulics, and details of machines, remained on the time-table
but were made optional, though revision papers and homework on these
subjects remained compulsory. As a result, students had four hours’ com-
pulsory classwork twice a week and two hours once a week. In the optional
classes teachers led discussions and the students’ homework was handed in.
The discussions were used regularly only by advanced students, the rest
attending only when revision papers and homework were due. At the same
time students often requested tutors to do the most typical problems for
them. We came to the conclusion that in these circumstances lecturers must
not limit themselves to theoretical explanations but must give specific
examples in order to show students how to solve problems methodically.

As only five groups of the third-year students were working in the new
conditions, and the rest were carrying on in the old way, we had a good
opportunity for comparisons. We found that the students in the experi-
mental group put in better attendances and were more attentive at lectures,
had more self-assurance at examinations, read more, handed in their papers
and other work more regularly, and had a smaller proportion of failures at
examination time than any other group of students in the Institute. In the
next term we extended this system to other subjects in such a way as to
give the students one day a week on which they had no compulsory lectures.

When replacing classes by optional consultations we had to see to it that
sufficient teaching aids should be available on that particular subject. In
cases where printed material was insufficient, we published lithographed
material. Collections of problems of electrotechnics, mechanics, and so on,
were produced in this way by members of our staff.

In drawing up our 1948 time-table we greatly reduced the number of
classes by discarding minor subjects and by integrating the syllabuses of
interrelated subjects, which in some cases enabled us to reduce the number
of lectures. Under this new plan optional consultations are no longer
essential, as the allocation of days for independent work no longer leads to
overwork on the remaining days.

Planning students’ independent work

Our next step in relieving students from too much work was to ascertain
how much time they needed for their compulsory homework. The usual
study-charts merely laid down how much work had to be done per term in
each subject and when the students had to submit their work. These
particulars were planned separately by each Department, and, as a result,
there was no check on the total amount of work to be done on all subjects.
To ascertain this total every Department was asked to submit an estimate
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of the amount of homework on its particular subject the students were
expected to do. It became clear that the total was about twice or three
times as much as the students could possibly do in the time at their disposal.
In one particular subject, for instance, the students were expected to read
1,000 to 1,500 pages during a nine-week term. If it is taken into considera-
tion that the students also had to work in the laboratory and on a project,
it is obvious that such instructions were quite unreal and could not be
carried out in fact, owing to lack of time.

An analysis of the study-charts showed further that work was not evenly
distributed throughout the term, the second half of the term being over-
loaded in comparison with the first, particularly where laboratory work
was concerned. We have made adjustments in this respect and laboratory
work is now evenly spread over the entire term. As a result, it is no longer
necessary to indicate which particular hours of the week are to be devoted
to independent work, the study-chart of third-year students laying down
twenty-five hours of independent work and thirty hours of classroom work
a week. Thus, a student’s working day should be nine to ten hours, with
Sunday free. If. on the days set aside for independent work, the student
devotes six to seven hours to it, then on the remaining days he will need
to do three to four hours of independent work in addition to classroom work.

At first glance it seems quite inadmissible to start laboratory work simul-
taneously with the lectures. But experience has shown that if the laboratory
work is arranged so as to run exactly parallel to the theoretical lectures, it
actually makes for more systematic study, as it enables the student to apply
his new theoretical knowledge at once in practice. Further, we have taken
steps to help organise laboratory work during the first few weeks: before
starting, the tutor questions the students not only to ascertain that they
have done preparatory work, but also to develop in them a critical attitude
to the work to be done; we have subdivided each group into two or three
sections, which work in the laboratory at different times; we have increased
the number of examples of work of a similar nature.

On what basis do we plan homework? First we establish the maximum
number of hours of work on all subjects: fifty to sixty weekly. From this
we deduct the hours spent in various ways at the Institute, and the rest
we distribute for homework on the different subjects, taking into account
the nature of the subject, its scope and the type of work it requires. When
the hours for independent work for each subject have been calculated, the
various Departments are informed how many hours they have at their
disposal and how studies will be spread over the different weeks of the term,
but there is as yet no fixed time-table. Each Department then plans out its
homework; this is generally done by the lecturers. As a result the total
number of hours for independent work is finally distributed and allocated
to definite tasks. On the basis of this, the Secretariat of the Institute draws
up the chart of the independent work on all subjects for the term.

How far is the planned amount of time allocated to homework in accord
with reality? To be able to answer this question we collected information
from students in various courses on the amount of time they spent on
laboratory and project work. The information was collected via the students’
class-leaders, and the identity of the students was not disclosed to the
Secretariat. From this it appeared that the time for work on projects was
on the whole allocated correctly. With regard to laboratory work we found
that some subjects, such as electrical machinery, demanded more work from
the students than had been allowed. We shall obviously have either to find
labour-saving devices or to allocate more time to this type of labordtory
work at the expense of other subjects. We have not laid down hard-and-fast
rules on the planning and allocation of time, and all our Departments are
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continuing to work on the problem of finding the most rational methods of
reaching our goal.

Co-ordination of related subjects

This is another important factor in reducing the students’ burden of
work. Here we are not merely thinking of co-ordination in the drawing up
of curricula. It is above all essential that teachers should know which part
of their course is of importance in relation to other subjects. In this con-
nection I would like to cite the following example: lecturers in mathe-
matics referred only very briefly to complex numbers, thinking that this
subject had already been covered sufficiently by the secondary school
curriculum, The lecturers in electrotechnics proceeded on the same
assumption. As a result the lecture on alternating current remained obscure
to the students, to whom the subject appeared fraught with difficulties.
They wasted a lot of time on it before discovering the reason for their
incomprehension. If the students were well grounded in mathematics they
would need considerably less time for electrotechnics. If all the sections of
a theoretical course are of equal importance, then stress should be laid on
the sections that are particularly useful for the students’ special subject.

Co-ordination in compiling the syllabuses of interrelated subjects is
equally important. Let us take an example from electrotechnics and
physics: the section on Electric and Magnetic Phenomena is covered by the
physics lecturer in the course of one term, and takes up about one-third
of the course. Under our old curriculum the same questions were discussed
again in the course on electrotechnics. Under our new programme the two
courses were amalgamated and electrostatics and electromagnetics are now
covered only in the physics course. At the same time the entire section on
electricity has been overhauled so as to make it particularly relevant to
the study of electrotechnics.

I have spoken here of the work on teaching methods carried out in one
Department of the Moscow Institute of Energetics over several years. The
work is continuing, as there is room for improvement. Even what has been
done so far, however, has helped to lighten our students’ burden of work
and has raised the standard of independent work. This is confirmed by the
results of the winter examinations in the Department of Electro-mechanics
over the last four years. Thus, average marks obtained rose from 3.59 in
1945/6 to 3.83 in 1946/7, 4.13 in 1947/8, and 4.12 in 1948 /9. Unsatisfactory
marks decreased over these four years from 159, to 2.49,.

We have achieved notable results in the elimination of the disparity
between the time spent on compulsory and on independent work; but we
have not yet solved this problem in its entirety, and we must continue
untiringly to improve the setting for the independent work of our students.

Translated by M. VAZIR

38



AGRICULTURE CATCHES UP

The New Revolution in the Soviet Countryside

By Jack Dunman

Editor of “ The Country Standard,” and Secretary of the Berkshire
County Committee of the National Union of Agricultural Workers

AGRICULTURE in the Soviet Union is on the threshold of spectacular
advances. The developments are now so far reaching, and are so closely inte-
grated with so many sciences and industries, and involve so much technical
knowledge, that it is not easy to understand and expound them either in
detail or in their full context.

In the debate on The Situation in Biological Science (miscalled the
Lysenko or Genetics Controversy), frequent reference is made to the new
science of agrobiology. Now this really is a new science, which does not
exist outside the Soviet Union. It involves and integrates a basic materialist
study of the soil and its physical characteristics (founded by the two scientists
Dokuchaev and Vasili Williams, whose work is practically unknown in this
country) and its effect on the growth and yield of plants. On one side this
connects with geography and the study of climate and of soil erosion. On
the other it is concerned with varieties and yields of plants and with methods
of livestock improvement. It is here that the conflict between orthodox and
Michurin genetics has arisen. The practical side of the new science has been
performed not by specialist scientists shut up in laboratories and small
experimental farms, but by scientists working with and learning from tens
of thousands of workers on the collective and state farms.

Now the practical application of agrobiology, the Fifteen-year Plan, has
been in operation for over a year. What are the probable results of this
plan? Quite soberly I believe that they can be summed up like this. Within
ten to fifteen years from now the Soviet Union will be producing between
150 per cent and 200 per cent of its present value of crops (grain, technical
and vegetable) from about half the present crop area. The other half will
be under high quality grass, which will facilitate—and indeed necessitate—
an unheard-of increase in livestock and livestock products of all kinds.

Experts have said that much of the permanent grass in Britain could be
improved by ploughing up and re-seeding, up to six times its present stock
carrying capacity. So the possibilities of livestock expansion are immense.

This will be the fundamental result; it leaves out the efforts being made
to use hitherto uncultivated land; the effects of the intense campaign to
improve the quality of all kinds of livestock; and the by-products such as
fruit and, after a little while, timber from the shelter belts themselves.

These somewhat sweeping predictions must now be justified by a study of
the facts, remembering that the Fifteen-year Plan was designed to carry
forward the achievements of the collective farm campaign, which by the
mid-1930s had brought practically the whole of Russia’s agricultural land
into large-scale collective ownership through the Collective and State Farms.

What had collectivisation achieved by the mid-1930s? For the present
changes in Soviet agriculture must be understood in part as the solution of
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problems presented by collectivisation. The success of collectivisation meant
that:

1. Practically all the agricultural land was now organised in large units.

2. The use of machinery—tractors and combine harvesters—had become

widespread and normal.

3. The bulk of agricultural produce was marketed collectively.

But the average yields of crops were low compared with western European
or even American and Canadian standards. The old-fashioned fallow
method, with its waste of land and low yields, was the main form of crop
rotation. Livestock expansion was held up by the lack of good grass; and
production was subject to the severe climatic conditions of the European
and Asian land mass, yields fluctuating widely according to the seasons,
rainfall and winds. As mechanisation was extended, it also became clear that
soil erosion would increase and USA experience might even be repeated.

It was to deal with these problems that the Fifteen-year Plan was intro-
duced in October 1948. This was not, of course, a sudden inspiration, but
was the result of work and experiment which had been going on long before
the war, and but for it would probably have been introduced much earlier.

The problem of increasing production is, under the decree, tackled in
the following ways:

1. Making better use of the soil by the introduction of ley-farming

methods and better use of manures.

2. This helps also to check soil erosion, which is further attacked by the

grandiose scheme for the planting of forest shelter-belts.

3. The breeding of plants and animals for higher yields, and also for

yielding over a wider range of climatic conditions.

4. The application of a whole variety of new technical methods which

arise from the above.

Use of the Soil

The prevailing system of crop rotation even on collective farms after 1935
appears to have been rotation of perhaps two straw crops and one fallow,
with low yields, and the temporary loss of the fallow from production.

The decree proposes to replace the primitive rotation by scientific
rotations, called the “ Travopolye System”, involving the extensive use
of grass as a crop. This system is based on the work of Vassili Williams (who
died in 1939), the son of a Scotsman who settled in Russia as a bailiff and
married a2 Russian. Williams in turn developed the work of the soil scientist
Dokuchaev. Williams described his system and its scientific basis in his book
Principles of Agriculture. This book, though published in Britain in 1948
(Hutchinson’s International Publications) in a good translation by
G. V. Jacks, has received little of the attention it deserves. It is indeed a
book which in scientific literature may well rank alongside The Origin of
Species.

The war-time increase in production in Britain was based upon increasing
the area of crops at the expense of permanent grass. In the opinion of many
experts, including Sir George Stapledon, the way to increase production still
further would be to go on along the same road until the permanent grass
was down to its irreducible minimum. The Soviet Union is moving to the
same position from the opposite direction, ensuring that all land is at some
time during the rotation put under grass. ) o

1t would, however, be very superficial to claim. thali the Soyxet Umor} is
“ adopting our ley-farming methods ”, as at first sight it is a little tempting
to do. (Ley-farming is the treatment of grass as a crop; planting it as seeds
and renewing it after an interval of one or more seasons.) It is true that ley-
farming has been practised in Britain, especially in Scotland, the north of
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England, and Wales, for many decades, and this fact should mean that the
study of Williams and his methods should be of particular fascination for
British people. But here it has developed by rule-of-thumb methods, without
a scientific basis.

It is this basis that Williams provided; and it is of even greater funda-
mental significance than shelter belts or genetics.

Williams began with a thoroughgoing materialist study of the soil and its
structure. He pointed out that on this depends the behaviour both of water
and of organic matter in the soil. In a soil with a “crumb” structure (not
‘“crumble ”, as misleadingly translated in the Situation in Biological Science),
i.e. a soil composed of particles from one to ten millimetres in diameter,
water moves under the law of gravity. In a structureless (i.e. pulverised) soil
it behaves under the law of capillarity, i.e. like water in a porous brick.

The structure of the soil and the moisture in it also determine whether
the bacteriological decomposition of organic residues, or of organic material
introduced as manure or compost, takes place in the presence or the absence
of air, and this has profound effects on the availability of the plant foods
produced by the decomposition.

We can sum up by saying that Williams did a highly scientific and
materialist investigation into our old friend *humus”. We have all heard
the countryman’s gruff assertion “ You can’t farm without muck ”, and have
been conscious of his instinct to put back into the soil as much as possible
of what comes out of it. All gardeners know that what they like about a
“good” soil is its texture and its capacity for holding moisture. Their
instinct is a true one, and Williams showed the scientific basis for it. Williams
further shows in his book how the introduction of grass into the rotation,
along with correct methods of cultivation and many other secondary matters,
does preserve the structure and nutrient qualities of the soil, and prevents
soil erosion.

Almost as an offshoot Williams early in his book makes a fundamental
contribution to economic theory by developing Lenin’s attack on the ortho-
dox so-called “law of diminishing returns”. Studying the experiments of
Hellriegel on the growth of plants and the presence of increasing amounts
of water, he shows that the falling-off in yield after a certain point is not
caused by the presence of water but by the effect of the water in excluding
another factor of plant growth, namely air. He explains the contrasted
experiments of Wolny, who showed that the condition for increasing pro-
duction was the preservation of the optimum proportion between the various
factors of plant growth. If one factor was increased then the others had to be
increased also, and if this was done there was no limit to productivity. This
directly contradicts the basic assumption of the new Malthusianists who are
so fashionable today with their call for fewer people as the only alternative
to starvation, pestilence and war. Williams did an interesting calculation on
the basis of the maximum possible yield of cereals, making use of all the
light and heat available from the sun, and arrived at a figure of 160cwt. per
acre.

Before leaving his book it is perhaps only right to mention a section in
the article by G. V. Jacks, Director of the Commonwealth Bureau of Soil
Science, in the Anglo-Soviet Journal, Vol. X, No. 3. “ Williams regards agri-
culture as a single indissoluble complex—as a kind of machine which trans-
forms the energy of the sun into the food of mankind. The successful agri-
culturist is he who constructs the most efficient machine and operates it in
the most economical manner.” This is both contradictory and untrue.
Williams did not regard agriculture as any kind of machine. Rather, by
starting from its material basis in the constitution of the soil and of plants,
by studying their interaction, and by resolutely refusing to isolate them from
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their environments and their interactions with their environments, Williams

gave an outstanding example of the application of dialectical materialism
to a science hitherto struggling in a bog of practicalism.

Shelter Belts

The grandiose scheme of shelter belts, the other aspect of the battle against
soil erosion, has become a little better known in this country. It is only
necessary to stress the scope of the plan. Besides the vast belts of forest thou-
sands of miles long and consisting mainly of three strips seventy yards wide
and 350 yards apart, there are the provisions for the planting of trees by
every collective farm, along the smallest streams and around the smallest
ponds. The trees act in three ways: by breaking the force of the winds and
keeping them away from the soil; by reinforcing the banks of rivers and
streams with their roots and preventing the soil being swept away; and in
causing alterations in rainfall and climate.

In course of time the new trees will become important sources of timber
and of fruit. Provision is also made in the Fifteen-year Plan for the ordinary
afforestation of all sandy areas which are not suited to other agricultural use.
It is interesting to read the names of the trees chosen for planting in the
various districts, so many of them Tamiliar to us in Britain. And it is a very
curious thought that in fifteen or twenty years, largely owing to the work of
the Russian scientist with the British father, the vast unfamiliar treeless open
spaces of the steppes will take on an appearance much more like that of the
English countryside, though on a much larger scale and without, probably,
the pleasing but inconvenient irregularities of the English scene. It will not
only be a matter of the rows and clusters of trees, but also of great fields of
fresh green grass.

New Plant and Animal Varieties

While Williams’s ideas were being tested experimentally, the collective
farmers and the scientists of the USSR were at the same time approaching
the problem of increasing production by improving the yield of plants and
animals; finding new high-yielding varieties, and finding varieties which
could flourish under climatic conditions too severe for known varieties. This
is the work which provided the raw material for the great * genetics contro-
versy ” associated with Lysenko.

The great mass of practical results has been largely ignored in this country.
Lysenko has been presented either as *“a peasant with green fingers” or as
an upstart suddenly imposed on biologists and the agricultural community
by the Communist Party in pursuit of abstract doctrine. In reality the whole
controversy has been to ensure that some of the more conservative among
laboratory scientists either accepted the theories proved by mass experiment
and ordinary practice, or at least stopped obstructing their application.

One of the best pictures of the background of the controversy is contained
in the popular booklet A People’s Academy, by Gennadi Fish. This is an
account of the scientific and practical campaign to increase the yield of
millet, previously always regarded as a Cinderella among crops. The
following extract, from the mouth of an old Kazak collective farmer, gives
some idea of its quality.

“Millet is a living thing. . . . It is like a little child that can be trained
to become a fearless jigit or a sly mullah. Now I sow it in an irrigated field
and give it all the water it asks for. But if I do that year after year it
becomes delicate, like an only child, a spoilt child. And at the first diffi-
culty it meets with in life it will wilt and perish. No! I don’t want it to
become a mollycoddle, but a brave jigit. I do not want to shield my
beloved son from the tempest of life by tenderness. Look at these seeds.”
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He poured some large white millet grains into his palm. “I will send
them into the world, among men. After two years of irrigation I will sow
them in dry ground. I have reared them, I have given them health and
strength, now let them fight their way, let them become steeled, become
jigits. And next year I will pick the best of those that will have grown on
the dry land and take them to my bosom again, like sons returned from
long wandering, and plant them in the irrigated land.”

This little book, A People’s Academy, contains, as well as all its human
interest, quite the shrewdest and most devastating exposure of the Muck and
Mysticism School of Sir Albert Howard and others that has ever appeared.
(Pages 111-121). It describes how yields of millet have been increased up to
700-fold. One of the workers has, in fact, on a ten-acre experimental plot,
obtained a yield of 160cwt. an acre, almost exactly the theoretical upper
limit for the yield of a cereal crop worked out by Williams. Other results
include 64cwt. an acre from a 90 acre plot. A pleasing sidelight on the result
of this campaign was the discovery that American harvesting machines could
not satisfactorily be used for harvesting these crops, because they had not
been designed for such heavy yields! A Soviet-designed and produced
machine was quickly brought into use and the difhiculty overcome.

Another important development, which can be studied in the Situation in
Biological Science, was the cultivation of winter wheat in Siberia. Some of
the earlier work on breeding, such as the celebrated “arctic tomatoes ”, has
become a little better known in this country; and now we have the magnifi-
cent Selected Works of Michurin, with its enormous wealth of experiments
and examples. Nor must it be forgotten that it was the Soviet Union which,
long before the war, led the world in the development of artificial insemi-
nation as a practical agriculture technique.

All this work depended upon, and in turn helped to advance, the large-
scale scientific and mechanised methods of the collective and state farms.

Technical Advances

Being wedded to practice, Williams’s work includes detailed treatment of a
whole number of technical matters. He insisted strongly on—and succeeded
in making the Communist Party and the Government insist on—the use of
the fore-plough or skim coulter, an attachment to the plough not by any
means universal in this country or in the USA, for the more complete
burying of the outer side of the furrow slice.

Probably the most interesting technical matters for British readers are
the actual rotations which he worked out to be the basis of the travopolye
system. He distinguished two main types, the arable rotation and the fodder
rotation, associated respectively with the slopes and level grounds, and with
the valleys, because of the different water regimes in them. The tops of the
watersheds, he insisted, must be afforested. These two rotations form the
basis of the travopolye system which the Fifteen-year Plan is now making
universal throughout the Soviet Union. In the arable rotation grass is left
down one year, or not more than two years, and grain crops for five or six.
In the fodder rotation grass is down for (rather strictly, it seems) seven years,
immediately followed by vegetable and industrial crops for one or two years,
followed by grain for three or four. The function of the grass in preserving
and improving the structure and fertility of the soil is very clear; details are
not yet available of the intended use of the grass, whether for hay, grass
drying, or silage.

An interesting point is the bringing in of vegetables on the ordinary
farms in the fodder rotation. This has to be done, as in the first year after
grass the soil is too rich in nitrogen for corn crops, and also is in a condition
to retain the water required by vegetables. It appears therefore that
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vegetables in the Soviet Union will become more and more integrated into
ordinary farming, a development which will please all those who deprecate
undue specialisation. ““ The grass-arable system uses market gardening as an
indispensable link in the chain of agricultural operations.” (Williams, p. 131.)

The shelter belts have necessitated new methods of tree planting, described
as the “ cluster method ”. Alongside all these innovations, mechanisation has
been proceeding; the number of tractors increased by one-fifth during 1948-9
alone. Farmers are able to calculate the optimum density of sowing accord-
ing to the moisture content of the soil at the sowing season, thus saving sced
and improving yield.

Resuits

We have already referred to the 700-fold increase in the yield of millet,
admittedly a poor and neglected crop formerly. Yields of 60 to 80cwt. an
acre appeared to have been secured fairly widely on far more than experi-
mental plots; and the record is 160cwt. an acre.

As for wheat, with one of the new “branched” varieties, yields up to
60 to 80cwt. an acre have been obtained; 24.3cwt. an acre of spring wheat
has been obtained from large areas. The Stalin Farm obtained 13cwt. an
acre of all cereal crops in 1948. These figures must, of course, be compared
with the miserable prerevolutionary yields of 3 or 4cwt. an acre, and also
with yvields in other countries. It is not always realised that yields per acre
in Britain are about the highest in the world. Good seasons and bad, our
yield of wheat averages about 20cwt. an acre (20.7 in 1948), and of other
cereals rather less. But in the classic cereal-producing countries like the USA
and Canada, where extensive methods are used, averages are only about
10 bushels an acre.

As the new methods are only now being universally applied, have nowhere
been applied for very long, and were interrupted by the war, it is clear that
the Soviet yields are moving towards British yields, and seeing that the high-
est Soviet yields appear to be higher than the highest British yields (the
record yield of wheat in Britain is in the region of 80cwt. an acre), will
probably catch up with them in the next ten years.

Less information is available for livestock, but champions from the new
Kostroma breed of cows have given up to 3,080 gallons in a year. This
compares with our record of 3,079.58 (1947).

The following table gives a remarkable picture of the effect of the new
methods on a farm where they have been intensively operated.

Stalin

Collective Salsk
Farm District

1. Area sown to perennial grasses (in acres) ... 1,784 14,917
Percentage of ploughland 159, 4.9%,

2. Forest belt area (in acres) ... .. 479 6,590
Percentage of total ploughland ... .. 4.19%, 2.29,

3. Cereal crops in 1943 (in cwts.) ... 9.25 7.08
. . , 1944 -, ... 23.03 19.88
Actual figures 1945 ,, ., .. 2421 8.46

» ’ 1946 ,, .. .. 2813 20.07

i . 1947 ., ... 3188 15.29
Estimated figures 1948 ,, ,, ... 39.36 31.88
4. Gross cereal harvest per acre of ploughland (1947) (in cwts))  16.73 8.46
5. Gross cereal harvest per able-bodied collective farmer (in cwts.) 112.12 76.75
6. Money income per acre of ploughland (in rubles) ... ... 641 183
7. Money income per able-bodied collective farmer (in rubles) ... 4,470 1,656

8. Milk vyield per forage-fed cow (in gallons) ... ... 408.48 285.3
9. Milk yield recalculated per acre of ploughland (in gallons) ... 9.24 5.72
10. Wool dlip per sheep (in ibs.)) ... 8.82 4.05
11. Paid in cash per workday unit (in rubles) ... 5.5 2.33
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Particularly interesting are the figures for 1946 and 1947, which support
the claim that the Travopolye system helps to overcome climatic difficulties.
In the bad season of 1947, the Regional yields fell from 8.2 to 6.3, while the
Stalin Farm yields rose from 11.8 to 13cwt. per acre. .

Having in mind these results, along with the recognised superior pro-
ductivity of grass-leys over even the best permanent pastures (and few
Russian pastures can have been good by our standards), the claim made at
the beginning of this article, that the Soviet Union will soon obtain 150%,
to 2009, of ils present crops from half the present crop acreage, while the
other half produces good grass as a basis for many kinds of animal products,
is seen to be abundantly justified.

Social Effects

The effects of these changes on world economy will be too great to deal
with in this article. Within the Soviet Union itself, the 15-year Plan will
fulfil the prediction and aim of Socialists of all generations, in abolishing the
disadvantages of the countryside compared with the towns. It was always
recognised that this could not be done immediately, but only on the basis of
a technical and scientific revolution. Progress was being steadily made, and
in the last adjustment of prices and wages, the standard of living rose 149,
for country people compared with 129, for townspeople. Now, the enormous
increase in production will provide the basis for complete equality of status.
In the last few weeks news has come through of the appearance of the
“agrogorod”—an agricultural city—a grouping of separate collectiv:
farms together into a large living unit, in which all modern services can be
economically provided. In the Cherkassy District, for example, four separate
collective farm villages are being replaced by a “ Farm-City ” on the banks
of the Dnieper, the prototype, it cannot be doubted, of many more.

The rest of the world should study these developments. No country is so
advanced, either in agricultural technique or in social organisation, as to
have nothing to learn from these vast changes. But the countries that will
watch most eagerly are surely India, China and the former and present
colonies, where outdated systems of land tenure and the impossibility of
employing new techniques have condemned the great majority of the popula-
tion to terrible poverty all the time, and to periodic disastrous famines.

To justify these conditions, the “ backwardness” of agriculture has been
accepted as a law of nature; and on it the cruel arguments of the new
Malthusianists have been built up. The studies, the researches and the
present universal practice of the Soviet Union have destroyed the basis of
these theories, and the possibilities of using them to check the aspirations of
the people. The work of Williams and Lysenko and their countless
thousands of helpers have shown that the world can multiply its supplies of
food many times over, and feed its people. When there has been time for
their work to be finally applied, it may well be that the exceptional strength
of the sun in tropical countries, balanced by the proper supplies of water and
plant nutriments, will enable these countries to excel the rest of the world
in the yields and richness of their agricultural produce.

Is it too much to hope that this great revolution in man’s oldest industry,
indisputably led by the Soviet Union, may be an additional factor rallying
all who are in any way connected with food production to the cause of
peace, so that the great work can go on, to the benefit of the peoples of the
whole world?
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BOOK REVIEWS

MICHURIN AND HUXLEY

SELECTED WORKS of
I V. Michurin. (Foreign Lan-
guages Publishing House, Moscow,

7949. 1bs.)

A  PEOPLES ACADEMY. By
Gennadi Fish. (Foreign Lan-
guages Publishing House, Moscow.
1949. 2s. 6d.)

SOVIET GENETICS. By J. Huxley.
(Chatto & Windus, London, 1949.
8s. 6d.)

THE name of Michurin is now used by
Soviet scientists to designate those new
theoretical and practical trends in Soviet
biology which have been developed by
Academician Lysenko and his co-workers.
The appearance in English of Michurin’s
Selected Works is therefore particularly
welcome as it will enable people in this
country to learn something of the man dnd
his work, and of his ideas, and to see how
these ideas are related to the most recent
developments.

Michurin was indeed a very remarkable
man. The quality of his writings is always
lucid and attractive and conveys the
impression of an outstanding personality.
The hijstory of his life, which is the
history of his work, confirms this im-
pression. He came of a family of bank-
rupt petty landowners, and was forced for
financial reasons to abandon his plans for
further education at the age of seventeen.
With characteristic determination he took
a job as a goods clerk on the local railway
and supported himself in this way for
twelve years. At a very early age he had
become interested in horticulture, and was
inspired with the idea of improving the
cultivated fruit plants in Central Russia.
To this self-imposed and selfless task he
devoted the remainder of his life, working
with almost unbelievable industry in the
face of poverty and of all the difficulties
and frustrations imposed by Tsarist society.

While still working on the railway, he
began to build up a small nursery, which
eventually became sufficiently self-support-
ing to enable him to give his whole time to
it. He continued to work in these difficult
conditions for over 40 years without the
slightest help or encouragement from the
Tsarist government. His methods were so
successful that he acquired a considerable
reputation in Russia, and even the U.S.
Department of Agriculture were, in 1911,
sufficiently interested to try to get him to go
to America or at least to sell his best
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varieties. Michurin rejected these offers
because of his patriotic desire that his work
should be of use to his own people. This
wish was realised with the establishment
of the Soviet Government, which Michurin,
who had always been a man of progressive
ideas, unhesitantly welcomed. The Soviet
Government recognised the importance of
Michurin’s work and provided him with
funds and assistance for its development.
His nursery became the Michurin Central
Genetics Laboratory, with Michurin as the
director of its large staff,

Michurin’s concern, throughout his long
and busy life, with the practical problems
of improving fruit culture in Central
Russia made it inevitable that his writings
should be cast mainly in instructional
form. Nevertheless he was guided through-
out by certain theoretical principles which
emerge Tlite clearly, if sometimes almost
incidentally, in his works. For the same
reason the many experiments he carried out
were directed to the solving of practical
problems and were not designed for the
critical establishment of theoretical prin-
ciples. But Michurin was always insistent
on the need for correct biological theory as
a guide in practice.

Michurin’s fundamental ideas emerge
most clearly in his attitude to adaptation,
to the relation between the organism and its
environment. He approaches this question
in an instinctively dialectical way, recog-
nising as a result of his own experiments
and observations in the practical work of
fruit breeding that the adaptation cannot
be separated from the process of develop-
ment. He considered that organisms are
more plastic and have greater adaptive
possibilities in the earliest stages of their
development. The way to change heredity,
in his opinion, was by means of environ-
mental changes acting on the young
developing organism. This is the basis for
his belief that growing plants from seed is
the best way to get varieties adapted to
specific conditions of life, He attached
special importance to using hybrid seeds
for training, as being more adaptable
owing to their ‘‘shaken’’ heredity. These
ideas were the foundation of his successes
in practice. The theoretical ideas of
Lysenko and his followers are clearly a
devclopment and extension of Michurin's
concepts. In the same way, Michurin’s
detailed and acute observations on the
specific environmental requirements have
been developed and given precision in
[.ysenko’s  ““ phasal ”* theory of plant
growth.



Many readers will be interested in
Michurin’s references to Mendelism. He
did not deny the application of the
Mendelian laws to many plants, but
he did not consider that they had much
relevance in his own work with fruit plants.
Moreover, Michurin did not believe that
the formal genotypic analysis of Mendelism
was capable of correctly selecting pairs of
plants for crossing. He considered that the
biological history of the parents, the
environmental conditions to which they had
been exposed, were the important factors
to be taken into account. This is because
in the hybrid the greater influence will be
exerted by the parent which is develop-
mentally older or which has had a longer
history "in particular environmental con-
ditions. By correct selection of pairs for
hybridisation in this way, the adaptability
of the hybrid plant can be increased and
guided into a desired direction. In this con-
nection it is worth pointing out that
Michurin did not in general employ mass
selection (although of course he did not
exclude this method in appropriate cases).
In his own work, however, he employed
only small numbers of plants, derived from
carefully chosen crosses followed by minute
attention to the conditions of rearing, to
the “* training '’ of the developing seedlings.

It is impossible here to comment on the
many features of interest in this book.
Michurin employed many bold and
interesting methods in his work, such as the
use of mixed pollen, vegetative approxi-
mation, the use of an intermediary, the use
of grafts as mentors. These methods have
not only become a part of Soviet practice,
but have led to various lines of experi-
mental investigation rcflected in recent de-
velopments in _biological theory in the
Soviet Union. The book contains a large
number of very interesting observations and
much practical detail on methods of fruit
culture,  Particularly  fascinating  are
Michurin’s notes on methods of selection
of various seedling fruit trees. It is clear
that the current ideas in Soviet biology are
closely related to and a development of the
fundamental conceptions of Michurin. For
this reason the book will be found very
valuable to all who wish to understand
these developments. It is beautifully pro-
duced and well translated, and the material
is conveniently arranged to show the de-
velopment of Michurin’s work and thought.

The littie book by Gennadi Fish, 4
People’s Academy, gives an account of the
campaign of the Lenin Academy of Agri-
cultural Science in 1838 and succeeding
years to increase the cultivation and yield
of millet in the Soviet Union. This cam-
paign was initiated by the Communist
Party and the Soviet Government and was
carried out under the leadership of
Lysenko. The spectacular increase in millet
production which resulted was a not in-
considerable factor in the feeding of the
Red Army during the war.
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This book is warmly to be recommended.
It is not concerned with scientific detail
but is a popular and human account of
the way in which a particular agronomic
problem was tackled and solved. In a
graphic and exciting manner the author
brings out the way in which science and
practical agriculture are linked together in
socialist society, and it is fascinating to
read how the collective farmers were drawn
into a concerted effort with the scientists
to gain a victory in the control of nature.
To many scientists in Britain this account
will provide a vivid and revealing glimpse
of the tremendous part science plays in the
Soviet Union today, and the way it has be-
come a possession and a tool of the people.
After reading this little book one gets a
fresh understanding of the importance of
the Academy of Agricultural Science in the
development of collective farming and of
the characteristic methods of work and
thought of Academician Lysenko, which
have earned him such affection and respect
among the Soviet pcople.

Professor Huxley’s book on Soviet
Genetics is an expanded version of a long
article on this subject which he wrote for
Nature. His aim is to give an account of
the genetics controversy in the Soviet Union
and to explain its significance to English
readers. Unfortunately Professor Huxley’s
statement of the issues involved is itself
hased on very serious misapprehensions.
For this reason it must be said that his book
will prove far from helpful to anyone wish-
ing to understand the questions at issue
and is in fact likely to cause considerable
confusion in the minds of those un-
acquainted with the whole background.

A very large part of Huxley’s book is de-
voted to an attack on Lysenko and the
Michurinists for their alleged repudiation
of the concept of scientific method and
scientific activity held by the great majority
of men of science elsewhere. The Michuri-
nists are accused of rejecting ascertained
scientific facts on the basis of some pre-
conceived doctrine. The basis for these
statements by Professor Huxley is Lysenko's
rejection of the Mendelian theory of
heredity, which Huxley chooses to equate
with the facts of modern biology. But it is
repeatedly made clear by Lysenko and his
followers that they reject none of the facts
which have been accumulated by the Men-
delians or the Neo-Darwinists : what they
reject is the Mendelian explanation of these
facts. Nor do they reject experiment and
scientific method ; instead they claim that
they have scientific evidence which in their
opinion must lead to a rejection of Men-
delian theory. Scientists elsewhere are quite
entitled to view this evidence critically, but
they should be clear that the issuc 1s for
Soviet biology a scientific one. It cannot
apparently be too clearly emphasised thar
Lysenko rejects none of the facts of ortho-
dox genctics but only their explanation in



terms of the gene-chromosome theory. The
extraordinary confusion which Huxley
makes between facts, and the theory in-
tended to explain them, has led him into
what is in fact a prolonged tilting at wind-
mills, an attack on something that does not
exist.

In his treatment of the modern Men-
delian gene-chromosome theory of heredity
Huxley is not quite fair to his non-scien-
tific readers. Because he himself is con-
vinced of its validity he presents it as if it
were established and universally accepted.
Yet he cannot be unaware of the exceed-
ingly damaging criticisms of the particulate
theory of inheritance that can be, and have
been, made by many biologists and philoso-
phers since the theory was first propounded.
Whatever advantages may be claimed for a
particulate theory of inheritance as a hypo-
thesis to cover experimental facts, the
philosophical and scientific difficulties of
such a theory are surely too great for it to
be considered even by its supporters as
more than a ccnvenient approach to a
really fundamental treatment of heredity.
It is for these reasons that Mendelian
theory has always been viewed rather coolly
by considerable numbers of Western biolo-
gists. Furthermore, Huxley conveys the im-
pression of a much more uniform body of
opinion among orthodox geneticists than
actually exists. There are in fact more dis-
cordant voices within the orthodox chorus
than are consistent with the harmony Hux-
ley wishes to present for our admiration.
There can be no doubt, however, that Hux-
ley’s blindness to the weaknesses of Men-
delian theory have led him to do less than
justice to the weight of Lysenko’s attack.

The confusion which Huxley makes be-
tween Mendelian theory and scientific fact
leads him into further difficulties when he
tries to account for the decision of the
Soviet Academy of Sciences to reject Men-
delism and to base teaching and research
on Michurinist theory. Since to him Men-
delism is equivalent to scicnce, he regards
this decision as non-scientific and therefore
seeks for some non-scientific reason for its
adoption. Thus he says: ‘“ The next ques-
tion was, why had Lysenko won his battle
and how was it possible for the Academy
of Sciences to have lent their scientific
authority to the suppression of an entire
branch of science? The conclusion is ines-
capable that this has been done on
ideological grounds, under political pressure,
although the precise reasons why political
and ideological pressure has been so forcibly
exerted are not altogether clear.” It is
naturally very difficult to explain why
Soviet scientists or the Soviet Government
should adopt for non-scientific reasons an
unscientific theory which would be likely to
lead to disaster when applied to agricul-
ture, and Huxley’s endeavours to provide
such an explanation are unconvincing in
the extreme.

Butr all these involved speculations are
unnecessary once it is realised that the
Academy’s decision was a scientific one. In
their opinion, which, of course, many
Western scientists do not share, Michurinist
genetics is likely to be more helpful in
solving the problems of collective agricul-
ture than is Mendelism. After all, the most
urgent problem facing Soviet society at the
present time is the most rapid possible in-
crease in agricultural production. Nor are
there in the Soviet Union any of the social
conflicts, characteristic of capitalist society,
that can make a good harvest into a
disaster. It is surely therefore ridiculous to
suppose that the Soviet Government or the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union would
for obscure and unspecified political reasons
support a scientific policy which they knew
to be without foundation. The facts are
clear and straightforward. Michurinism was
adopted as the leading biological theory re-
placing Mendelism because it was believed
to be better as a scientific theory on the
scientific evidence accumulated in the
course of some twenty years of collective
agriculture. That is the attitude of the
majority of Soviet scientists and of the
Soviet Government, and that is the simple
explanation of recent events in the Soviet
Union.

Naturally many Western scientists will
disagree with the new genetic theories,
but they will have to understand them, and
they will not be able to do this unless they
are clear about the real issues involved. It
is unfortunate that this book is only likely
to make those issues more confused. As far
as the Soviet people are concerned the issue
is fundamentally 2 scientific one, although
it is recognised to be fraught with social
consequences of the uimost importance.
They believe that the new approach to
genetics will prove more fruitful in theory
and in practice and will materially assist
in the strengthening and advance of
socialist society,

A Drief review js not the place to attempt
to give, as Huxley has failed to do, a con-
sidered zccount of Lysenko’s ideas. It
appears, however, that these ideas are both
penetrating and fundamental and will have
to be approached with more seriousness and
objectivity than some Western scientists
have been able to assume. There appears,
for example, to be much more experi-
mental evidence inconsistent with Men-
delism, from both Soviet and Western
sources, than is referred to in this book,
and it is disappointing that Professor Hux-
ley did not give more space to a critical
consideration of these facts and less to the
repetition of baseless allegations concern-
ing the fate of certain Soviet geneticists.
Such allegations are, rightly, deeply re-
sented by Soviet scientists and can do great
harm to the cause of friendship and under-
standing between the Soviet people and
ourselves. ALAN MORTON.
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COMPARATIVE EDUCATION:
A STUDY OF EDUCATIONAL
FACTORS AND TRADITIONS.
By Nicholas Hans, Ph.D., D.Litt.
(Routledge & Kegan Paul, 21s.)

AN immense amount of reading and re-
search has obviously gone into the pro-
duction of this book, a volume in the
International Library of Sociology and Re-
construction series. Dr. Hans is to be con-
gratulated on the frankness with which he
Iinks education with politics and religion
both in the past and today.

We are here concerned only with those
chapters and references that relate to the
USSR. Dr, Hans has travelled a long way
from his early hostility to the Soviet Union.
His honesty and friendliness to the USSR
make him give full recognition in the
book, as in the lecture room, to that coun-
try’s great educational achievements. The
criticism that may justly be levelled against
the sections in question arises partly from
his historical and contemporary inter-
pretation, and partly from the fact that Dr.
Hans does not appear to have had access
to the latest or the full Soviet publications
on education.

Dr. Hans rightly demolishes the legend
created by some people that there was no
education in pre-revolution Russia. He
shows how in fact Russia was one of the
earliest countries to have free state educa-
tion, but the absence of any figures on the
extent of this education gives a completely
wrong impression and must make the
reader wonder how then it was possible for
Russia to have such a high rate of
illiteracy in 1914.

It is a little ingenuous to say (p. 309):
*“The Soviet Government accepted the
ideals of the radical Russian intelligentsia
and in 1918 established a democratic école
unique (‘ unified labour school’ in Rus-
sian).”” The Soviet Government accepted
Marxist principles of education, not always
in line with those of the radical Russian
intelligentsia. The Soviet educationists of
the time, not synonymous with the Soviet
government, accepted American educa-
tional theories and ignored progressive
Russian educationists such as Ushinsky for
many years.

Not all High Education Institutes are
maintained as well as controlled by the
Ministry for Higher Education. Educa-
tional control rests with the latter, but
maintenance is in the hands of the rele-
vant ministries or sometimes of regional
sections of an industry, as with the coal
industry in the Donbas. Autonomous Re-
publics as well as Union Republics have
their Ministries of Education. Compulsory
education is from seven to seventeen, not
fifteen. So far only Georgia, Latvia and
Estonia have extended the course till
eighteen. Several statements on pp. 311/312
need bringing up to date or correcting.

There are not three kinds of general
school. There are three stages or grades of
the one kind of general school. Grade 1,
primary, is from seven to ten; grade 2,
incomplete secondary, or seven-year, school
from seven to fourteen; and grade 3,
secondary, or ten-year, school from seven
to seventeen. The explanation of the three
grades is geographical and economic.
Sparseness of population in many rural
areas makes anything more than a four-
form school out of the question. The
former economic backwardness and the
present over-all reconstruction and develop-
ment needs do not as yet allow of ten-year
schools everywhere. In 1949/50 all children
leaving class 4 in the primary school (the
few exceptions are due to local inefficiency)
went on to class 5 either in new classrooms
added to the primary school or in new
seven-year schools. Thirty per cent, not
four per cent, pass into the upper forms
of the ten-year school. Exactly the same
general education is given to pupils in
secondary, vocational and technical schools
as in the general secondary schools.
Further, as Dr. Hans mentions, the same
secondary general education is now pro-
vided for young people in jndustry and
agriculture, at special courses given by the
factory or farm, in the morning, after-
noon or evening according to the work.

It is obvious from p. 314 that Dr. Hans
has not been to the Soviet Union to see
education for himself since he left the
country in the early twenties, and knows
nothing of the transformation in schools,
in teachers and in the attitudes of the
local communities. It is confusing to say
‘“ the Soviet practice [is] in line with the
break at eleven-plus in England and
France "’ (p. 312). The break, or selection,
in the Soviet Union jis at fourteen, not
before. Military training (p. 316) was
abolished in 1946 except for two hours a
week, for boys in classes 8 and 9 in the full
secondary school, that is just over five per
cent, not eleven per cent, of the time.
The policy of free higher education for all
and the abolition of examinations was not
due to misguidedness (p. 319); it was the
result of a well-thought-out deliberate
policy. Changing conditions, the success of
the Five Year Plan among them, brought
about a change in 1932.

With a little more care in checking
facts, and a better interpretation, the
valuable information the book offers on
Soviet education would have been more
valuable still. BEATRICE KING

THE SOVIET AIR FORCE. By
Asher Lee. (Duckworth, 8s. 6d.)

ANY book written by a foreigner about
the Soviet Air Force is bound to be specu-
lative rather than factual, for the simple
reason that, as the author of this one points
out, secrecy with regard to her armaments
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