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Christopher Norris

Introduction

Few readers will need to be warned in advance that this book is
no pious celebration of Orwell in the wake of his annus
mirabilis. ‘Orwell and the Left’ is a violently disjunctive
coupling, as many of these essays make clear. They focus on the
ways in which Orwell has been kidnapped by the forces of
reaction, taken over triumphantly by those who hold him up as
the great example of a socialist who finally saw the light. No
matter how ambivalent (or downright contradictory). his
writings, Orwell is now firmly established as the voice and
conscience of ‘liberal’ values against everything perceived as a
threat to consensus democracy. The fact that such consensus is
largely manufactured — and by methods which Orwell clearly
foretold - is an irony which socialist readers will recognise but
hardly relish. The prophecies lent themselves all too readily to
the kind of right-wing recuperative reading which has turned
Orwell into the patron saint of current Cold-War doublethink.
One can imagine his misery and revulsion had Orwell lived to
read some of the subtle and not-so-subtle propaganda put out
in his name during 1984. The ghost must still be dancing on
his grave in a fury of impotent scorn. But the fact that his
writings are subject to such gross appropriation is evidence of
their deeper complicity with those who would so use them.
Alan Brown shows this process very strikingly at work in the
school examination system, where Animal Farm and Nineteen
Eigb@-Fﬂur are among the perennial O and A Level texts, with
students left in no doubt as to what kind of model answer the
examiners are looking for. The simplest-seeming questions

7




8 Inside the Myth

conceal a whole rhetoric of loaded politcal values. Malcolm
Evans extends a similar analysis to the way that ‘Orwell’ has
been processed by the popular media as a handy source of
images and slogans for various propaganda purposes. That
these are often crude interpretations — strategic misreadings at
some crucial point — doesn’t alter the fact of Orwell’s being
constantly available for just such uses. Stephen Sedley makes
this point very firmly in his discussion of the weaknesses of
Animal Farm, whether judged as political tract or narrative
fiction. The deep-laid conservative cast of Orwell’s writing
goes along with the repeated assertions that everything he
wrote was devoted to defending ‘democratic socialism’ against
all forms of totalitarian threat. Nowadays he is cited as chief
witness for a form of repressive ‘consensus’ politics which finds
no need for the cruder methods predicted in Nineteen
Eighty-Four. This, more than anything, requires that the left
should address itself to analysing the Orwell myth in all its
latter-day manifestations.

We need to demythologize Orwell so as to see more clearly
the nature of that ‘common-sense’ ideology which lends itself
so willingly to propaganda purposes. A number of
contributors here — Easthope, Evans, Norris — draw upon
recent (post-structuralist) theories of language as a means of
relating that covert ideology to Orwell’s style and narrative
stance. But to leave the analysis there would be to give Orwell
up into the hands of a dominant consensus reading utterly
indifferent to such challenges. ‘Theory’, after all, is a
well-known affliction of left-wing ideologues, deprived of the
common-sense wisdom that comes of accepting things as they
are. This attitude is doubtless reinforced by the fact that most
varieties of ‘left’ criticism tend to take a negative or strongly
demythologizing view of whatever they interpret. In Orwell’s
case, such a reading would point to the delusions of a
common-sense empiricist idiom that sets itself up as a
knowledge independent of language, ideology and politics.
One can hardly begin to take account of the Orwell
phenomenon unless by way of this negative critique. But
clearly there is something more to be said if one wants to go on
and reclaim Orwell’s writing — some of it at least — for the
purposes of socialist critique.
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Fredric Jameson makes this the central issue of his book The
Political Unconscious (1980). The negative labour of demysti-
fication is a necessary stage but the first stage only in what
Jameson sees as the project of Marxist criticism.

A Marxist negative hermeneutic, a Marxist practice of ideological
analysis proper, must in the practical work of reading and
interpretation be exercised simultaneously with a Marxist positive
hermeneutic, or a decipherment of the Utopian impulses of these
same still ideological cultural texts.

Jameson writes in passing of Nineteen Eighty-Four as a
‘counter-revolutionary’ text, but one which possesses the
disruptive potential to undermine confidently orthodox
readings. This merest of hints is amplified here by Antony
Easthope, whose essay develops a strategy of reading to
discover (by way of the Lacanian unconscious) what textual

- symptoms are repressed or occluded in the authorized version.

Lynette Hunter’s is also a redemptive reading, though one
which places more faith on Orwell’s conscious management of
narrative technique. She sees the novels as developing steadily
from an immature stage of confusedly subjective self-assertion
to a point of more sophisticated narrative control where
‘characters’ assume a certain credible autonomy of viewpoint.
There is an obvious tension between Hunter’s reading and the
argument (implicit in Easthope and Evans) that any such talk
of the ‘autonomous’ individual is falling directly into Orwell’s
ideological trap. What these essays share is a clear
understanding that the ‘honest George’ style of plain,
no-nonsense reportage has to be patiently deconstructed if we
want to resist its more insidious rhetorical effects. Otherwise
that style will continue to impose its bogus common-sense
‘values’ in the service of every kind of reactionary populist
creed.

The left has need of theory in its task of challenging the
apparently self-evident truths of consensus politics. One effect
of Orwell’s style was to institute a certain idea of documentary
realism which sounded very much (in Raymond Williams’s
phrase) like a man ‘bumping up against experience’ and setting
down the facts in a straightforward, truth-telling way. But this
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raises the question of how to draw a line between
‘documentary’ texts (like The Road To Wigan Pier) and those of
Orwell’s novels which exploit the same devices of style and
narrative stance. To point out such signs of rhetorical
convergence between Orwellian ‘fact’ and ‘fiction’ is to throw a
very sizeable paradox into the myth of Orwell as an unbiased
partisan of social and historical truth. This myth has been
constructed around the twin presumptions of his factual
accuracy as a recorder of events and his authenticity as the
intellectual ‘conscience of an age’. It is a view which finds
classic expression in the well-known essay by Lionel Trilling,
where Orwell’s style is taken on trust as the very embodiment
of political good faith against the pressures of conformist
ideology. Hence the desire of these essays to read Orwell’s texts
against the grain of their own clearly-marked values and
assumptions. This in turn means pressing hard on the
distinction between novel and documentary modes, since it is
here — in the tensions necessarily ignored by wholesale
admirers and ideologues - that Orwell’s writing comes up
against the limits of its own contradictory project.

Other contributors are not so much concerned with matters
of language, ideology and representation. They focus more
specifically on the ways in which Orwell either falsified the
documentary record or allowed mere prejudice to pass for
objective fact. Bill Alexander, who fought in Spain with the
International Brigades, challenges Orwell’s version of events
on various points of detailed historical accuracy. His
conclusion is that Homage to Catalonia not only treats the record
selectively but practises a form of systematic distortion wholly
in keeping with Orwell’s anti-Communist bias. Robert
Stradling likewise casts a cold eye on Homage and the other,
more overtly polemical writings which came out of Orwell’s
Spanish experience. As an historian of the period, with
knowledge of other contemporary sources, Stradling is
prompted to reflect on the ambiguous status of Orwell’s text,
its failures in point of historical accuracy going along with its
almost novelistic sense of worked-up narrative involvement.
But of course it is impossible to criticise Orwell on .
documentary grounds without believing that there is, after all,
an historical truth of the matter which his writings more or less
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consciously distort. None of these essays can be taken to deny
that belief, whatever their suspicions of the form it took in
Orwell’s plain-dealing literary style.

His treatment of women gives further cause to look at the
forms of ingrained prejudice which skewed Orwell’s vision in
novels and documentary writing alike. Deirdre Beddoe brings
out the very marked sexual politics which effectively confines
his female characters to a role of passive dependence or (like
Dorothy in A Clergyman’s Daughter) short-lived domestic
rebellion. Beatrix Campbell pursues this analysis into Orwell’s
failure to understand the politics of working-class sexual and
family life, as portrayed with such offensive disdain in Wigan
Pier and elsewhere. :

In the end — as Alaric Jacob remarks in his essay — the reader
is brought up against the same negativity, the same despgiring
upshot to every line of thought in Orwell’s political writing. It
is for critics on the left to point out the varieties of false logic
and crudely stereotyped thinking that produced this vision of
terminal gloom. Thus Stuart Hall, for one, brings out the
mixture of half-truths and predisposed pessimist conclusions
which characterized Orwell’s thinking on the origins and logic
of the modern totalitarian state. From a different but related
angle, Andy Croft places Nineteen Eighty-Four in the company of
other, less celebrated works of political fiction which held out
against the Orwellian malaise. Either they preserved some
measure of utopian commitment, or — failing that — they
diagnosed contemporary dangers and evils with a force and
acuity wholly lacking in Orwell. It is too much to hope that
Nineteen Eighty-Four, like 1984, will soon be consigned to the
dusty annals of Cold-War cultural propaganda. Celebrations
may cease upon the stroke of twelve, but there will still be
many whose interests it suits to go on mistaking the Orwellian
pumpkin for a Natopolitan coach-and-six.




Malcolm Evans

Text, Theory, Criticism:
Twenty Things You Never Knew
About George Orwell

1. In his essay ‘Boys’ Weeklies’, Orwell maintained that the two
basic political assumptions of publications like the Gem and
Magnet were ‘nothing ever changes, and foreigners are funny’,!
illustrating the second with an account of some popular
conventions:

FRENCHMAN: Excitable. Wears beard, gesticulates wildly.
SPANIARD, MEXICAN etc.: Sinister, treacherous.

ARAB, AFGHAN etc.: Sinister, treacherous.

CHINESE: Sinister, treacherous. Wears pigtail.

ITALTAN: Excitable. Grinds barrel-organ or carries stiletto.
SWEDE, DANE etc.: Kind-hearted, stupid.

NEGRO: Comic, very faithful. (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 517)

In response to this and Orwell’s broader critique, Frank
Richards, the editor of Magnet and doyen of the genre, argued
that barring a few temporary mutations, such as the craze for
lipstick and modernist literary ‘muck’, nothing ever does
change: ‘Decency seems to have gone — but it will come again.’
As for the comic qualities of foreigners, Richards goes on,

I must shock Mr Orwell by telling him that foreigners are funny.
They lack the sense of humour which is the special gift of our
chosen nation: and people without a sense of humour are always
unconsciously funny. (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 538)

12
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Thus Orwell’s comments on the conservatism, snobbishness
and insularity of the weeklies constitute, for Richards, an attack
on a typically English decency and geniality which it is
incumbent on the writer of popular fiction to nurture, so
protecting the nation’s youth from overwrought foreign “duds’
like Ibsen and Chekhov, and from intellectuals, like Orwell
himself, preoccupied with sex, class, strikes and politics. The
function of the boys’ writer is to entertain, turn the reader’s
mind to ‘healthy pursuits’, give him a feeling of ‘cheerful
security’, and to avoid at all costs any engagement with politics
or an incitement to ‘unhealthy introspection’, both of which
are harmful to the young: ‘If there is a Chekhov among my
readers, I fervently hope that the effect of Magnet will be to turn
him into a Bob Cherry!’ (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 540)

= & *

2. This exchange, published in Cyril Connolly’s Horizon in
March and May 1940, sketches a theoretical conflict which
remains unresolved. While Richards promotes ‘pure’ enter-
tainment, decency and an unchanging human nature, Orwell
focuses on popular literature’s reproduction of hegemonic
constructions of class, race, manliness and the distinctvely
‘English’. Stripped of Richards’s overt prudishness and his
willingness to declare assumptions about foreigners, some of
the basic positions outlined in the two essays might reappear in
a contemporary debate on ‘professionalism’, ideology and
popular demand between a producer of television comedy, for
example, and a researcher in Cultural or Communication
Studies, disciplines anticipated to a degree in Orwell’s writing
on popular culture. But this conflict also shapes Orwell’s own
practice in fiction, his comments on more conventionally
literary topics, and the contention of critical discourses within
which his criticism and fiction are themselves now reproduced
and evaluated. Frank Richards’s defence of a fiction which is
‘outside politics’, which deals with matters ultimately more
‘human’ and ‘fundamental’, is a demotic analogue of the
‘disinterested’ criticism dominant in English schools and
universities from the 1920s to the mid-1970s, in which the
‘literary’ is constructed precisely in terms of its transcendence, in
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the last analysis, of the ephemeral, the ideological, the
propagandist. Before this tradition was isolated by contem-
porary feminist, post-structuralist and post-Althusserian
criticisms, and its own ideological interests disclosed, it was
already subject to the challenge of a series of propositions
popularized by Orwell — ‘All art is propaganda’, ‘All issues are
political issues’, “The opinion that art should have nothing to
do with politics is itself a political attitude’? — and a critical
practice which implicitly questioned formalism, aestheticism
and the fetishization of the ‘literary’ by returning to history,
politics, material factors operating in the text’s production and
reception, and the conditions of its reproduction in criticism
and commentary. When Orwell writes about Shakespeare,
Dickens or Henry Miller, no less than in his work on boys’
weeklies and comic postcards, there is a call for something
more than ‘literary’ criticism, a gesture toward articulating
‘literature’ itself within a larger theory of discourse and
ideology. The need for this articulation to continue, against the
inertia of the loosely contextualized and nominally apolitical
discourses that constitute traditionalist literary studies, is
nowhere clearer than in the problems posed by reading Orwell
in 1984.

8. The ‘Orwellian future’ became the present and soon the
past, the preoccupation with prophecy giving way to an
examination of the forces that sustained its vitality for so long
and in the face of so much evidence to the contrary. Orwell
predicted, at various times, that the Stock Exchange would be
pulled down after World War II and the country houses turned
into children’s holiday camps, that the Conservative Party
would win the 1945 election, and that England would be blown
off the map by atomic weapons before 1967. He imagined that
he would end up in a concentration camp.® Even these
miscalculations pale beside the vision in Nineteen Eighty-Four of
The Times as an organ of Ingsoc (‘English Socialism’ in
Oldspeak). But this, as Orwell insisted in his comments on the
novel,* was not so much a prophecy as part of a satirical
warning, a possible scenario itself engaged in the fight against
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totalitarianism and its own imaginary future. So what could
have been another wildly inaccurate prediction becomes a
successfully self-negating projection, a minor landmark on the
road to Rupert Murdoch’s ownership of The Times in 1984 and
to that paper’s financial and ideological alliance, linking both
ends of the ‘free market’ in information, with the News of the
World (‘all human life is here’) and the Sun (‘the place where
there is no darkness’).

4. The literary text, as Pierre Macherey argues,® is impenet-
rably encrusted with its criticism, commentary and other
nominally secondary discourses, which all become assimilated
to it as part of its material history. For this reason Britain’s
best-selling daily newspaper was essential reading for Orwell
scholars in 1984. The Sun’s consideration for slow readers, in
underlining, italicizing or capitalizing all essential phrases, has
the useful side-effect of producing a sketch-map of ideological
landscapes less clearly visible through the ‘balances’ and
superior ‘textuality’ of more reputable institutions (The Times,
the BBC). Here, in its refreshing simplicity, is an uncluttered
version of hegemony, and a key to discourses that have
continually reworked Nineteen Eighty-Four since 1949. The Sun’s
first leader page of the new year was, predictably, devoted to an
oblique celebration of Orwell’s work under the headline
1984: What we must do to keep Big Brother at bay.’ (2 January
1984, p.6) The prose is urgent and concise, almost as clear as a
window-pane, producing a world which is readable,
incontestable, out there. Orwell foresaw ‘an England dominated
by Marxist tyranny’, but Margaret Thatcher, at the passing of
the old year, ‘spoke of the reality of 1984 as a time of liberty
and hope.’ While accepting ‘the truth of her words’, set against
Orwell’s ‘“fictional view’, the Sun insists that its readers must
maintain their customary standard of critical awareness.
Orwell ‘saw Marxism leading inevitably to what he described
as a foot stamping constantly on the human countenance.’ This
has happened in Russia, ‘where Yuri Andropov presides like
some invisible Big Brother’ denying freedom and privacy:
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IT HAS HAPPENED in Poland, where basic human rights are
regarded as a crime against the state.
IT HAS HAPPENED in China, under the lunatic Red Guards.
IT HAS HAPPENED everywhere in the third of the world that
now lies under the Communist heel.

Moving back from this boys’ weeklies site of sinister and
treacherous foreigners, the editorial warns that the threat
diagnosed by Orwell comes ‘not just from the military power
of Russia but from the enemy within." The Opposition’s
programme for the 1983 General Election was ‘Marxist in
everything but name’, and had it prevailed ‘we would have
been taken so far down the path to the Corporate State, there
could have been no turning back.” The Labour Party spent
much of 1983 purging itself of socialists but it remains, in spite
of its ‘cosmetic treatment’, in the hands of ‘all manner of
extremists’, while the ‘ugly face of Socialism’ is still shown by
‘industrial bullies who try to take away men’s livelihood if they
are not in a union.” The piece concludes with a guarded
optimism:

As 1984 opens, we have been spared the Orwell nightmare. We
have liberty under Margaret Thatcher. We have hope of a better
tomorrow.

Yet all these things are not automatic.

We have to deserve them. We have to earn them.

We must be vigilani every day in 1984 and beyond lo preserve them

from any assault.

5. Here ‘Socialist’ slides into ‘Communist’ via the intermediary
term ‘Marxist’ to constitute a ‘lunatic’ and ‘nightinare’ order
directly opposed to ‘liberty’, ‘hope’, ‘truth’, ‘human rights’,
‘Margaret Thatcher’ and to what ‘we’ must strive for and
preserve according to the choric exhortation which blends the
Sun’s public discourse with the private voices its antagonists in
Russia, the British unions and the Labour Party would seek to
silence. This basic opposition, in all its banality, is validated by
the authority of astringent prophecy and literary canonization,
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and establishes the frame for an accompanying feature — ‘20
THINGS YOU NEVER KNEW ABOUT GEORGE
ORWELL’.® Most of these you knew already. Orwell, whose
real name was Eric Blair (1), was the son of a ‘minor civil
servant’ (2), served in the Imperial Police in Burma instead of
going to university (6), became ‘fiercely anti-Communist’
during the Spanish Civil War (12), married twice (10,18),
smoked too much (17) and, mostly in circumstances of
financial hardship, wrote books that became ‘modern classics’
(14,20). These items establish Big Brother’s paternity and
produce for the author a history and a private life in no way
incompatible with the leader writer’s appropriation of Nineteen
Eighty-Four. There is even leeway for some faint traces of the
‘9eft’ Orwell — his formative experiences at St Cyprian’s (8) and
sense of social inferiority at Eton (4) — and for an
acknowledgement of other factors contributing to the
‘nightmare’ qualities of his last novel, which * “wouldn’t have
been so gloomy if I hadn’t been so ill” * (18). Such details add
an element of ‘complexity’ and a solidity of specification which
vouches for the metonymic realism of the pivotal, editorial
construction of ‘Orwell-in-1984’. But this, like any other text
signifies as much through its strategic silences as by what it
makes manifest,” and there are at least twenty other things the
ideal Sun reader never knew about George Orwell, each of
which would tend to decentre the text, disclose its contrivance,
and displace its evasively tendentious subject. This silenced
discourse, largely Orwell’s own, includes:

a) The writer who specifically refuted any interpretation
of Nineteen Eighty-Four as an attack on socialism or the
British Labour Party and who claimed, in 1947, that all
his serious work during the previous decade had been
written ‘against totalitarianism and for democratic
Socialism, as I understand it.” (CEJL, Vol. 4, p. 566;
Vol. 1, p. 28)

b)  Orwell’s ability to distinguish socialism or communism
from the prospect of Soviet state capitalism. (CEJL,
Vol. 1, p. 369)

€  His belief in the need for revolution in England,

coupled with his contempt for the small percentage of
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the population in control of the country’s wealth and
land — people who, historically, ‘seized it by force,
afterwards hiring lawyers to provide them with
title-deeds’, and whose privileged descendants are ‘just
about as useful as so many tapeworms.” (CEJL, Vol. 2,
pp. 105-134; Vol. 3, pp. 241-2)

d) Orwell’s acceptance, along with ‘most enlightened
people’, of ‘the Communist thesis that pure freedom
will only exist in a classless society, and that one is most
nearly free when one is working to bring such a society
about.” (CEJL, Vol. 4, p. 84)

e) ‘Those who now call themselves Conservatives are
either Liberals [the ‘wets’ of 1984], fascists or the
accomplices of fascists.” (CEJL, Vol. 2, p. 228)

f)  Journalists who wish to retain their integrity are
frustrated by ‘the concentration of the Press in the
hands of a few very rich men’ [1984 revision: ... and
multinational corporations’]. ‘The freedom of the
press in Britain was always something of a fake
because, in the last resort, money controls opinion.’
(CEJL, Vol. 4, p. 82; Vol. 1, p. 3873)

The Sun’s catalogue could also be extended by ‘human interest’
elements. The fact that Orwell’s father — the ‘minor civil
servant’ — was, more specifically, a Sub-Deputy Agent in the
Opium Department of the British Raj, involved in the narcotics
trade with China, legalized, since 1860, as a government
monopoly, adds a historical resonance to editorial comments
on the ‘lunatic’ Red Guards.® The list might also specify the

side on which Orwell fought in the Spanish Civil War, and the
confirmation of his socialism in Barcelona. It can, of course,

go on almost indefinitely. It ends with the Orwell of ‘Boys’
Weeklies’, well qualified to read another ‘Orwell’ out of this

now familiar type of propaganda, with the critic who could

distinguish a truly popular culture, in England ‘something that
goes on beneath the surface, unofficially and more or less
frowned on by the authorities’ (CEJL, Vol. 2, p. 78) from an
administered ‘prolefeed’ — ‘rubbish entertainment and spurious
news’.?
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6. For Orwell the aesthetic response was something of a
Juxury, albeit one finally subject to democratic validation. If
you are hungry, frightened or suffering, King Lear is no better
than Peter Pan. (CEJL, Vol. 4, p. 258) At the best of times there
is no way of definitively proving that one writer is ‘good’,
another ‘bad’ (CEJL, Vol. 4, pp. 834-5), and there is ultimately
only one test of literary merit. Against Tolstoy, who compared
the popularity of Shakespeare to such ‘epidemic suggestions’
as the Crusades, the quest for the Philosopher’s Stone and the
Dutch mania for tulip growing, Orwell argued the criterion of
survival, itself an ‘index of majority opinion’ confirmed by the
Shakespearean fragments scattered throughout vernacular
English. (CEJL, Vol. 4, pp. 335, 345-6) In the case of what he
considered the major works of modern literature — Ulysses,
Maugham’s Of Human Bondage, most of Lawrence’s early
writing and Eliot’s poems up to 1930 — he was prepared, as
early as 1940, to provisionally affirm that they had survived and
to remove the question of their value from the sphere of an
academic and journalistic debate which he viewed onmly in
terms of an insoluble struggle between a theory of ‘art for art’s
sake’ on the one hand and reductive evaluations of ‘ideas’ in
relation to formalized systems of thought such as Marxism or
Catholicism on the other.'?

A - o
= g =

7. According to this test of time, particularly the shortened
version of it employed in ‘Inside the Whale’, the status of
Amimal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four as ‘modern classics’ can
go unquestioned, adding Orwell’s seal of ‘majority opinion’ to
the great commercial and ideological feast centred on his work
in 1984. But the check on this aesthetic idealism endorsed by
what seems the most empirical and ‘natural’ of tests emerges
from the contradictions in Orwell’s own writing. ‘Anything
worth reading always ‘“‘dates”’, he claims elsewhere in
reference to Twain’s Roughing It (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 62), and the

literary language which gains majority approval by filtering
Into the vernacular is not inevitably from work of the highest

Quality: “The phrases and neologisms which we take over and
use without remembering their origin do not always come
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from writers we admire.” (CEJL, Vol. 2, p.224) Isaac
Deutscher’s extension of Orwell’s remark on Kipling to the
reception of Nineteen Eighty-Four makes it clear that, in certain
cases at least, survival may be related less to a spontaneous
majority taste than to the business of cultural and ideological
reproduction. A book that lends itself to ‘adventitious
exploitation’, Deutscher suggests, needs not be ‘a literary
masterpiece or even an important and original work,” and a
great poet’s words are not easily transformed into ‘slogans’
and ‘hypnotizing bogies’. They enter the language ‘by a process
of slow, almost imperceptible infilration, not by frantc
incursion.’!!

* * *

8. The survival through four decades of Big Brother and his
vocabulary, and their apotheosis in 1984, represent, of course,
a very special case. Twenty-One Eighty-Four would, for obvious
reasons, have received less attention not only in political
speeches and tabloid journalism, on television and in the
pulpit, but in reviews, books and academic articles, and on
British O and A Level syllabuses. As ‘literature’ (or what gets
taught on literature courses), Orwell’'s work survives in
defiance of his own estimation of it, ranging from the

acknowledged shortcomings of Nineleen Eighty-Four (CEJL, Vol.
4 pp. 507-536) to the view of his oeuvre as a historically
determined abdication from ‘art’ and ‘aesthetic enthusiasm’ —
‘T am not really a novelist anyway’, ‘I have been forced into
becoming a sort of pamphleteer.” (CEJL Vol. 4, p. 478; Vol. 1,
p- 26) It also survives despite his conviction of ‘the impossibility
of any major literature until the world has shaken itself into its
new shape.” (CEJL Vol. 1, p. 578) But as work which is only
marginally literary, writing not altogether ‘good’,'? the
longevity of which is located outside the ‘aesthetic’ function,
Orwell’s fiction, particularly in 1984, makes visible the principle
more easy concealed closer to the discursive centre of
‘literature’: that the test of time is also a test of the range o
ideological apparatuses and discourses whose work the mo
naive formulations of literary survival, including those b
Orwell himself, would attempt to eclipse.

- £ &
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9. This principle, which moves from an aesthetic idealism to
the material production within ideology of a body of texts
deemed ‘aesthetic’ and -valuable, also emerges in another
Orwellian persona, that of the hard-pressed and hard-bitten
professional writer. As a critic Orwell is quite capable of
lapsing back into judgments that idealise ‘literature’ as a
universal dialogue of free spirits. Even Shakespeare receives a
mild reprimand for refusing to challenge the rich and
powerful, ‘flattering them in the most servile way’ and allowing
subversive opinions to be expressed only by fools and mad
people — points Kenneth Muir despatches succinctly with
reference to the conditions of production in the English
theatre, most notably censorship and the screening of all
play-texts by the Master of the Revels.!* But Orwell’s
comments on his own experience of publishing and on the
practical determinants of reputation and survivability trace a
network of relations which is the obverse of this idealist coin.
Few modern texts have a more illuminating institutional genesis
than Animal Farm for example: rejected by Dial Press because it
was ‘impossible to sell animal stories in the USA’ (CEJL, Vol. 4,
p. 188) and by T.S. Eliot at Faber because ‘we have no
conviction ... that this is the right point of view from which to
criticise the political situation at the present time’, translated
into Ukrainian for dissemination in the USSR, then seized by
the American authorities in Munich (1,500 copies) and handed
over to Soviet officials. (CEJL Vol. 4, pp. 433-4) These episodes
are an ironic prelude to the policy changes that sustained a
reverse censorship of Animal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four, a
positive discrimination accompanying their incorporation into
Cold War polemic.'* Orwell was also familiar with the detail of
more mundane forms of institutonal boosting and neglect.
These include publishers’ advertising, its effect on reviewing, !
and the negotiations of literary reviewers who are also authors
— You scratch my back, I'll scratch yours.” (Orwell to
E,‘aneﬂy)lﬁ They extend, more crucially, to the teaching of
literature, and its links with publishing and the arbitration of
faste. Gordon Comstock’s contempt for ‘those moneyed young
Deasts who glide so gracefully from Eton to Cambridge and
L Cambridge to the literary reviews’!? is only slightly

ated in Orwell’s attack on ‘the Criterion-Scrutiny

Malcolm Evans




Inside the Myth

22

-assumption that literature is a game of back-scratching (claws
in or out according to circumstances) between tiny cliques of
highbrows.” (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 285) At St Cyprian’s the young
Eric Blair’s spare-time reading was determined by the
requirements of the English Paper (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 386) and
one of Orwell’s last pieces of published jouranlism, a review of
The Great Tradition, hints at the tghtening noose that binds
literature and pedagogy. Leavis, in this account, aims to induce
in the reader ‘a feeling of due reverence towards the “great”
and of due irreverence towards everybody else’, implying that
one should read ‘with one eye on the scale of values, like a
wine-drinker reminding himself of the price per bottle at every !
sip.” Thus Austen, George Eliot, James and Conrad are ‘great’
while the remaining English novelists appear ‘not only inferior
but ... reprehensible’, and behind it all is the magisterial voice

which says ‘Remember boys’ and ‘I was once a boy myself’:
‘But though the boys know that this must be true, they are not
altogether reassured. They can still hear the chilly rustle of the
gown, and they are aware that there is a cane under the desk
which will be produced on not very much provocation.’®
Given the expansion, and complexion, of English Studies in
the 1950s and 1960s, this is Orwell at his most prophetic, a
passage to be recalled by anyone who first encountered Animal
Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four, along with Golding’s Lord of the
Flies perhaps, amid chalk-dust, the innate corruption of’
human nature, and the impossibility of significant change.

10. EITHER
(a) ‘Orwell is concerned to show how revolutionary ideals of
justice, equality and fraternity always shatter in the event."
(A.E. Dyson)
‘With Animal Farm he led the wavering lefties out of
pink mists of Left Land into the clear daylight®
(Wyndham Lewis)
Do you agree?
OR
(b) ‘Ulimately there is no test of literary merit e
survival.” (George Orwell)
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Discuss with detailed reference to texts which have not
survived.
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11. The project that suggests itself then is to recover from ~
Orwell’s work the fragments of a theory of ideology focusing
on ‘literary’ and cultural production; to re-centre the
‘distinctively Orwellian’ in the work on popular culture and
the moments in other essays where questions of interpretation
and form are fused with concerns relegated in the dominant
academic criticisms to a secondary, purely supplementary,
‘sociology of literature’. Such a project might emphasize the
relative autonomy of (and contradiction within) the institu-
tions, rituals and discursive fields of a cultural production
determined only in the last instance by the economic base.!?
Orwell’s comments on the distortion of his own preferences as
a writer lend support to this reformulation of the ‘centre’ of his
work, which coincides with the best means of describing it. In a
letter to Geoffrey Gorer (April 1940) he recommends ‘Boys’
Weeklies’, the Dickens essay and ‘Inside the Whale’, and adds:
‘I find this kind of semi-sociological literary criticism very
interesting & I'd like to do a lot of other writers, but
unfortunately there’s no money in it.” (CEJL Vol. 1, p. 579)

= - %

12. But a marriage of Orwell and Althusser seems, in other
ways, preposterous and the objections to such a project are
manifold. Not least of these is Orwell’s apparent belief in
something like ‘the sanctity of the individual imaginative
response’. His view of the novel as ‘a Protestant form of Art’
inaceessible to Marxists and Catholics (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 568)
arallels his compulsive need, in fiction and in criticism, to be
cated outside ‘the smelly little orthodoxies.” (CEJL, Vol. 1,
)4) His account of Practical Criticism, a book he
ends to ‘anyone who wants a good laugh’, endorses the
ch compels students to ‘respond’ without prejudice to a
1 of all marks of a political or historical context. His
dwells not on the questionable assumptions of L.A.
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Richards but on the success of his ‘experiment’, which reveals
the shortcomings of taste in Cambridge undergraduates who
have ‘no more notion of distinguishing between a good poem
and a bad one than a dog has of arithmetic.” (CEJL, Vol. 3,
p. 171) The business of ‘recuperating Orwell for the right’
involves, in many cases, no more than reasonable argument

backed up by a mountain of evidence. This process of

recuperation also has a distinguished history which goes back
at least as far as 1940, when Q.D. Leavis claimed that ‘nature
didn’t intend him to be a novelist’ but that Orwell’s criticism
was almost up to the Scrutiny mark: ‘potentially a good critic’,
‘without having scholarship or an academic background he yet
gives the impression of knowing a surprising amount about
books and authors’, ‘an alert intelligence’, ‘his pages are not
cluttered up with academic “scholarship™ ’, ‘what he knows is
live information, not card-index rubbish’.?? If there is a more
progressive discourse at work in Orwell’s text it is constantly
interrupted by this strain of conservative empiricism, which
emerges again in his love of a ‘transparent’ language (prose
‘like 2 window-pane’) of ‘the surface of the earth’, of ‘solid
objects and scraps of useless information’. (CEJL, Vol. 1,
pp- 28-80) It surfaces too in the adherence to a common-sense
aesthetic: the test of time as proof of literary merit; the state of
being most ‘alive’ outside theory; the form-content division
which generates insights of the ‘Dali, though a brilliang
draughtsman, is a dirty little scoundrel’ variety (CEJL, Vol. §,
p. 185), while deploring the separation between ‘ideas’
criticism and ‘art for art’s sake’ which they implicitly
perpetuate.

*

18. Literary theory and questions of how we should read |
inevitably back to the political issues. Four months after Fr
Richards, in the name of ‘Englishness’ and ‘decency’, cast
antagonist in the role of a dogmatic left-wing theorist, Q:
Leavis upheld the ‘responsible, adult and decent’ stamp
Orwell’s work in diametrically opposite terms: ‘he can
through the Marxist theory, and being innately decent
displays and approves of bourgeois morality) he is disg
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with the callous theorising inhumanity of the pro-Marxists ...
he isn’t the usual parlour-Bolshevik seeing literature through
political glasses.””" Of the struggle against fascism Orwell
wrote, quoting Nietzsche, ‘He who fights too long against
dragons becomes a dragon himself: and if thou gaze too long
into the abyss, the abyss will gaze into thee’ (CEJL, Vol. III,
p- 267) — a remark amplified in the Wigan Pier Diary with
reference to the working man who becomes a trade-union
official or a Labour politician: ‘by fighting against the
bourgeoisie he becomes bourgeois.” (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 198) This
principle of exchange has a peculiar force in relation to
Orwell. Nothing in the Critical Heritage volume devoted to his
work resembles Q.D. Leavis’s vituperative tone, dependence
on jargon and conviction of grace more than the Pravda review
of Nineteen Eighty-Four.”* And the ‘Frank Richards’ constructed
in ‘Boys’ Weeklies’ and the reply to it is in many ways more like
‘Orwell’ than Eric Blair himself.

Malcolm Evans

14. Orwell too, in other places, is content to caricature
foreigners and is concerned with the nature of ‘Englishness’.
‘Spaniards are cruel to animals, Italians can do nothing
without making a deafening noise, the Chinese are addicted to
gambling.’ (CEJL, Vol. 2, p.76) The ‘typically English’
characteristics are, in contrast, strikingly close to his own
‘not-really-a-novelist-anyway’ and anti-theoretical modes: the
English ‘are not gifted artistically’ and ‘are not intellectual’,
more specifically they have ‘a horror of abstract thought, they
teel no need for any philosophy or systematic “world view”.’
(CEJL, Vol. 2, p. 77) Where theory or an analytical system
suggests one course of action, an intuitive ‘Englishness’
itably intervenes. The English working class, for example,
never been able to think internationally except for the brief
s of the ‘Hands off Russia’ movement in 1920. (CEJL,
2, p. 85) Orwell’s Englishmen are finally Bob Cherries,
dy individuals with a sense of fair play who oppose
itieth-century political theories with ‘not another theory of
own, but a2 moral quality which must be vaguely
d as decency.’ (CEJL, Vol. 3, p. 28) Here Orwell meets
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Frank Richards again, also the magisterially ‘responsible, adult
and decent’ Leavises, and sets off on the trail of a notoriously
vague and untheorized ‘decency’ which is the central thread of
his more conservative discourse. Much has been written on this
topic in general terms but it merits closer atention. ‘Decency’ is
fundamental to Byron’s poems (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 121) but
‘thinking and decent people’ are generally not too keen on
Kipling. (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 225) Shakespeare’s wish to ingratiate
himself with the rich and powerful is not quite decent, while
Dickens admires nothing but ‘common decency’. (CEJL, Vol. 1,
p. 457) For Orwell ‘decency’ is synonymous with what Marxists
call ‘bourgeois morality’ (CEJL, Vol. 3, p. 22) but it also
pertains to the ‘decent, labouring poor’. (CEJL, Vol. 1, p 77)
All ‘decent’ people want a classless society (CEJL, Vol. 4,
p- 187) but the means for accomplishing this are difficult to
imagine as it almost seems, to Orwell, that ‘men are only
decent when they are powerless.” (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 372) The

recipe that emerges is for political quietism coupled perhaps

with revolutionary fantasy, and the baggy definition of
‘decent’, in these instances and throughout Orwell’s work,
comes uncomfortably close to his definition of ‘English’.®
Neither category entertains many prospects of change. In 1984
such terms are the preserve of a right-wing, right-minded
doublethink. Without them it would be difficult to escalate the
arms race and claim ‘We are the Peace Movement’,?* or to
accept (or rather disguise) a figure of 44 million unemployed
while justifying the institution of a small police-state in
Nottinghamshire as a defence of the miners’ right to work. It
may be that Orwell was really a decent enough type while the
Thatcher/Brittan/Heseltine uses of ‘decent’ are, in fact;
indecent. Small consolation. ‘(Language] becomes ugly and
inaccurate because our thoughts are foolish, but the
slovenliness of our language makes it easier for us to h.
foolish thoughts.” (CEJL, Vol. 4, p. 157)2* The Newspeak |
vocabulary would do well to limit ‘decent’ to accommodation’
and cups of tea.?®

15. Orwell and Frank Richards concur to some extent o
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foreigners and Englishness, they are joined by the Leavises for
‘decency’ and unease about theory, and they all assemble again
on the idealization of a lost past. The world of Greyfriars, Bob
Cherry and Billy Bunter is stuck at 1910, writes Orwell (CEJL,
Vol. 2, pp- 616, 518), a criticism muted by a nostalgia for the
Edwardian period which haunts much of his own work, fiction
and non-fiction. This is the time before mass-slaughter,
totalitarianism and the ‘horror of politics’ (CEJL, Vol. 2,
p. 89), the time of a genuine literaray criticism ‘of the older
kind — criticism that is really judicious, scrupulous,
fair-minded, treating a work of art as a thing of value in itself.’
(CEJL, Vol. 2, p. 149) This indistinct past also holds the very
possibility of the ‘literature’ denied to a present of partisanship
and pamphleteering. After his first dream of the Golden
Country, Winston Smith wakes up ‘with the word ‘Shake-
speare’ on his lips.’ (1984, p.31) Orwell’s self-conscious
nostalgia differs markedly from the more earnest and cerebral
pastoralism of F.R. Leavis’s ‘organic community’.?” But from
the two contrasting myths of the past there issues a common
rhetoric of independence, responsibility and the ‘concrete’, a
stewardship of ‘humane’ values and decency against a pressing
reductivism and dehumanization. Orwell’s ‘criticism of the
older kind’ is the conservative strain in his own criticism. It is
also Scrutiny criticism and the correct method of reading as laid
down by a British government report published in 1921.
Orwell, as Q.D. Leavis noted, was not an academic critic, and
his marginal status in this respect seems to have kept him
unaware of the fact that to be disinterested, untheoretical and
fearlessly unorthodox was becoming just about as orthodox as

~ you could get.

L)
i
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16. The Newbolt Committee’s report to the British Board of
Education on The Teaching of English in England (1921) is
Aning to receive the attention it merits,?® and there is room
only to give the barest synopsis. English appears as a

=ly recent invention, the first chairs in the subject having
blished at Cambridge as late as 1878 and at Oxford in

task at hand is to promote English literature in
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education as a basis of ‘humane culture’, a ‘great source of
national pride’ and a potental bond of national unity.* To
this end, literature is to be viewed as a ‘record of the
experiences of the greatest minds’ (p. 149), one which has a
historical dimension but which is to be studied primarily for its
‘nobler, more eternal and universal element.” (p. 205) In the
tradition of Matthew Arnold, the report’s ‘apostle of culture’
(p. 259), this body of work will ‘civilize’ in ways that transcend
theoretical and political considerations, being part of ‘a
disinterested endeavour to learn and propagate the best that is
known and thought in the world’, and ‘to see the object as in
itself it really is.”® There is much here that might have engaged
the more conservative Orwell, with his nostalgia for an ‘older’

criticism which treats the work ‘as a thing of value in itself’,
The Newbolt Report also bends the discourse which links
Arnold, the Leavises and the future of literary studies in
England up to the 1970s towards a construction of the
‘Englishness’ which preoccupied Orwell too, and which marks
in his work a limit of the theoretical, and a privileged site of the
empirical, the intuitive and the ‘decent’.®! But the report’s
analysis of literature, pedagogy, and their relation to English¢
society strays into areas that acknowledge pressing historical
and political considerations, and touch on aspects of thel
ideological determination of what ‘literature’ is and how it
functions which are lost in a blind spot in Orwell’s criticism,
between the sketchy comments on literature and schooling at
the edge of his ‘semi-sociological’, quasi-materialist mode;
and the more orthodox strain of “fearless distinterestedness’
and the imaginative response. By coincidence Orwell’s own
work and these areas of the Newbolt Report intersect at @
significant, if idiosyncratic, point — Tolstoy’s attack on Ki
Lear. Orwell makes Tolstoy’s essay the occasion for
confrontation between dogmatic stringency and the organ
vitality of a uniquely gifted imagination. Shakespeare, typi
English, ‘was not a philosopher or a scientist, but he did
curiosity, he loved the surface of the earth and the process
life.” (CEJL, Vol. 4, p. 345)*? Tolstoy, in contrast, is a Sp
bully, ‘a moralist attacking an artist’, one who fails to recog
that Shakespeare ‘can no more be debunked by such met
than you can destroy a flower by preaching a sermon
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(CEJL, Vol. 2, p. 157) Behind this presentation of the central
conflict there is a triple renunciation — Lear’s, mirrored in
Tolstoy’s,*® which reflects in turn Orwell’s self-professed
sacrifice of a disinterested ‘art’ (Shakespeare) to the pressure of
conscience (Tolstoy) and the fate of the pamphleteer: ‘Forty
ears later, Shakespeare is still there, completely unaffected,
and of the attempt to demolish him nothing remains except
the yellowing pages of a pamphlet which hardly anyone has
read ...” (CEJL, Vol. 4, p. 348) But one author of the Newbolt
Report had read Tolstoy’s pamphlet,** and exploited it with a
startling disingenuousness as an instance of the doctrinaire
rejection of art ‘now prevalent in Bolshevist Russia.” (p. 254)
This attack on the Soviet Union, like the one in the Sun’s
celebration of Orwell sixty-three years later, is largely for
domestic consumption, aimed at ‘the enemy within’. ‘The
working classes, especially those belonging to organised labour
movements’ are, the report claims, ‘antagonistic to, and
contemptuous of, literature’, associating it with ‘antimacassars,
fish-knives and other unintelligible and futile trivialities of
“middle-class culture” ’, and rejecting academic literary study
as an attempt © “‘to side-track the working-class movement”.’
The committee concludes that ‘the nation of which a
considerable portion rejects this means of grace, and despises
this great spiritual influence, must assuredly be heading to
disaster.’ (p. 252) For the class whose culture is represented in
the Newbolt Report as ‘Culture’ itself, this disaster came close
to arriving only five years later, with the 1926 General Strike.
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17.1In the blind spot of Orwell’s criticism there are at least
' things he never knew, or failed to interrelate, that
have rendered problematic his unwitting affirmation of
old-Newbolt-Leavis line. These include the impact of
Hands Off Russia’ movement on the Newbolt Report’s
to produce a focus of national unity in the
I:Cd pursuit of literary culture; the origin of academic
lterature as a ‘poor man’s Classics’ in the WEA
 Engels’s comments on the role of such innovations in

g a ‘labour aristocracy’ which would co-operate
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with the bourgeoisie in times of crisis; the 1926 sell-out when
trade union leaders capitulated to government at the moment.
when the General Strike was gathering momentum and trade
unionists on strike committees up and down the country were
gaining control of towns and villages in the face of ‘every organ
of local and central government, the police and army, radio
and press, scabs, employers and fascists united as one
instrument against the labour movement’;3* the recognition on’
the left, in the aftermath of the strike, of a failure to educate
workers politically — in the theory and history of working-class;
struggle;*® and finally Sir Henry Newbolt’s direct appeal, in his
presidential address to the English Association in 1928 and in
the wake of ‘our nine days’ civil war’, for a sense of national
unity based not on social equality but on everyone forgettings
that classes existed.?” In the event ‘literature’, as an ideological
formation centred in education, did not go the way off
antimacassars, now rarely seen outside the first-class
compartments on British Rail. Recent work by Renée Balibar,
Dominique Laport, Etienne Balibar and Pierre Macherey
confirms the part played by literary study in the education
system’s reproduction of the relations of production, a prog
which includes not only access to the riches of ‘culture’ for the
successful minority but also the perpetuation, within the
dominant ideology, of a class ejected from the system at an
early stage which can experience the ‘national’ language 2
culture only in terms of an exclusion and a state of being
tongue-tied to a ‘basic’ fragment.®® This process of ‘literatu
remains, as Terry Eagleton argues, ‘a crucial mechanism
which the language and ideology of an imperialist ¢l
establishes its hegemony.”* During this mechanism’s gr
period of consolidation, Orwell appears in the guise of
classically-trained Old Etonian innocent abroad, looselya

of the relationship between literature and state pedagogy b
not of its extent and intricacy, nor of the concealed ideolo,
work of the personal and ‘disinterested’ response. He
Arnold only as a proponent of ‘art for art’s sake’, instrumen
in re-establishing links between English culture and
European mainstream. (CEJL, Vol. 2, p. 151) Newbolt app
only as the unintentionally comic minor poet of ‘play up
play the game’. (CEJL, Vol. 1, pp. 561, 592) Leavis
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shadowy pedant, less implicated in the academy’s production of
‘literature’ than in impeding what Orwell sees as the literary
and critical imagination’s natural course. There are only
random observations and a failure, finally, to connect. The
Wigan Pier proles are commended for their ability to ‘see
through [‘education’] and reject it by a healthy instinct’,*® but
elsewhere Orwell notes with approval that the standard of
public education in England has risen. (CEJL, Vol. 2, p. 97) He
recognizes, with Wyndham Lewis, that the English working
class are ‘branded on the tongue’ (CEJL, Vol. 8, p. 19), but
makes no connection between this and the hegemonic
construction of a ‘national’ language and literary culture.
Meanwhile, in another part of the Newbolt Report, the
Divisional Inspector of Schools is pleased to announce that
teachers of phonetics and voice production ‘have gone some
way towards getting rid of undesirable forms of London
speech.’ (p. 165)

18. Blair’s legacy to criticism is the two discourses, each
periodically displacing the other and offering no prospect of
synthesis beyond continuing his own project of constructing a
literary/historical subject ‘Orwell’ whose humanity and
integrity rest in a refusal of the openly theoretical — the man
Whﬂ 1s more significant than his work,*' the quirky
combination of ‘committed socialist’ and ‘conservative
eccentric’,*” ‘the wintry conscience of a generation’,*® the
mythic bearer of an ‘implacable honesty’ which is ‘an English
eristic — an honesty which is humorous, obstinate if not
a ed, and, above all, somehow sweet.”** Whether this

English decency is to be recuperated by the right or
imed by the left is now largely immaterial. There are other
- contesting ‘Orwell’ which refuse to refurbish the
of the autonomious subject in this way, and which may
» with Foucault or Derrida, that the rediscovery of

discourse implies a fading of ‘man’ as the
 ranscendental signified — an assimilation of Blair,

€s and P.S. Burton, perhaps, into the divided,
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eternal and omni-directional ‘H. Lewis Allways’, Orwell
unbound.*

19. Such critical practices would negate themselves by seeking
Orwell’s posthumous approval. And there is no doubt that any
successor in Nineteen Eighty-Four to the liberal academy might
well have borne at least a strong superficial resemblance to the
multi-disciplinary field loosely defined in 1984 as contempor-

ary critical theory. The Lacanian and Althusserian subject
moves towards confirming Orwell’s fear that what he called
‘the autonomous individual’ was going to be ‘stamped out of
existence’ (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 576), questioning the integrity of
‘the few cubic centimetres inside your skull’ considered
inviolable by Winston Smith, ‘the last man in Europe.’ (1984,
pp- 27,284) A number of other key oppositions present
themselves: Orwell’s anxieties about the disappearance of an
objective history against the contemporary view of historical
discourse as inevitably a production of the past for the
present;* Derridean écriture or Barthes’s view of writing as ‘an
intransitive verb’ against Orwell’s wish to move writing closer
to speech and the prophetic reply of the insufferable youth in
‘Inside the Whale’ — ‘My dear aunt ... one doesn’t write aboul
anything, one just writes’ ;" “The Prevention of Literature’ and
the Macherey/Balibar prevention of just such a concept a§
literature from functioning ‘naturally’ and obscuring its owa
work as an ideological form; Orwell’s view of ideology as:
dogmatic system of ideas, against an ideology which pervades
the subject’s consciousness as a lived, imaginary relation to
real conditions of existence.*® Beyond these areas of conten
are the stereotypes that pop up in Orwell’s text like tin duck
a shooting-gallery, joining theory, intellectualism, socia

and ideas of sexual aberration in the broad category of
‘left-wing trendy’, which remains powerfully operative wi
right-wing trendies from Scrutiny to Scruton pass theoretica
invisible and relatively unmolested.** This series of mo
targets includes ‘Pinks’, ‘pansies’, feminists,’® Quak
‘shock-headed Marxists chewing polysyllables’, bear
vegetarians, fruit-juice drinkers, proponents of birth-c
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and homeopathic medicines, nudists, pacifists, ‘Labour Party
backstairs crawlers’, people who do yoga and live in Welwyn
Garden City, and those who wear pistachio-coloured shirts or
the ubiquitous sandals so detested by the man H.G. Wells
described as ‘an English Trotskyist writer with enormous
feet.”! Somewhere in this list there will be a random hit against
anyone involved, however marginally, in the present transition
from an increasingly discredited tradition of ‘disinterested’
Eng. Lit. to the study of language, ideology and cultural forms
anticipated in Orwell’s ‘semi-sociological’ work. But the
damage is in the past, and this handing of ammunition to what
Orwell regarded elsewhere as the class-enemy is well
documented.®® The best course after 1984 is to take what is
useful from Orwell’s more progressive criticism, use it to
contextualize the conservative strain, and look to your
footwear: ‘My kid made sure he was some kind of enemy agent
... She spotted he was wearing a funny kind of shoes - said
she’d never seen anyone wearing shoes like that before ...
Pretty smart for a nipper of seven, eh?’ (1984, p. 53)

= & *

20. He sat back. A sense of complete helplessness had descended
upon him. To begin with, he did not know with any certainty that
this was 1984. It must be round about that date, since he was
fairly sure that his age was thirty-nine, and he believed that he
had been born in 1944 or 1945 but it was never possible
nowadays to pin down any date within a year or two. (1984,
pp- 11-12)

Perhaps it was 1985 after all, or 1986 — another year or two to
m\g-'qut the commercial and critical Orwellfest, a stay of
ecution for tabloid Big Brother nightmares, and then? On
eader page of the Sun for 2 January 1984, to the left of
at we must all do to keep Big Brother at bay’ and above ‘20
1] J'G:S-YOU_ NEVER KNEW ABOUT GEORGE ORWELL’,

s a cartoon. Three women gossip and drink tea, ignoring
nutive vicar. On the left, spread across a settee and
B, 15 an unshaven man in his vest, toes protruding
the holes in his socks and left hand trailing between
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beer-can, cigarette packet and ashtray. A fat woman in slippers
and apron is saying: ‘IF BIG BROTHER IS WATCHING MY
HUSBAND, HE’S IN FOR A BORING YEAR! British
workers are shiftless anyway, so if this one is unemployed he is
probably not too concerned. Women go on nattering and
drinking tea. These people would not repay the trouble of
communist police-state surveillance but, through the vigilance
of their betters, it will not happen anyway. This is England. Big

Brother is not watching. ‘While literary critics have been
cultivating sensibility in the minority,” writes Terry Eagleton,
‘large segments of the media have been busy trying to devastate
it in the majority.’s® It is no longer enough to assume that al
reading of Nineteen Eighty-Four (or Animal Farm, or Romeo and
Juliet for that matter) will refine the sensibilities and enhance
the critical awareness of English students — particularly thes
large majority who will not enter higher education — or equip
them to read against the Sun, television commercials, ITN News'
and the whole range of discourses mobilized within the culture
industry. And when Orwell’s annus mirabilis is finally over there
should be no further recourse to questions solely concerned;
with what he ‘really meant’, the weakness of his characterizs
ation, the tendency of politics to interfere with the story -
sort of normative academic exercise which accomplishes
own form of devastation.’* 1984 will intervene, the cen
most textualized year, and one which re-presents Orwell’s
as an incrustation of discourses and practices constituted
new objects of study for a post-post-Newbolt English:
language of the Data Protection Bill and DHSS leaflets;** th
reporting of Cruise, the Greenham Common peace camps
the miners’ strike; the final capitulation of the Soviet s
broadcasting system to the allure of ‘The Benny Hill Sho
and the historic alliance of the High Court, The Times and
National Front to protect ‘academic order and disintere
teaching’®® in the Humanities Faculty of North London
Polytechnic. In this new, more fluid canon there will be rao
at least temporarily, for the cartoon on the Sun’s first edito
page of 1984, which has a density and intertextuality of its
At one level it blocks the saturnalian release and sub
attributed by Orwell to truly ‘popular’ versions of this ty
art (CEJL, Vol. 2, pp. 193-4), simply reaffirming the dor
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constructions of morality, class and political freedom. But it
also reaches into the areas repressed in the text around it - into
the twenty things you never knew about George Orwell that
you are never likely to read about in the Sun. The cartoon is a
pastiche of the style described by Orwell in ‘The Art of Donald
McGill’, with its ‘heavy lines and empty spaces’, ‘grotesque,
staring, blatant quality’, ‘overwhelming vulgarity’, and ‘utter
lowness of mental atmosphere’. (CEJL, Vol. 2, pp. 184-5) The
same pot-bellied husband appears in any number of seaside
postcards of the 1920s and 30s, peering across the sand and
saying ‘I can’t see my little Willy’. His wife is one of McGill’s
‘monstrously parodied” women ‘with bottoms like Hottentots’
(CEJL, Vol. 2, p.184), idealized by Orwell in Nineteen
Eighty-Four as the indomitable spirit of the English working
class: ‘a monstrous woman ... with heavy red forearms’, ‘no
mind ... only strong arms, a warm heart, and a fertile belly’,
‘powerful mare-like buttocks’, * ““She’s beautiful”’, he mur-
mured’, ‘Out of these mighty loins a race of conscious beings
must one day come’ (1984, pp. 123, 187-8). The cartoon
pursues these references relentlessly, in the stuffed seagull
which decorates the hat of one of the visiting women
(‘deliberately ugly, the faces grinning and vacuous,’ CEJL, Vol.
2, p- 185), the imbecile, midget clergyman (‘always a nervous
I«E'mt’ CEJL, Vol. 2, p. 187), and the naming of Big Brother
Me]f within an inversion of the ‘warm, decent, deeply
human atmosphere’ of Orwell’s sentimentalized working-class

Malcolm Evans

e fire glows in the open range and dances mirrored in the
ender ... Father, in shirt sleeves, sits in the rocking chair at
side of the fire reading the racing finals, and Mother sits on
ler side with her sewing, and the children are happy with a
orth of mint humbugs, and the dog lolls roasting himself on
z mat. (Wigan Pier, p. 104)

on, Mother no longer knows her place, and the
€T, newspaper open at a page which bears a
resemblance to the one we are looking at, now
Such self-reference may well bring a minor burst
to the refined deconstructed sensibility, a pleasure
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in textuality or in the Sun as ‘literature’. But it is only the first
step on a path which leads back to the political imperative of
Orwell’s best criticism in the 1930s and 1940s, and then
forward to the conjunction of theory and sign-breaking his
work never fully achieved: ‘no denunciation without an
appropriate method of detailed analysis, no semiology which
cannot, in the last analysis, be acknowledged as semioclasm.’®’
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Alan Brown

Examining Orwell:
Political and Literary Values in
Education

A good deal of hard work has gone into producing the ‘George
Orwell’ who has featured so large in the ‘macabre celebrations’
of 1984.! The earliest efforts were put in by Eric Blair, whose

choice of a pseudonym was one element in the construction of

Iimary voice. From Blair into Orwell is a road well trodden

ues of an individual. But biographical criticism can take us

) far in an understanding of the ‘Orwell’ phenomenon.

rned with the ‘raw material’ of Orwell’s life and times, it

litle to say about how this material has been selectively
into a powerful instrument of political dogma.

Er€ is a certain continuity between much that Orwell
and the outlines of a later, ‘Orwellian’ voice, but the
did not become part of political culture without going
gh' the mills of mass media, of the education system:
ns of ‘learning’ and ‘taste’. The significance of
as a weapon of Cold War propaganda, as a means of
a generation of the essential futility of radical social
far bffyond the intentions of a single biography.
see_l.(mg out the details of Orwell’s existence, we
K again at the necessity of his invention.
on the use of Orwell’s texts in education both
 €xpands the topic of this essay. It cuts out a range

it brings to the foreground questions about the

1

39
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political content of teaching practices. This is particularl
important in dealing with a subject, ‘literature’, which works
through techniques of dialogue and persuasion. It may be
acceptable to convince year upon year of examinees that Shake-
speare’s tragic characters are brought down by a ‘flaw’ in theid
nature, less so to teach Animal Farm as the artistic evidence of 3
‘tragic flaw’ in political idealism. The politics of literature
teaching are not, in any case, confined to interventions on
‘political’ topics. In its very form, literary education can beg
subtle and coercive medium for instilling beliefs and values.
Discussions of literature in schools are tied to examinations)
This may not exhaust the possibilities of teaching but it alw.
defines them. Students are required to attain a certain level,
succeed, as in any competitive environment. They are alsg
required to enter into a language of ‘personal response’, ‘se f
expression’, to have ‘opinions’ and ‘tastes’. They are at the san
time being instructed and being asked to supply the posi
content of their instruction. This can be an exciting and crea
process — equally it can be a manipulative form of ‘thoughl
policing’.
At their worst, the masonic rituals of literary criticism work tg
persuade students to reproduce acceptable ideas as pers
response, to internalise attitudes received from above as sub
tive points of view. Certainly, there is enough outward mo
ation for examinees to perform this ‘doublethink’, and if
ideas and values are themselves presented as simple comn
sense, resistance becomes hard to imagine.
It is characteristic of the ‘Orwell’ persona that it cons
neutral, received wisdom, of ‘objective’ and ‘human’ tru
Ideas of Orwell as ‘the man of good will’, ‘the conscience
age’,? are supported by a vocabulary of belief which pass
self-evidence and everyday language. If the techniques off
suasion familiar to literary criticism can be termed ‘mas
this is not because they rest on arcane symbols understoo
by an élite. The very opposite, popular critical wisdom is
in a language which ‘goes without saying’. Its apparen
imity to common sense invites us to adoptit, uncritically
own.
Orwell’s popularity as material for school study
unique amongst his contemporaries. In the present, exc
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ear, his work appears on all of the Examining Boards at O or
A Level, but his presence throughout the post-war decades has
been constant. In putting together a profile of Orwell in the
education system, I have relied on two main sources:
examination questions drawn from the different Boards over
the past thirty years and a wide selection of Study Aids,
primarily on Animal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four.® I would not
claim that the Study Aids reproduce the details of teaching
Orwell in any given or likely situation. What they offer is an
uncontroversial reading of plots and themes, a fund of
typicality in a language without questions. The remarkable
unanimity of views across these different books is the strongest
reason for taking their arguments seriously. They provide an
adequate complement to the preoccupations of exam
questions on Orwell as they have emerged across the Boards
and over the years.

There is no suggestion here of a ‘conspiracy’ in the
production of an ‘Orwell’ myth. To believe in a conscious,

{den intention behind the consensus of views would lead to
jan fantasies of the kind which Nineteen Eighty-Four
in. A vital part of the development of political myths in a
tic, pluralist society consists in the form of debate: not
he willful suppression of contrary views but in the
istence of shared and unexamined assumptions.
€ is a wide plurality of views on Orwell from conflicting
[ stances. The most popular account, amply expressed
onel Trilling’s introduction to Homage to Catalonia,*
¢ the writer as a personification of moral values. But
is no shortage of other, more sceptical, iconoclastic
' Should these latter accounts of Orwell succeed in
ng the literary-political consensus, another version
'Vs"sed on to successive generations, as the truth about
5 "Orwell” himself.
qf the myth, it is taken for granted that we are
h a single personality. In so far as we reflect on the
d_Lp which Orwell wrote, this is in order to judge
his account. By placing the ‘personal’ before the
Us way, by stressing from all sides the primary
3 Om_rell as individual, the consensus of views
unding. Arguments about Orwell’s ‘honesty’,
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‘realism’, ‘stamina’,® all work to strengthen the politically:
debilitating assumption that social conflict is secondary,
beyond the individual. This cheap transcendence is the
mundane work of literary criticism. It sets the agenda for
debate and ensures that our perceptions of history and
subjectivity are mediated by unchanging, timeless ‘truths’, ofTJ
human nature, morality and fate. The price of such wisdom isa
studied ignorance of the ways in which ‘timeless truths’ are
themselves fabricated through political culture. :

Inside the Myth
As a proportion of the exam questions on Orwell at O and A
Level, those which deal with the author himself are in a
minority. The largest group deals with Animal Farm and, at
Level, the emphasis is more on the characters of donkeys and
dictators than on the author as such. Nevertheless, I begin with
a reading of the author as character because the myth of
‘Orwellian’ values bears directly on the teaching of primary

of essays and autobiographical accounts which have appea
on syllabuses: Inside the Whale and Other Essays, Homage
Catalonia, Selected Writings.” The following are taken from
Associated Examining Board, 1971-2 and deal with Inside the
Whale:

What impression have you formed of George Orwell from y
reading of this book? Illustrate your answer by careful referes
to his work ...

Orwell has been called ‘the social conscience of his age’. Ex
this remark and comment on it ...

Orwell has been praised for his ‘wide sympathies’. Ilustrate |
by comparing two essays from this collection.

The second and third questions help to suggest the right
answering the first. Orwell is an embracing fig
‘conscience’ and ‘sympathies’. This is not simply 0
discussion. The last question asks for illustrations of *
sympathies’ which are assumed to be in evidence. The conts
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with Orwell as representative of an epoch is paralleled by
interest in his personal qualities:

Do you think that Orwell emerges from Homage to Catalonia as a
brave man or not?8

The oscillation between individual and social characteristics
has a purpose. If Orwell is to act as the representative voice for
an entire generation, his credentials must first be established:

He was an observer, keeping as fair-minded as possible about
what he saw, remaining responsible to objective truth. (York Notes,
Nineteen Eighty-Four, p. 8)

In short, throughout his adult life and work, George Orwell
remained a fiercely honest man, even with himself. (Coles Notes,
Animal Farm, p. 5)

Orwell was sociable and home-loving, believing in family life ...
Orwell was selfless, naturally mild and gende ... Orwell loved
animals ... Exaggeratedly perhaps, but significantly, one of his
friends called him a ‘saint’. (Brodies Notes, Animal Farm, pp. 12-13)

‘Orwell’ myth involves a type of canonisation. A version of
ividual as embodiment of human values leads inevitably
tatus as a ‘trustworthy guide’.® It is a curious rhetorical
wre: moral values of ‘bravery’, ‘honesty’, ‘sympathy’ are
d directly to criteria of ‘objectivity’ and ‘straightforward
Implicit here is the belief that moral purity is inseparable
truth as such. If we want to know the ‘facts’ of an era we
seek out its saints:

riter, as Orwell sees him, especially the prose writer, is the
dian of simplicity, objectivity and straightforward fact, and
ur age, he becomes the protector of the human spirit. (York
Nineteen Eighty-Four, p. 8)

\

; together of morality and objectivity works to erase
of a point of view in reading Orwell. Given the
| th to fact and truth to self, statements attributed
T take on an oracular and incontestable value. In
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the following extract, the neutrality of this ‘Orwellian’ voice is
put to a political use:

| Basing his argument on personal experience and commonsense,
_ but mostly on observed fact, Orwell comes to the conclusion that
i | the socialism of his time was mostly unrealistic and irrelevant.
{1 (York Notes, Animal Farm, p. 8)

I A 5 - A |

1 | wWho can contradict ‘commonsense’, ‘fact’, ‘experience’? The
il | author’s authority is conveyed by an insistence on personal
experience and impartial knowledge. We are led back to Eton

' and Burma, Wigan, Spain and Paris, across the curriculum vitae
of the writer’s ‘experience’. The authenticity of what is lived is
counterbalanced by a language of detachment - ‘observed
fact’. Orwell ‘lived’ the socialism of his time, applied his
normative mind to its traits and ‘comes to the conclusion .
Led along by the empiricist appeal of this argument it becomes’
hard to refute Orwell’s verdict. This at least would be so for
students approaching the politics of Orwell’s generation for
the first time. The total absence of doubt or qualification musg
incline them to swallow opinion and even bigotry as acceptab
truth. The following notorious extract from The Road to Wigs
Pier is a reminder of Orwell’s manner of discussing the socialist

<

L

type’:
... that dreary tribe of high-minded women and sandal-wea
and bearded fruit-juice drinkers who come flocking towards
smell of ‘progress’ like bluebottles to a dead cat. L2

A further aspect of the personality myth stresses ‘realism’
pain of truth. Experience is not merely travel; it is also, I
religious sense, suffering through knowledge. ‘Orwell
characterised across the range of biographical glosses in S8
Aids as a stoic figure, seeing the truth (the worst) and ref

to flinch from it:

Orwell never deluded himself ... His burning love of truth

saw it, made him an uncomfortable goad to the indifte
complacent or malevolent. (Brodies Notes, Animal Farm, pp- 1
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... when in 1941 many people were praising the cleverness of
Stalin’s foreign policy ... Orwell condemned it as treacherous and
opportunistic. Nor would he silence his criticisms when the Soviet
Union entered the Second World War on the side of the allies.
This was precisely the moment when he wrote Animal Farm.
(Longmans Study Text, Animal Farm, p. xxii)

There is no suggestion here that words such as ‘treacherous’
and ‘opportunistic’ might be insufficient, even misleading as
an account of Soviet foreign policy. Everything encourages us
to read history as a morality play, a melodrama of extremes:
honesty versus treachery. Adjectives such as ‘burning’ colour
the picture of Orwell’s commitment to truth as religious in
nature and intensity. His speaking-out of unpalatable truths is
an imperative, a vocation. There is no pause to reflect on the
olitics of his interpretations; we are led back once more to the
individual source from which they stem.
~ In this way, the ‘eternal’ role of the artist as truth-teller is
harnessed to a political function. Experience, common sense,
realism and honesty are each facets of a total and
manufactured personality. Taken together, they provide a
platform from which political attitudes can be put across in
cation without suspicion of bias or indoctrination. Putting
rwell’s” point of view (that of reason and decency) is not
lly putting a point of view at all. It is a way of seeing behind
 transience of political conflict to the more basic truths of
an nature and morality.
reduction of politics to personality moves from
nents on specific historical moments to embrace Orwell’s
wider ‘philosophy’. Here, the individual is all-pervasive:

chief theoretical difficulty for Orwell was caused by his
areness of individual human differences, which interfere with
abstract group philosophy of socialism. He was himself a
cous individualist, and he feared the loss of freedom that he
socialism involved. (Coles Notes, Nineteen Eighty-Four, pp. 7-8)

t;hfough the pathos of the ‘Orwellian’ dilemma we
ick up the damaging assumptions on which the
rests. Socialism as ‘abstract’, as ‘the loss of
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individual freedom’ is presented as ‘known’ and ‘feared’. The
value of elevating Orwell to heroic and mythical proportions is

which the writer performs and, following the writer, we make
few complaints about the scenery.

Seeing the world through the eyes of an individual creates a
world of personal values. At the extreme, these values are used
to embrace the whole political field. Orwell as the
representative voice of an age is shown to contain the differing

and contradictory strands of his time. The conflicting elements
achieve a precarious harmony in the ‘Orwell’ persona:
socialist/criic of socialism, idealist/realist, subjective
participant/objective observer. It is left to the figure of
‘Orwell’, finally, to resolve the great debates of left and righg,
to assert a middle way between ideologies and conflicting
forces:

... creativity for him [Orwell] was first and foremost a matter of
being able to see things as they are. Because socialism often
considered that freedom was a possible danger to the movement,
Orwell came to feel that socialism could easily have a kind of’
fascism inside it ... To Orwell the freedom to be different within
society was what mattered. It is the main theme of Nineteen
Eighty-Four. (York Notes, Nineleen Eighty-Four, p. 11) :
Orwell came to believe that socialism could easily have a type of |
fascism in it ... to Orwell the freedom to be different within one's
society was all important. This feature of socialism, of having
inbuilt fascism inside it, can be seen in Animal Farm ... (York Noles,
Animal Farm, pp. 10-11)

Orwell thus revealed the psychological sameness of communism
and fascism and did not shrink from criticising the abus
socialism ... (Longmans Study Text, Animal Farm, pp-xxii-xxiii)

Violently opposed political theories and practices are h
reduced to a ‘psychological sameness’, that is, to a dismi

value-judgement based on no more than a hypothetical mox
of human nature. Having dissolved the contradictions be
‘communism’ and ‘fascism’ in either a historical or theoreti€
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form, the way is open for a socialism itself devoid of content.
Orwell’s socialism can be reduced to a Victorian value of
‘concern’ and charity towards others, to a moral subjectivism
which calls for no more than a sentimental response:

Typically, Orwell related every experience back to his overriding
concern for the poor. (Longmans Study Text, Animal Farm, p. xvii)

Socialism as moral piety is perfectly acceptable inside the
Orwell myth. But any attempt to conceive of society and-
subjectivity as susceptible to organised change must be
erceived solely as ‘threat’. Socialism is assimilated to fascism;
‘Orwell’ does not shrink from the ‘fact’, nor do the ‘facts’
prevent him from being a socialist. The moral fable within
which history and ideology are suspended applies equally well
to Animal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four.!! The song remains the
same: human nature is constant and its finest embodiment in
the ‘Orwell’ persona serves only to remind us of this
intractable truth of the status quo.

I am not attacking the ‘lived life’ of Eric Blair at this point.
How much he actually personified the virtues attributed to him
in popular myth seems to me a question both impossible to
answer and unhelpful to pursue. My concern is with the
_pﬂﬁﬁcal work carried out beneath the banner of ‘Orwellian’
‘values. The fantasy of his human attributes, refined to a point
fection, provides an absolute standard against which
zal events and beliefs can be judged. The reader is urged
tify his or her self with the innate values of ‘Orwell’, and
use the belief in the primacy of the individual which he
nts. All roads lead back to the human subject in
on, above history and (in Orwell’s case) above criticism.
tions of Soviet history, of the Spanish Civil War, the
ion, the ‘nature’ of communism, socialism, fascism,
L be answered from a viewpoint which systematically
e tracks of its own political bias. Teaching Orwell for
ons will not be a matter of overt dogma, but rather a
of filtering the political field through the categories of
literary criticism.
f’;ifé- ‘Orwell’ persona asserts, the good writer is the
ter, then an appreciation of literary qualities will be
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tied to a view of political reality. This reality is not presented in!
political terms. Devoid of conflict, of theoretical content and
historical detail, it is expressed as the fund of established
truths, natural and unchanging: truths of character, morality,
of irony, of “life’ itself:

It is the business of the satirist to expose the follies of mankind
and to remind us all of our essential humanity.*?

The art of satire, of common sense, of the ‘Orwell’ industry, is
to remind us of what we know already and to resign us to it§
inevitability. If political change is an illusion, we must derivel
our comfort from an aesthetics of constancy and inertia.

The ABC of Apathy
Animal Farm is the most popular of Orwell’s texts with
examiners. It is set almost exclusively for O Level study,
Nineteen Eighty-Four being largely reserved for A Leével study,
Animal Farm, so the story goes, can be read either as political
satire or, on its own terms, as a ‘thoroughly entertaining
story’.’* This might seem to recommend its use as ail
introductory text for O Level literature students, the qualities
of ‘simplicity’ and ‘charm’ making the book inherentlj
readable. However, any student who approaches the exam
with knowledge only of the plot and pleasure in the story i
unlikely to fare well. An ability to regurgitate the equations of
a Cold War wisdom is taken for granted in most exams. The
demand is either stated overtly or couched in a language of
‘symbolic meaning’ and ‘satirical purpose’. Below are foul
questions on Animal Farm taken consecutively from the Londof
Board, O Level, surnmer and winter 1964:
Summer 1964:

a) A fable is defined as ‘a story especially with animals &
characters, conveying a moral by indirect means’. By refe
to three episodes or characters show how far Animal Farm fitst
definition of a fable.

b) Give an account of the building of the Windmill an
interruptions; show how far this affected the animals and
in real life, it is meant to represent.
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Winter 1964:

a) Describe the origin of the seven commandments, and give an
account of the changes they underwent later. What was Orwell’s
satire directed against in this part of the book ?

b) Write an essay defending Animal Farm against a reader who tells
you that it is ‘merely anti-communist propaganda’. Illustrate
your answer with detailed reference to the book.

It is possible to answer the first of these questions without
specific reference to Russian politics; the fable can be stressed
as about ‘revolution in general’. This reading, which relies on a
prior knowledge of the Russian ‘example’, is looked at more
closely further on. The second question asserts that ‘real life’ is
behind the book and might be answered by reference to Soviet
industrialisation and the Five Year Plans. The third question is
looking for details of propaganda techniques and the rewriting

of history, as attributed to the ‘communist state’. With the final

question, the student’s grasp of ‘real life’ is taken as read and
the task is to say what more than ‘anti-communist propaganda’
the book is. Students are not invited to advance the
‘propaganda’ argument, but only to refute it.

_ The political effectiveness of Animal Farm derives largely
from its allegorical form. If, as is assumed in much educational
material on the book, an allegory is a simple equivalence
between the ‘symbolic’ and the ‘real’ (Napoleon=Stalin,
nor Farm=Russia), then the student’s task will be primarily
e of rote-learning. The ticking off of relations is at the lowest
level what is required. What is simply asserted is that the
correspondences are valid, that

~ Old Major’s speech corresponds to the thought of Marx ...

~ Battle of the Cowshed: corresponds to the counter-revolutionary

which raged in Russia ... The sale of timber to Fredrick of

eld: corresponds to the Nazi-Soviet pact of 1989 ... (York
\ c.‘: Ammal Farm, p 30)

this ‘en-tife exercise, heavily documented across the
it ‘crib’ books, heavily encouraged by the form of
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questions, is not in itself adequate as an instrument of political i i
dogma. The skeleto_n of c_o'rrespondences needs o be; :il;ﬂnge;ﬂgsgilrl;hsg ;zigfii;;i;‘;;; HO‘lf\(’id;e el
supportesi by a wider _crltlcal account, of Marx, of taught? The apparent fairness of this a (;:(:; t t[he R b,e
communism, of revolution in general: intentions begs several questions about tzgchino ratect‘rii UthOT;
e _ . _ ) the idea of an author’s ‘purpose’. ok 1
| Marx was an idealist, dreaming of a paradise on earth in which all If Orwell’s intentions are cited S .
il men were free_and equal and enjoyed a good standard of living, polit_ical slant in teaching Anima !1 }Smmasthjglsuﬁcaug) i for‘ the
I (Coles Notes, Animal Farm, pp- 9-10) to bear on an external, historical worlcjl. Thjgsr?r:llfsft chﬁilx?ll;tgi
ideas are mainly the inspiration of EL;COEISS: L{l-? ; rirlll;ti?;l;aogu‘f?;c,egz ; i gctcﬁ}mts, WI? concerned to
el HOL fex oviet history. ' i
e was an idealist, dreaming® o4 with its author’s assumed purposg in Arzﬁgl F;:maﬁ
attempt to counter the widespread pro-Russian feeliné which
was then current,'* the context has manifestly changed since
i | The characterisation of Marx operates at a very crude level of _i; &gtfpoxlr{t, tlt}]ee B?f;)el;erﬁisngiﬁ? Z(ri 19 pICsclt A different
argument. Words such as ‘drear_nmg’ and ‘ldefihmc carry th War world, Orwell’s polemic re grodsXIStS atsh SuCﬁ- el
weight of what argument there is. But the caricature beco sopular myth and, in the ab 3 £ g it =
more effective when embodied in episodes from the text. s intenrion; cannoth i Od y- Polemlcal semed B
: coherence and detail of the fable create an impression ng an alternative vi: R L A
substance. Early in Animal Farm, Old Major the prize B hook’s argument reads a:v'sp Ol'Tt e e Wthh, T
recounts his ‘dream’. He calls on the animals to struggle fc reinforcement of views vfr)hliccl)?::Jl - 1];5 ti"uths s
their freedom and reminds them of their equality: jid papers, most of the time. Noar;tt:n%piair;eilgrg.‘:n' rI.'nn 318 :
of Study Aids (nor encouraged by the form of 1exar§
s) to debate the account of history portrayed in Animal
The relaFion between book and reality is conveyed as a ~
‘parallelism, with the student required to pick off points
ondence. This practice, which cannot be called other
ctrination, is unjustifiable in terms of authorial
Nor can it be claimed that it would be too much for
: ‘smdents_ to wrestle with the complexities of Russian
! d Marxist theory. This might be an argument against
€ book at all, but if the students are ‘old enough’ to
i ated, they are old enough to be permitted to think
lo es:?le rejection of Marxism which is set out in
Amymal Farm reduces to a basic formula: Marx was

, nature is unalterable, Marx i
, Natur : was wrong. 50 w
h idealism ? g e

| - e oy
... communism is idealistic. Its

i ‘ Karl Marx, 2 German economuist, and h :
‘ of a utopian paradise in which all men should be free and equal,

' (Longmans Study Text, Animal Farm, pp. xx-xxi)

His [Major’s] speech is a wonderfully concise account of Mans
socialist theory. The idealistic nature of this theory is clev
} pointed to in the tny episode of the rats. While Major Is spea

four rats appear from their holes and the dogs rush at thems

(York Notes, Animal Farm, p. 14)

The student is urged to identify Marxist theory with a §
speech in an animal fable and to appreciate the skill o
cefutation in an incident from ‘Tom and Jerry’. The stupi
of this account should not blind us to its effective force. B
is something very reassuring in this oscillation between h
and animal ‘nature’, and, with no further context of judg
likely, students may have little incentive to go beyond th
of their instruction.

Why is Animal Farm taught in this way? It could be
that if questions are centred on a version of Russian histo

i ; . ; : 5 Wronj i i :
a critique of communism, of revolution in general, this : g with idealism? Why should Orwell want to

ese dreams of a utopia? The answer is that this very
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idealism allowed for the emergence of a frightening and repressiy
dictatorship in Russia every bit as bad as the dictatorship
established by Hitler and Mussolini ... (Longmans Study Tex|
Animal Farm, p. xxi)

communism per se, and b

Effectively, Marx’s writings,
implication socialism, are presented as idealism (theory)
tyranny (practice). An occasional paragraph is reserved fof
Marx’s economic analyses but these marginalia are swept asid
by the continuous assertion that Marxism-communism is botl
naive/cynical and idealistic/violent. The logic of this accountjj
paradoxical and this is a vital part of its persuasive power. i

In the discussion of ‘Orwell’ as personality, it was arg
that oppositions are set up and mediated by the autho
persona. Individualism/ socialism, pessimism/idealism, subj
tive experience/objective fact: these category-pairs
established and then harmonised in the overarching perso
an individual. A parallel technique develops here:
assimilation of opposing forces, communism to fas
idealism to tyranny, prepares the ground for a middle
The simple negation and transcendence of artificially prese
oppositions draws on a rhetoric of ‘experience’, ‘realism’
‘nature’, implying that above and beyond extremes there
realm of political common sense, of day-to-day living.
neutrality of this implied position is presented as the
from which the writer writes and the reader reads: a stangl
back from conflict, an overview from which the indiv
human subject looks down on but is not defined by pol
struggle.

The persuasiveness of the ‘Orwell’ myth rests then i
logical strategy. Political myth as described here is 2 §
machine for suppressing social contradictions. This argu
bears resemblance to a structuralist account of myth,
differs in its approach to the logic at work. Fo
structuralism, as associated with Lévi-Strauss, tends to
principles of logic as the reflexive object of the
themselves. It is the logical organisation of human ¢
which is reified in mythical forms. Rather than pla
above or prior to society, we can see it emerging
specific forms of political and ‘aesthetic’ lang
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resolving of logical contradictions is thus not a formal dance of
discrete elements, but a specific intervention in a field of
conflict. The‘ ‘Orwell’ myth pacifies readers; contradictory
theories, factions, values and vocabularies are mediated by a
strategy of mutual exclusion and emerge as a harmony of
truths which exceed the political field.

The strategy is not confined to ‘crib’ books on Orwell. The
following extract from a Guardian article on Orwell develops a
similar argument:

The year which he made famous is now upon us, but nowhere in
the democratic world has his monstrous vision of it come to pass.
Instead, the kingdom of ends has lost some of its sway, the
totalitarian temptation has receded with the imaginative grip of
the socialist idea.'®

The rhetoric carries us beyond a totalitarian/socialist
ence towards a ‘post-ideological’ world. Means are
ted for ‘ends’ and the threat of radical social change is
d off. The attractions of this argument stem from its
ity to reduce the conflict of ideas and forces to a language
cal realism. Yet this realism is sustained by little more
the negation of theories as ‘extremes’ and the refusal to
der its own theoretical basis. In its literary context, the
ient stresses the now familiar values of ‘human nature’

and the cheaper aesthetcs of irony: ,

”ali.s'm, Cor_nmunism, Fascism — what you will — so far as the
f)f pcc_)ple is concerned, turns out to be a hollow progress, a
achievement. (Brodies Notes, Animal Farm, p. 24)

time will come when the details of Russian history that
d Orwell’s anger will be forgotten, and Animal Farm will be
!gned for its bitter, ironic analysis of the stages all
ons tend to go through. (York Notes, Animal Farm, p. 31)

bly will_not matter if the anti- Communist satire of Animal
feain .mtelligible. Already the specifics of its protest
:Sl_:aixms.rn require considerable explanation for the
generation, but its satire on corrupted revolution and the




54

misuse of power remains completely clear. Given human nature, j

will unfortunately remain clear as long as society resemble
anything in the world today. (Coles Notes, Animal Farm, p. 8)

To the student required to say what more than anti-communi
propaganda the novel is, here is the model answer. Moviny
past versions of Soviet history and Marxist theory, reducing al
‘ismns’ to a meaningless continuum, the argument leans bag
onto a language of timeless disillusion and ‘home truth’.
 There is some irony in the final assertions that Russiaj
‘history’ is ultimately irrelevant: mere detail. A good deal g
effort goes into stressing detail as to the content and accurag
of Animal Farm’s account. All the same, it is 2 necessary step 0
a literary-critical approach which works to erase the mark:
its political interest. History and politics must be dealt wi
but in a form which appears as neither politically
historically limited. This is achieved by 2 logical twist in wk
politics are both discussed and not discussed, being merely
context in which wider ‘non-political’ truths are found.
The success of this formula makes the activity of lit
criticism appear as an endless sequence of pyrrhic victo
The same values are ‘discovered’, reiterated across the
range of texts. Words such as ‘irony’ fill the vacuum crez
when political struggle has itself been emptied of mean
What is offered is an intellectual Nirvana: political strugg
represented as an eternal contradiction (idealism=tyrannyj
reader is invited to step back from the friction of thought
to survey a ‘human comedy’ of critical judgement. This
marriage between literary and political values app
innocently, but effectively as a language of ‘make beli

Nineteen Eighty-Four
I have again and again committed the very faults I am pro i
against.'?

Moving from educational material on Animal Farm &

counterpart on Nineteen Eighty-Four can give a sense of @

to the reader. The broad outlines of an attack on co
socialism and the idea of political change remain larg

the formula which sets human values against the 1
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totally alien political process is expressed in terms so general
that it passes easily from one text to another. There are
however, major differences in critical discussion of the two
works. These can be treated in part as a response to inherent
differences in the works themselves, in part as the result of a
switch from O Level modes of criticism to the requirements of
A Level.'®

Tasks at O Level consist mainly in recording details of plot
and character within a tightly drawn critical framework. Value
judgements are often invited, but rarely in a form which makes
them problematic. At A Level, issues of critical discrimination
come to the fore. Students must assess the conformity between
set texts and literary standards. They must define terms and
relate these definitions to instances of interpretation.

The more overt preoccupation with value-judgements at A
Level emerges in the treatment of Nineteen Eighty-Four as a set
of problems related to the book’s structure and purpose.
Whare Animal Farm ‘can’ be regarded as a unified, morally
ctic fable, raising few problems of form or meaning,
’s final novel presents immediate complications of
ture, meaning, characterisation. Nineteen Eighty-Four
bines the conventions of realist fiction with those of the
ific romance; it includes a lengthy extract from
tein’s ‘book’, as well as the appendix on Newspeak.

_ unorthodox construction of Orwell’s novel presents a
em for critical response. If rigid critical expectations as
ds the unity of 2 work of art, the requirements of plot and
er, are brought to bear, then Nineteen Eighty-Four must
ed as a ‘flawed’ work. Exam questions show a marked
y to reproduce these standards and thus to pose the
n of the novel’s failure. The failure in turn is seen in
of a conflict between ‘literary’ qualities and political

is uI}a_shamedly a book with a message’. Do you consider
diminishes its merits as a novel?

cal message is constantly getting in the way of the story,

I:.h'ml_mshes its interest and excitement.” Do you agree with
of ‘1984’7
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‘Characterisation in this novel is negligible. It is completely
subordinated to the political message.” Do you agree?"* |

Although it is possible for examinees to refute these verdicts;
they are inevitably forced to organise their answers within the
framework of debate which the questions establish. This means
i that they must discriminate between conflicting values; they
must be able to differentiate between ‘literary’ standards and!
| an implied threat from the political ‘message’. Yet it is quitg
\ il unclear how this distinction should be made. |
b If we take the third of the above questions, on ‘character]
; ‘ this could be answered in 2 number of ways. It could be argued
that indeed, the figure of Winston lacks credibility, Julia i
presented as a crude, sexist stereotype, O’Brien is no m
than a personification of the totalitarian fantasy. This mi
suggest a weakness in the novel but does little to show why
weakness results from excessive focus on the ‘messa
Equally, it could be said that characters are weak an
undeveloped because, in a totalitarian society, that is hi
‘characters’ are.20 This would require us to accept the liter,
weakness as an accurate representation of an imagi
I political truth; an argument which is impossible to verify
which, again, does little to clarify the supposed co
between political and aesthetic values. In the absence of
decisive criteria for distinguishing between the two area
arguments like the above can be reproduced in various form
without touching the nub of the question.

The failure of examinees to make the necessary judgems
and discriminations is recorded in the following extract '
an Examiners’ Report. The relevant books are Ninelett
Eighty-Four and Brave -New World:

Essays on Orwell and Huxley tended to be historical or poli
or sociological or psychological rather than literary in |
approach. Both writers are, of course, interesting from
points of view, but it is surprising that when they have
prescribed for papers on literature, their literary qualiti
been ignored.*! ]

Yet it is not so surprising. On the one hand, questions ¢
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Orwell repeatedly stress the importance of political over
aesthetic considerations in the novel. On the other hand, the
broader background of discussion of Orwell’s work does litte
to promote an understanding of the issues involved.

There are two specific ways in which the relation between
artistic and political value is presented in exam questions and
study Aids. The first is to see the two terms as complementary.
In discussions of Animal Farm and the ‘Orwell’ persona, this
involves stressing the ‘truth’ and ‘clarity’ of a writer’s account.
The artist who tells the truth honestly and in plain language
satisfies the demands of both aesthetic and political standards.
‘This approach rationalises the two elements but it does so by
effectively cancelling out the latter term. Political reality is
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conceived as a superstructure, built on moral and psychologi-

cal values and reducible to them. Literary qualities, by
comparison, are regarded as the necessary counterpart of
personal qualities. There is no need for a theory of aesthetics to
p out the technical aspects of literature; artistic excellence is
_1;.;2moral virtue translated into ‘prose ... like a window
ne.’

" Reducing political meanings to subjective norms creates an
sse, not only for an understanding of history and theory,
for any coherent description of literary value. Values are
ated in the pre-verbal realm, inaccessible to anything other
tautological accounts. It follows that any work which
ily questions the sacrosanct status of the individual
subject will be seen in negative terms, as a deviation
implicit standards.

eteen Eighty-Four, with its lack of distinctive ‘characters’,
ction of subjectivity to coercive norms of behaviour, is
in point. The problems which this novel poses are more
those of subject-matter; the novel’s form proves to be
ble from the ideas it contains. Intentionally or not, the
undermines the political assumptions of realist fiction:

realism is not just a matter of literary form. It is the
n-sense expression in aesthetic terms of an ideology in
th.'e unified human subject ‘makes sense’ of his/her world by
.f‘mn with external forces — Nature, Society, etc., which
pposes a world that can be made sense of and an always
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potentially self-determining human subject.”

By seeking to give 2 plausible account of the death of the
‘individual’, Orwell necessarily moves Into areas which violate
the premisses of realist fiction. In order to understand why this:
I ‘i | violation should be seen in terms of the ‘political message’, We
I e need to look at the second way in which art and politics are
. ‘ i conceived in educational material on Orwell. i
In contrast to a stress on the harmony of literary/political
values, there is an account which asserts their absolute division,
- The political field is characterised as inherently alien, abstract)
as an essential threat to human freedom. If politics cannot 3
assimilated to subjectivity, it must be regarded as a threat
‘ subjectivity itself. The seeds of this extreme viewpoint a
3l found, for example, in earlier accounts of Animal Farm, whe
It political struggle is portrayed as a timeless futility and the Sta
‘ as an external ‘fact’. They can be traced through the accounti
| socialism as ‘abstract group philosophy’,** and as an essenti
threat to individual liberty. They find their fullest expressio
- the many accounts of Nineteen Eighty-Four which adopt Orwell’s
fictional model of the absolute, totalitarian State as if it
descriptive account of modern political reality.

Between the two extremes of political and aesthetic v
there is little to choose. To reduce politics to an aesthetic
personal values, or to treat politics as a totally alien
amounts to the same. In either case it becomes impossible
discriminate between conflicting areas of value, each b
defined solely as the rejection or assimilation of the other. T
major effect of these opposing-complementary Stances is

- mystify the notions of value in reading Orwell and to pré
this mystification as a ‘fact of life’.

Any attempt to go beyond this impasse,
relation between subjects and society according to a d
model, would be regarded as a threat to the ‘individual’.
is true both for Orwell himself and for the tradition
reproduces him. In his account of ‘change’ in Orwell’s wr
Frank Gloversmith makes the following point:

Any change that1s backed by articulated theory ... is anat
Orwell. He attempts to dismiss intellectuals (of any ¢
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dismantle thc_zor.ies of change as intrinsically authoritarian, and to
redefine socialism by locating it inside his experience of the
northern working class ...%

The resistance to theory predictably opposes personal values
(‘expenence’) to abstraction. More than this it sees theory as
sntrinsically authoritarian’. In effect, theory is personiﬁgc’]! as
uotalitarianism’; as an attempt to confine the individual within
an autonomous, alien frame.

The association between these two terms, ‘totalitarianism’
and ‘theory’, may well be ‘false’ but it continues to produce
effects. A theoretical treatment of subjective values would
indeed spell the death of the ‘individual’, if by ‘individual’ we

mean that self-determined subject which haunts the pages of
‘Orwell’ criticism. The fantasy of totalitarianism expresses this
ﬁhreat. Change can only be seen as for the worst — of all
ossible worlds. Unless, that is, it is confined to the ‘change of

£
In the absence of any theoretical shift in the approach to
11 ,studenfs will continue to be systematically confused by
and political’ values. The standards of orthodox
ry criticism reproduce rather than clarify this confusion
| it is an essential element of their existence that the
lem r_sl?o.ulcl remain. It is a mark of the distance which
criticism has failed to travel, that Orwell’s resistance to

ond Williams, ‘Orwell’s 1984 and Ours’, Morning Star, 3 January
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Orwell’s work appears on cach of the Examining Boards in 1984.
8 Oxford & Cambridge Board, A Level, 1971
9 Robert Welch (ed.), York Noles, Animal Farm, p. 8.

10 George Orwell, The Road to Wigan Pier, Harmondsworth, 1983, p. 160.
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15 See for example, ‘The Structural Study of Myth’, in Claude Lévi-
Structural Anthropolog), Harmondsworth, 1977, pp. 206-31.

16 Peter Jenkins, ‘1984’, Guardion, 28 December 1983.

17 George Orwell, Politics and the English Language, in Inside the W
Other Essays, Harmondsworth, 1982, p. 154.

18 Nineteen Eighty-Four has been almost exclusively A Level material
the present year. In 1984, several Boards have switched the
Level.

19 These questions are taken from the London Board, 1972-3.

90 This argument is followed in David Smith and Michael Mosher,
Beginners, London, 1984, pp- 1738-4.
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overriding defect, however, was oné of which he was una exceptional ov aﬁ‘S‘CS into me to bring me up to
His dominant zum as he said, was ‘to n_la_ke poh[_mal_ I tion COllegerer;]; Staf}dards. So I was set downpas a
into an art’. In this, after years of struggling to purify his B ot schola s Flip over-estimated me. Orwell
he ultimately succeeded. But just as it 1s possible to adm ile I proved arship but two — Wellington as well
art of Machiavelli while refusing to enter the political b ﬁnell to be weak in Latin and utterl res’e 2
alley into which the reader is artfully directed, so OO hing 2 ? y went to King’s School, Cz_nterl*i)tam
admire the clarity and simplicity of Orwell’s style and ’ OrI:vafle there as a King’s Scholar. g
aghast before some of the tortuous conclusions w ’Servec? fand I came from the same stable
reaches. The truth is that Orwell lacked political judgments ke stan darccl): 3:}31%1"; 131 India, but as Orwell ’s;)(;lrl;
: vohi , ic i ;
quite astonishing degree. L Pﬁmiteu‘s/v:})kgfi g::séxgposed on
on equal
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terms. Over thirty years later Orwell was o write in his imperial guilt to the _ 65
celebrated polemic Such, Such Were the Joys that St Cyprian’s that had plagued himS(_?nse Of_ social and personal inadequa
was an expensive and snobbish establishment where the Escaping from Br_t.Sl}fllC_e childhood. cy
children of aristocratic or rich families were fawned upon, carried hatred of itish imperialism at last, he wrote that h
while boys from modest homes such as his own were treated as oppression to extraordinary lengths g
‘underlings’, to be bullied and humiliated by Flip and beaten Failure seemed to m
by Sambo for every minor fault. Orwell could not have gone to self-advancement ev: © }De the only virtue. Every suspicion of
St Cyprian’s at all had he not been accepted at half-fees, for the B hundreds a ve n to ‘succeed’ in life to the extent of makin
full fees were £180 a year and his father was at that time about Biillying. year, seemed to me spiritually ugly, a speci g
to retire from an undistinguished post in the Opium @ e
Department in India on a pension of £438 a year. After August 0 he se
1914, however, Orwell senior joined the Army at sixty years of Paris andt E(;;)at’ol:zpon the lonely road that led to Down and Out in
age as 2 second lieutenant‘whﬂe his wife didlwar work in | In Such, Sud; Were th
London: this eased the family’s finances and might x'vell have | unattractive, cowardly li T:l Joys Orwell depicts himself as an
caused their son to take pride In their patriotism. But ;‘. was I. In the weeks berolt f boy. If he was cowardly, then so
‘ contemporaries at Eton say that Orwell never referred to this | (0 sleep night after ni h:eI went to St Cyprian’s I cried myself
1§ honourable service by elt_her parent; on the contrary, he is said | a child to boarding Echlo tIIS, of course, a monstrosity to send
I\"iv_ | to have spoken of them in disparaging terms. Charles Dickens §  brother followed me th ol at the age of eight (my younger
H blamed his parents for sending him to the blacking factory, but lbined my fah ere when only six because my moth
darken his whole life, Y er overseas). Ours was a happy fl’ome :;

ng a i
| usz Fﬁzdpfgecriltrremamed available. I feared to leave i
oy ad Tom Brown’s Schooldays and did not b
o thr(())asted on a fire. On the other hand I h“glaEt i
e se who sqrved the British Empire musta bee'rl
g m})f{)'renuceshlp before they would be w Stllll i
- becau;{;}nlml'rler palm and pine. My father had?lrot}; fg
e ardly knew him; like my grandf: th0
generajgir : ugustus and his forebear, the celeba; e::i
o o lad_ created Jacob’s Horse, equi eda:::lc;
P re‘io utionary rifle of his own desi i whi E
oundedp[hy a large part in the conquest of Sindg:il d hlc
iy Englande S(izlntzeolf; “lalc?“b;_ibad, my father had rareﬁ; be:g
e eft it as a lieutenant 1 iti
¢ vﬁigegegdd:qc;lolzed in the Political Servicl::1 atrlll:; le]?::r—liil;
. ert on south- i
e west Arabia and i
e'ducat:- c(liag; I\é[()ifiréll;)the}rl v;;asf of Danish birthnbuEtl :}id}igg
urgh before joini
h;z:; lr(hgy ran a medical mistofl?Inlng BT
- ne:ﬁlg;;xll gl;;; Brilgsh Empire when it was red, my
| _ er about it since. Sh "
concomitants of Empire — the pubﬁzegglyozile‘trid
, the

| he did not allow the experience to
it k8 Dickens could never have penned an in
i unforgiving as Such, Such Were the J0ys.
In my experience, money snobbery was not the domi
influence at St Cyprian’s, 28 Orwell maintained. You did n

have to be rich to be accepted. Service tO the Empire was W

regarded, especially if undertaken in romantic places such
the North West Frontier, Cairo, Constantinople or in the tei
of the desert Arab. Orwell’s father had married an attract
woman much younger than himself, as my father had do
but he had eked out a dull existence in minor postings. He
ture to pass on to his s

no legacy of scholarship or adven ‘
rather it was his wife’s memories of her colourful girlho_oa&

Rangoon that inclined Orwell to begin his career 1N
Imperial Police in Burma. The Opium Department an€
Burma Police were both services low in esteer, and 1
that if Orwell had not been so shatter
which convinced him that he

dictment s0 harsh and

arguable
experiences at prep school
always be a failure he might have rebelled against

which offered no greater satisfaction than his fa
done. But the five years he was to spend in Burma only
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ancient universities, sandhurst and the staff College — were to were ;
be cherished and that the thousand supermen who ran India | misse(tioaioodle same. While Orwell insisted that § -
and the even smaller nucleus that dominated Arabia, Egypt my charity Pls}i);tlflmty to remind him that ‘You ;211 lbo never
and the Sudan were — and she never iired of saying it — the salt of accepted at ’reducezc; that my brother and I had llvmg on
the earth. Consequently I went to prep school fearing the worst against us ees was never mentioned, m ha so been
and entered public school in a state of shock when I found that ] » much less held
my mother had slipped an illuminated copy of Kipling's If into |
my tuck box. Yet, having perhaps inherited 2 litte of my §
father’s gift for Oriental diplomacy, 1 found myself able to
cope with St Cyprian’s with less stress than I had anticipated. |
Not that I was free from angst. 1 developed a stamimer from my
childhood friend, Kim Philby. Singing lessons eventually freed |
me from this disability, but Kim must have found his affliction®
a tremendous help in his subsequent carecr. To have time to
think and think again ander interrogation — what spy could ask
for more?

I benefited from certain refinements of snobbery which
Orwell had overlooked. The fact that my kinsman Cl

The celebrated openin
| g sentence of Nineteen Eighty-
'Aprﬂ,grand thl; Izllaoxglz a memory: ‘It was a brig}ih gécifiurimu'ﬂ
e s were striking thirteen.’ Scarcel g P
g pening of Sur{h, Such Were the Joys: ‘S ely less
i yprian’s (not immediately but after (;011 aﬁtcer I
week or

two, just when I seemed
, to b ine i
school life) I began wetting Yebféqlng into the routine of

e

v

lﬂ' ]
|

iy

It was this accide
. nt, Orwell maintai

e s 1 aintained, th i i

‘. :flﬂl - 1lc1 pers;:lfgutlon and humiliation thataSt Secb1I1 e

; - Crlj);'m hlm over the ensuing six years e

¢ cs have concluded th :

oo : at the masochisti

? Eighty-Four were derived directly froor;:)h;itcli l‘lsorzlolr/; .
, Such Were

commanded an army cOrps on the Western Front had
escaped the notice of Sambo, who encouraged us to stick
Union Jack pins into maps of the front. Claud went on
become a feld matshal. Claud’s brother contrib
unwittingly to my prestige when he unloaded part of hiss
collection upon me at school: envelopes addressed
Major-General le Grand Jacob CB CMG CIE CBE DSO
have done me no harm among Certain sons of hard-faced
who did no more than do well out of the war. On his first, @
last, visit to the school my father appeared in colonel’s i
bearing, if 1 remember aright, pale blue tabs the same €
as his Star of India. He was also an Officier of the Legi
Honour, and looked it. Asked what his precise
the war effort was 1 replied: ‘He looks after the
he did. First from that forbidding house beneath the
tower at Steamer Point in Aden where he was attended
servants, and then at the Arab Bureau in Cairo wi¢
friends and colleagues Were Lawrence of Arabia, Sir B
Storrs and, later, Harry St John Phily, favourite of Ibi
and father of Kim. Kim attended a neighbouring ch
Eastbourne and sometimes stayed with us in the ¢
Rosemary and Marigold, the daughters of Flip and

5. In
?FOW’ a:;;:::s;\td 1946 Orwell began work on Ninet
B ilers, poin :ily 1947 he sent Such, Such Were the i
B o Cy‘,ril s l’?ogil;')’lsltofvhljtﬂlit had been plannec{ 02’{; tg
noll . - emoir of t -
: d_ess}():::ell;lc?ni?d in Enemies of Promise ?ne i;};gol (;vhlcﬁ
A tuberculosfous to complete Nineteen Ej .ht —I;"V :
i }Sl\.r;hlch then threatened his Iifir 5{1 Oﬁ;
ced in earlier is likely that the school memoir had l()m
aposition, the menzga'lrs'. Whatever the precise date ofe?n
B nciby o ir is the most astonishing documen =
ed. Y a mature man thirty years after the eve[ntt(:

ation and self-pity,” O
own advice, agdtgc’l: rwell bogan and then, disregard-

0ot claim that I was
heboys Hall a martyr or that St Cyprian’
B record 'ﬂ]iut I should be falsifying my own :n";'ii a ?01‘[5 of
ded unfiltr:fhey are largely memories of dis vpsie
0, as 1 rec;lfl ite 5 £ndem35hed life that weglllztt:i Tuhai
- 1t ol CTCWaSth l-
1t wa e slimv wat
sed to sg:"i‘;lve or fifteen feet long, tge w}f;l:fstchhe plunge
to 1t every morning and I doubt whet?)()l wl?s
er the
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water was changed at all frequently = and the always-damp towels |
with their cheesy smell ... the sweaty smell of the changing-room | with contempt
with its greasy basins ... the row of filthy, dilapidated lavatories -

Yet I had t i
o admit that my pity for him was darkly tinged
g¢

69

he gla\v‘ n O ()I W Il rge a Salllb() d ][]

which had no fastening of any kind on the doors, SO that whenever | was that they took advanta fh
ge of his half-fee stat
us to treat him

you were sitting there someone was sure to come crashing in. Itis
not easy for me to think of my schooldays without seeming (o
breathe in a whiff of something cold and evil-smelling — 2 sort of

with calculated cruel
ty and cont
ateful to th =mpt. He kn
‘:ig’;r i ggn'tlobzcause they were going t()e“’r\;llf:ilﬁ:f:oilight o o
ne of the great public schools wﬁi(::?glie
S

compound of sweaty stockings, dirty towels, faecal smells blowing parents could not otherwi

along corridors, ;oglis with old fgod befv;ﬂf;l t?e prongs, ﬂegk of | no gratitude, any morir;gie }llfve afforded. But he could feel

mutton stew and the banging doors of the vatories and the = who had handed hi o Be tuind 116l love ;
j im over to their care eforthe Tathi

echoing chamber pots in the dormitories. .
It is true that I am not by nature gregarious, and the WC and
dirty handkerchief side of life is necessarily more obtrusive when
great numbers of human beings are crushed together in 2 smmall
space .-- boyhood is the age of disgust .- one seems always to be:

walking the tightrope over a cesspool.

gruff-voiced elderly man for ever saying ‘Don’t!’

win a scholarship he woul
. . d
. _becOme a little ofﬁc:e-l bohave to leave school at fourteen

I knew that Orwell had always hated the school, for olde
) Fllp as Sa-YiIlg:

boys who had entered with him had told me so- But I think
was only after reading these lines that the respect &
admiration I had felt for Orwell over many Yyears
rumbled. Boyhood as the age of disgust? For me it had b
an age of frendships, of excitement on the cricket fields and
school plays, of singing to 2 receptive audience at concerts

having a sonnet printed in the school magazine, of winning

Townsend Warner History Prize.
In another passage Orwell quite rightly concludes that®
are Erewhonians; they think that misfortune is disgraceful
must be concealed at all costs.” But why, with all his tal
had Orwell succumbed O misfortune in so craven a m;
He had never complained to his parents but had bottled W
hatreds and resentments for thirty years until they burst
in a document which he admitted was toO libellous 0
published until all those involved in it were dead. Including
it happened, himself.

‘poor creature!” L thought, ‘what a needless
inflicted on yourself! What a grey, unloved and unlovi
you led, and how pitiful the manner of your early death,
conscious of the worldwide fame you had earned an

be able to enjoy the fruits of it

y at forty pounds a year.” And he

isn't awfully decent of
you to behave like this, is i
. ike th i
y week after week. You know your l;’e::;lf ;I;"m,g o
en’t rich,

n't you? Y

? You know the ;

_ can

' parents. g t afford the same things as other

BGI‘dI C Sta]lda: dS Say

“a.s ed. ad no IIlO]les’l I was we 7 I was Ug 5’ I was

plllal 1 lla.d a CllI()]llc C()ugh, I was (:Owardly I SmEIE. Ih.[S
3 ]

re, I should add
. , was not altogeth :
cti : = 2y an
ve boy. St Cyprian’s soon mide fll;ef S
SO ...

never been back

_ to St Cyprian’

name so d T i

; eeply that I could not vie“?, itrsyjitll?a&wd lt;
enoug

nent to see the signi

B ;ps;lgné?cance of_the things that happened t

B o conce;; (I;ECESSIFY I.would not have set foo(z

B e 3 prejudice against Sussex, as th
yprian’s ... Now, however, the };lace i:

I knew very well tha =<li

Ty t I disliked m

b ' y own fath

en before I was eight and who aPpe:resrch;I: I'hadl =
simply as a
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nough animosity
dead or that the

please! This lady addressed me in tones of compassion and having
wrung from me my name, age, social standing and past history,
conducted me through a maze of white-washed passages and
proceeded to tell me where I must keep my coat, hat and shoes.
My guide then took me into ‘the Dinin’-room’ to have ‘Somfin’ to

ood ... I have not even €
that Flip and Sambo are
burnt down was truc.

out of my system for g
lefc to make me hope !
story of the school being

engeful pupil, as I too have

Was it indeed burnt down 'C.’Y av bbages now grow on the 8 eat.’ I s_elected a particularly sticky variety of Bath bun and took a
d? What is certainly tru€1s t.hat cal dg Not a stone of it large bite from it. What was my surprise on looking up from this
heard: 1 where the main building stood. 1 task, to see my hostess staring at me in blank astonishment —
groun ' ‘What awfu’ cheek!” she gasped. ‘It’s a Sixth Form bun and you’ve
remains.

eat it all up: what will the Sixth say when they arrive?’
[ | As I had no idea what they would say I discreetly held my tongue
¢ T turned aside . and tried to look penitent. Presently a plump person in white —
whom I afterwards discovered to be the Matron — entered the
room followed by a convoy of boys. ‘Hallo, young man’ said the
plump person, ‘when did you arrive?’ ‘At half past five.’ ‘Hum,
. you're an early bedder, so you’d better be on your way. Miss M —
will show you your dormitory.’
M — and I departed, followed by envious glances from the
* boys. I lost no time in unpacking and getting into bed. I was just
falling asleep when a sticky little hand was thrust into mine.
“You're er ... rather nice’ said a voice, ‘so you’d better hold onto
these.” Next morning I awoke to find myself stuck fast to the
‘sheets. T had lain on top of several Bath buns.

rrative tha .
aof St Cyprian’s by looking

It was precisely at this point in my 1
had taken with my Vest

ent to refresh my memory
- aml?I:n album of photqgraphs I d aker v
ke dak more than sixty years before. T . el
S K’O 1 n'11'1 geld stood Anthony Mil r(il_azra,n e
O and Ro gMacleod, my friends of those dis . tga ﬁ
i aﬂg Rogng the pictures were one oF t;lvodesd Ozbﬂm
S an;st have kept. One of them ha ot
g 'lf;tle Red Circle, the family magazine I uslefor e
3PP€3I€_d - but had never taken bapk to SChOﬁ d{m-'m'
eyt hOhdaYSI :ad again for the first time what I ha e
ey r1 e 1 winced to contemplate how Ju .
e v'I"he piece had evidently been }flalr.—(;osdg
i h'ad' bcen.some local newspaper, for the .ad fﬁ;; e
SubIIHSSIOHLE}? return of the manuscript stﬂl‘a here 8
ol t:mtitlf:d My First Day al School, by ‘A Ifds ol
1;3};6(1:’62;21115&1 to quote from it because it dema -
ee

alongside Such, Such Were the Joys:

possible to believe that Orwell could ever have put his
to such a composition, anticipating as it does that
ome style of writing which was to be popularised a few
ater by Godfrey Winn and Beverley Nichols. I would
denied authorship myself if irrefutable evidence to the
was not lying before me as I write. I have no
ection today that such an incident ever happened, but I
ot think I invented it. Marigold Wilkes was real enough,
Eshe is alive today, the Bath buns may have stuck in her
usness as firmly as they seem to have done in mine. In
ed tha ent, here surely is confirmation of Orwell’s Erewhon
ch. A maid servant opened the door ﬁi:ﬁvﬁ?ﬁﬁi’ o €re is a boy using a frivolous anecdote as a means of
7 uld be pleased to receive Mrs J. 1n | faling the real pain of going to school. It is a practice that
vhi;:t‘;;m kindly step th‘;s wz‘yl?was in due course submitted B ' ﬁgﬁyca‘l\;?; If(())?\;a;;i 01';1331 ;dult life. George Orwell,
eparted an - ucally, €m.
te;ﬂ:jarﬂrlr?:;:l opf) thtzh Heajcrinaisfri; }?:;Sgh;ir 1;[16 t,hrcgf twell tell the truth about St Cyprian’s? It is not the
three-quarters — With sp

= ler variety el
b of the four-wheeler ¥ & relieved:
H walls N csaremcembea: it. It was Pamted ETEY blazﬁﬁly alon
sha:ll a Vt\;?;’[ had once been green. It rumbled peac e
;mpes gravel and lurched into final somnolence
oose

:S!I.’;fi"i.’i ‘

‘I't il
I
ﬁ_‘; ”"!iﬁh{tlj ;'
i

AR
:Wu-..
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d truth which his contemporaries or those who followed soon
1 after have attested to — Dot the truth as experienced by Cyril
). Connolly, Cecil Beaton Ot by ‘Milksop Mildmay’ as we called
" him, a child quite as sickly as Orwell who, on becoming 2 Peer,
T astonished us all by riding in the Grand National. Even Gavin
0 Maxwell, the author who lived and wrote like 2 hermit in the
Highlands of Scotland after being removed from the schoolby
an indulgent mother because he hated it 5O deeply, even
Maxwell did not allow his adult life to be ruined by it. When Sl
E.D. O’Brien, who built a successful career in conservative |
journalism and public celations, was writing his memoirs ten
years ago he wrote, as ‘probably your oldest friend’, to tell me =
how much pleasure he was deriving from writing about St
Cyprian’s and ‘that damnable woman Flip — how I loathed the
place!’ But he felt obliged to add that the education provided
there was a good one.

The truth as I saw it was that the Wilkes family, for all their.
faults, were not MONSLELS and that the education they offered

that famous ‘pram in th ; i By
prgrgise’ . cﬁ)sed = u(; l;zrllﬂrr:e()ynl Connolly’s chief ‘enemy of
ter coasting gently throu h i
R . gh Eton, earning n
mne[egnn?oirizgﬁu:f Orwel.l went tamely to Bufmaoaiatgzealls bu;
it afnythmg better to do. I could not ungc;: 5
o retrOgmdeo even moderate intelligence could h.:\l;_
i Arabiaa step. My father had left India to make ;
i }; partly because he felt our family had beeé1
e e gh 1, and partl}{ because, even before the 19121
D im that India must soon have self-rule. H
| — thef}:;::ond-raltf: men in first-rate jobs who alr(; d‘3
B i oo dge Nothlpg would have induced me to cii .
o Pl haa b worlder;: ;;11;(31 1I1110Avr;b}1;a as a child, and wantegd I:g
P . sh t j
g;:ll;idza;h& mglgje a th.in living in theO alx:ltlsl Zts illtf?rflcet t%éaoples'. ;
. ' : in complet
we weﬁil ;gto;gigntto I1_1Ive. But.what a vellfy l(f:ggrtierflrél?? tt(?(l)al?llllgr}rllow
k. Burmes.e " : ‘:;;s, (;1;1 truth, a very slow developer. Ev-;?
e English friends w;;o Sied ltsoae}gr]llzlr;TriceS}}ll'ipfirn v
e : ge his free-1 iti
G Iis Sité)i)jltz ;E’Zugfiedf Ru}gh Pitter, a famil;l ?rﬁf:rﬂﬁl?g
e e for Poetry and becom
 © t}%é;i?;g?; hTS said that his early writingg 3\?&52?&
o ey ma Hv;:lrg a;g;l. She did not believe that he had it
e n author, let alone to become a
ie woman who played Ruth Pitter’ i
b . r’s part in my early li
P bgf ;;l;. tiﬁ(ta ;VES (silxty— four a_nd i nineteenywherjl( xiex:::ts
ridsen ad made an impertinent beginning as a
g ‘,535 3; e&::rslt produced at Plymouth Repertory '
e 'eleln. My second followed it on the A
i Ofy eighteenth birthday. Its very title, The 'M
o piece o {persy‘lage in one act would be enoug’h to i Mﬂ;
R 0% : r((;_m any aspiring playwright today, and l »"J"H |
o audience lgughing at some of the li;es I |
e a consolation to me in the theatrical
e e tl_soon followed. Margot Asquith perceived
. ve sedative rather than encouragem
y ave done a novel so young’ she wrgote jelrllstt

rather absurd little school had darkened his whole life?

I shall not make myself popular among those latter-
admirers who have described Orwell as ‘almost a saint
venturing to compare my life style with his but, after all, €
Mozart is secure upon his pedestal; Salieri still lives though
one is obliged to take him seriously.

Orwell had to face a lifetime of wretched health while I
scarcely known 2 day’s illness. His temperament W
depressive, [mine was sanguine; he hated sports, I €
being in the first cleven at cricket and in the shooting
was no more ‘happy’ than he was, but I did not expect t0
happiness in any school. Institutional life was never O
taste. 1 left public school as soon as 1 possibly could and W
to France to study and write. I had a rage to live, a passt
try everything once. I was determined to live in America
then in Russia in order (0 test for myself the extrem
contemporary Society in the days before Hitler tippé!
balance towards war. For me the ideal life was tha
free-ranging foreign correspondent, and 1 was fortunate
able to lead that life for thirteen years before the rest

i ‘I |
t\':"
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before Methuen published my frst novel when I was

! twenty-one. ‘Better to wait till one is thirty but on the other

il hand don’t leave it too late or onc¢ may perpetrate an Octavia’

I (her own solitary fiction which the critics assassinated.)

.” So it was that Margot’s influence upon me came to be as | It was the first time I had :

|4 jami ’s had been on her own outh. She . ad ever been in a town where th :

\ strong as Benjamin Jowett’s had be y = g class was in the saddle. Practically e oy re the working
: very building of any size had

- . 75
When Orwell arrived in Barcelona he was enchanted by what

he found there. In the i
B o opening chapter of Homage to Catalonia

\ i could not have shown me 2 finer friendship had I been one of been seized by the workers and :
|t n the great men of her youth instead of a youth of vague promise | B el bt Feen gUtteilnan:a‘i draped in red flags ... almost
l‘. ." and negligible achievement. It was much more fun to go toa | BB hiere were: Doy apnnias 1 Is1 images burnt. Churches here
I ﬁ ball with Margot and dance with her all evening than to Servility and even ceremonial s ca hy demcfhshed by workmen.
|i‘:‘-ﬂ',‘. i frequent young women; in dancing as in conversation, Margot | called everyone else ‘comrade’ [;eec had disappeared. Everyone
.' ”l : outclassed any débutante I ever met. At hexf 111!‘1(:116011 tablein §  town in which wealthy clasSGS' hn ;’Utwar.d appearance this was a
L Bedford Square one might meet editors with jobs to offer as believed that things were as th ad practically ceased to exist. I
h ‘ﬂw i well as Edwardians who had already made their appearance in B i bl as they appeared, that this was really a
1t A persuasive 3 Yilled o 1 . e entire bourgeoisie had either fled, been
r voluntarily come over to the workers’ side. I di,d 5t

i ‘l the history books. Here was education at 1
i ractical as well as entertaining. By now I had acquired the
' basic skills of journalism on a newspaper in Plymouth and
‘ ‘l'!‘ thought myself ready for Fleet Street . My eye was on Reuters
I i where one needed German as well as French to qualify. Margot
\ ihil saw to it that I met the Reuters chief at her house b-efore'_j
1 lqi": applied for the job, and when I got it she had the delicacy to

realise that great numbers of
P them were simpl :
disguising themselves as proletarians for the t!l)rnye lg:ﬁglow and

Eg:gl;)thdas Orwell was intoxicated by the prevailing sen
ependrgl;t f lll)ad come as a journalist with a group fr(g)m t}:
- a gur Party but he soon determined to fight

e His first thought was to join e

ed, butahe Viflagsad: 3 I\j&drid,. “'Fhi(:h was Communist-con- ﬂh ||"i' |
R by persuaded to join the local militia that had 3 WH I

y the party nearest to the ILP — the POUM, or llh' ‘:.
2 .“!I II I

i

LIU ‘

(]
| i

|'|l
! |||;.

" suggest that she had played no part in my success. So I became

I diplomatic correspondent at the age of twenty-on¢ and wentto
‘ \I‘\;'# Washington as Reuters correspondent soon after.
l At this time my political consciousness went no further |
to inspire a play in which the hero was a communist. Ha
written it, I realised that I knew nothing whatever ab
socialism, so I borrowed Capital from 2 friend and, much &
surprise, read it. This stood me in good stead when the
marchers arrived in London like a series of living illustra
to Marx’s work. I felt an immediate rapport with themn thou
I could hardly understand them when they spoke. From &
on I knew where I stood. I felt that Marx was ninety per
right and 1 have never deviated from that position.
W (1 Orwell declared that he cared nothing for politics as
L w‘ il man and did not call himself a socialist till he was thirty-
'“|‘ i in 1936.
;Iu‘ . I That was the year he went to Spain.

g ity

! do . - - ‘
e O s Ui it growp wich ovoueed
)posed to revolution inoontc:ii L%;nd;'?t e |
[1ET ;
\ mexildg):'w{:illllt got to the fr(_)nt_ he was dismayed to find that
k' urgepﬂ:le mfuch of t,hEII" time in political argument. He
o I;f)l or God’s sake to stop their disputation and
i noea;}ng Franco, for if Franco were to win
T br drotjiky nor even Attlee would count in
e thees eath and destruction for all of them. This
e pa;nsh Communist Party: first win the war
e reasogo&r orm of government and at first Orwell
e a] e. But, ‘:«vhen the POUM began to resist
- ens plan to train a regular army with an officer
e dg1 lfi‘ra 'staff in order to make better use of the
Alich the Russians were supplying, Orwell changed his

® % %
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mind. The POUM wanted to fight on as an independent force;
: even though their arms were primitive they preferred not to
i, : give them up in exchange for modern weapons for they
; Believed the liberal government in Madrid was secretly hostile
to any form of socialism and would retain the capitalist system
even if it won the war. The POUM argued that in any event the
government would betray the Catalan revolution in a bid to
buy the goodwill of Britain and France, who were enforcing a
policy of non-intervention. Orwell conceded that the
Communists were at that time the largest and most popular
force in Spain and that the POUM, who never numbered more
than 30,000 and who had no mor¢ than 8,000 men and boys at
the front, could not prevail against them. He knew that the
POUM leader Andrés Nin had once been Trotsky’s private
secretary but believed it was unfair to brand the whole POUM
movement as a Trotskyite splinter group which posed a threat
to national unity. And so he accepte

of the POUM d loutrance.
This is how Orwell defined it:

er name for capitalism and so

behalf of democracy s to fight
f a second which is

Bourgeois democracy is only anoth
is fascism; to fight against fascism on
against one form of capitalism on behalf o

liable to turn into the first at

alternative to capitalism is work

lesser goal than this you wil

at best, let in fascism by the ba
if they yield anything

must cling to every scrap they have won; 1
ents they can depend on b

the semi-bourgeois governm
cheated. The workers’ militias and police forces must be pres
in their present form and every effort to ‘bourgeoisify’ them
be resisted. If the workers do not control the armed forces, &
armed forces will control the workers. The war and the revolu

are inseparable.

ers’ control. If you set up any

At the time T used to feel guilty about holding a well-paic
as Reuters’ correspondent in Washington while Orwell
risking his life in the front line (he nearly lost it when he
shot through the neck by a sniper), and I use
arguments with American friends as to whether I ough

d the revolutionary stance .

any moment. The only real

Alaric Jacob
i

;-;{s;g;rcl} avr\xfgi Jtoi‘grtl:i ;nlt:lern;tigl.lal Brigade. Most of them urged
: ( uch bigger war we we i
;zg:;gé. [SOUIil;]I felt that Orwell. could have givel;le nizrti? riw fli
i himmgrl]l(terabﬁe questions if only I could have gut
i }.Igm V;f en Or\_fvell published his considered
ki age to Catalonia two years later 1 was amazed
B s i T e e
: ; g of his ar
_ ;1;6 i};a%lrs]?t eF&e]:;ubhc had been betrayed not b%?ii:jtnw; fratrlll;:
o tgtesi)who by refusing all aid were ensurin
i hg, ;It dy Russia — the only country which was irgl
g e pil_ ad I been in contact then I would have
- usegdlnst im thl_.ls: Ha
e WI_thouzroglr ex;ilerlence in Spain in an entirely subjective
e ought for the wider issues. It was wildl
e ha{; ' todsuppose that the 30,000 men of POUI\X
fighting Franco ;)tr Cr.)h: (;Z?nz I;I;ij“slfhzevomdon bl
m&;iﬁiﬁg Trr}(l)tskyite republic that xyavr(‘)fﬁgl(io}:)arrehﬂ?édll;?d
B m;za_nte'z/[\']e“en'l Powers would have seen to Lhatm—1
;! Communists; éu?g w%th HlFler and Mussolini to do it. Set
B o i the ocof Bt s Joun B
A : pe to join his i
A Spgrllsil:}el\;t}; slr(lilsadfi‘! You say the Soviet Unjon has l%(lect)rr;(y):;
A Communisrtlg t; ass by calhng for a Popular Front rather
i sh te. T say that in this particular the Soviet
O IK i ]; Even if Franco is defeated it will be onl
T :r;':ﬂj 1gger war. How do you think we can eve¥
R Oorlllxongular Front to confront him with
;;m;fthe - L e t}c:(r:t(s) tifrljitam and France on one
éy’ w;;)ttlﬁiel;ihta}.lt_ Orwell called ‘the Popular Front
g - rems fmg he wanted. In a letter to Geoffre
e rn from Spain he wrote: ‘T do not see hmz
i pose s CLSmfexcept by working for the overthrow of
b ;hat ! fog, o ; t(_:ou%rse, in one’s own country.’” He
. rm of fascism would be imposed on Britain
. Eg;x)mst_ Nazi Germany began, and that
i abourites who should have struggled to
een two rival imperialist systerns would meekly

o
i
Wil

il
Wl
”1 ﬂ
i

i) m‘]i‘" il

I
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side with their own conservative government.
His Spanish experience had caused him to lose hope of any

i improvement in the human condition and his last two books '
Three years before he

" been slaughtering six milli :
| ‘ million of his own peopl

llagg::nnnugmtlflir :;F R::lJSSlan:;, and the army "\I’)hlcg fv’a?r;i an ec‘i’f)?n

take the risk An]c-llr‘ er camps. However, Warburg degiiged "

. Just ten days before the book came 10; dI;O

e

‘ I BN |
B : :
I were the fruit of accumulated despair.
! i : : ¢ Jas : i
{ died from tuberculosis he was t© write: ‘A socialist today is in 5 Americans dropped th 4
‘il | ' the position of a doctor treating an all but hopeless case. Asa 8 Warburg’s Commenf . bOm_b on Hiroshima.
A doctor it is his duty to keep the patient alive and therefore to recording: on this coincidence is also worth
il i assume that the patient has at least a chance of recovery. Butas ]
| Nf‘ ". a sr_:ientist. it is his duty 0 face the facts and admit that the IR Loical bieakdhroueh thath
il patient will probably die.” ; B st 5 years — abougt 5 at had made the bomb possible had
I th (_)rwdl' began to write Animal Farm in November 1943 and B work out and wri e same time Orwell had required to
i .I‘“ ﬁglshed it in February 1944. By July of that year it had been i oo [apaniitw ite Animal Farn. Though the A-bomb
\ rejected by Gollancz, Jonathan Cape and Faber on political Union. A-bomb and A-Fa ;fl iﬁﬁslﬁeged as a warning to the Soviet
i ml ey s
k it to Secker and Warburg, and ‘Union. Each contained a threat to i ; at(}llsct :ime rgrgetl — the Soviet
ce. Orwell, of course

‘had not foreseen the atomic bo
e : ' mb but he had forese ;
. asblg(;n: o}iaed in Wthl_] such weapons could bee;r(t)l?t: dclle
e hee ha‘—ildproclalmecl that ‘progress is a swjndlec'e '
e copcluded that the Soviet Union was th
ke thea; to hbere.ll values the world had ever see )
R <o st b ! oviet T.fmon that his book was aimed Sinn’
g at'ed his effort to atack and if possi.ble fe
o Soviet Communism which between 1936 a
; millions of working people and fatally infe:tg(cii
1

‘minds of the left i I
od. t intellectuals who dominated the arts at that i |||ﬁ|‘.f|‘ i
\N‘Eﬂn'l H\‘\ il

.(" I

| N I _ grounds. Orwell then too
; Fredric Warburg tells us in

Ll
i | :
I realised at once that 1 had received a gift more precious than

his memoirs what happened next:

|il‘ . some of my staff, however,
\ .ﬁ publish the book. Was it right, they thought, to publish this bi
1% satirical attack on our great ally the USSR when its armies v
i rolling back the German forces and while the UK and USA
e established a mere bridgehead on the Channel coast? My
' |i“i‘ who is partly Russian, threatened that if T published the boc
Il would leave me. She thought it an outrage that after the imm
sufferings of the Russian people who had after all done =
the fighting since 1941, they should be attacked in this

rubies — a masterpiece.

1K
MM' p‘ i

W I!I'
il
‘H”T‘ﬂﬂk”uﬁ\ i

ortentous analysi
T politica balz I115C ede‘r\rrla(;nstratesl,)lto my mind, that if
: unstable, hi i
B : is pub g
. these downright silly. Orwell "can Ifevelrls}lller -
o :
b ?:’;r‘:lfiuslctlllqrrirrf](‘;ircxal success of Animal Fa??‘;ze
a of his lifelong admirati :
B e fare ng admiration for Swift —
rk of a children’ i 2
B b iuldren’s story aimed
: P! oric;tf)(}, r_ﬁm a ‘T]lass readership. Thus it is Ellitktelie
min e millions who y
. : ! came to rea }
m};ﬁz:;u}ted its. zlmthor’s intentions. EqugllAmyt?]zqal
e L ?(;"rPOhUCaI purposes in a manner z\:hic}f
i aflsi'ﬁn had his own political antennae
f, Was just as disqiyi'e‘:rgz : _reCaﬂ i e
e lieted by it as Warburg’s wi ,
€ to Russia with me in an Arct'g o
1C comnvoy to

he himself was worried and he Tew

Warburg says
£ his thinking at this dme.

curious aspect 0
ought. The German armies Were
back but their will to resist was not broken. Suppos€
made a second deal with Hiter and made peace, ot ev
round against the West, the two totalitarian States @
democracies? It seemed almost plausible to me.

I was obsessed by one th

To me — in my post as a war correspondent on th
Front — it would have seemed absolutely inconceive

today it still seems incredible that a man of Ge _
origin could envisage an alliance between the men ¥E
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act a§bcor1‘"jespondent of the Observer, to which Orwell also from a Bourgeois Life, an autobi
contributed. int- = obiographical b . .
‘If Ivor Brown asks me to me ¢ that man when I get h print-run, I believe, of 3,000. Thp : ook of mine with a

vor Brown asks me mee _ get home [ situations seemed to ’ e irony of our respecti
shall refuse’ she said. I found a degree of wit, even a certain § Gods. Apart from O;‘é‘f to have been underwritten I[))y tl;:
books had lacked. i - or two revi

I | Nmeteen Eighty-Four as a crude antieg)e;i‘n that characterised
i unist polemic, the

which the earlier e
o if only to suggest thatif B literary establishment as a whole greeted i
eted it as a profound work

ussia at war as we had 8 destined to b
: g | 7 > become a classic.
write something very = g:s:rx?tt.socmhsm with a smilirllg fxg Yi)tolog nWaS calculated to
itics were unfair to me; not complain that
credit for havi €; perhaps the
Worker’s rmgs::irxlfge t;lﬂ?‘ncedfhls Bk 0 evgnlg;wﬁ(}‘:\;ﬁ:gllg th}'lfe
:. ) . 1ce of my Bour : o aily
scur ; geois Li .
Pfodrlﬁzg ts't Collet’s Bookshop, the £nssseer11*if th'e farthih
n ughty Yﬁc‘lt Ieflta tun at Hatchard's by presemif;nve o
scene flashes i e g iconoclast. ‘Scene aft . Il]'le .
| Averitabl 11}1{0 life’ was how Time and Tide e
B Acrica and £ f gold descended upon Ommeell
B o chat hghafiotm lt)rans.]ation rights all over theo‘gz):lad“
3 o be turned i S ’
g;‘;atfd de future of his estate into a limited company to
. 0 i ;
fCOJrgen}ggl:?nzmHum I have been in Orwell’s shoes n
: N . e was 0 : or
B iciche (size § shoeq a heavyweight (size 12 in boots);
T me Nineteen Eighty Fo- L
3 . -Four is one of th . .
eve i : e m
disgn Srt wgltten a b.ook smelling of fear h:tit .:(l:l lsl_gustmg
- . Syd comparison with which th’e wof“k’ -
: .Only aave are no more than the bad dregm—ls5 fmc L
B G;Y sick man could have written it Oa Ethlt_lk
Eighty-F ppeared Orwell was dead. A ole A S
: bounyd tomil maintain that it is not only approgi:ts ot
on fascisnfl) 3-1?15. IEL-IF socialism is misdirectedp bilctyz?lf
n g 1stn as well. W oy
nor II\-/I_I‘lflstsohm abolished the Capitslil:ilos‘gtihat, neither
.’Elghiyleeauw?alth continued to B.CCum}llllEltré] ’ f(im tl}e
/ "iemerpris 12 ngsoc has triumphed, the old s. g
. P.O\’erty-‘ztr'ai gone .for ever, Big Brother rulg stem of
A Sembla:rcl en society in which only the Par . gVﬁr .
| ce of what had once been the g(t)yo dof.?es
hich eXUemer;l](]);C than a p_rojection of the kindl:)}
B sk _I-Gommumsts have always envisaged
since 1917 and which anyone who %18
as

charm in Animal Farm
would have accepted suc
Orwell had experienced the anguish of R
done he might have felt compelled to

different from Animal Farm.

Nineteen Eighty-Four is an entirely different matter. When
Warburg first read it he summarised his feelings about the
book for circulation among his staff.

g books I have ever read. Orwell

errifyin
er no tiny flick

This is among the most t
has no hope, or at least he allows his read
candlelight of hope. Here is a study of pessimism unrelieved
take it to be a deliberate and sadistic attack on socialism
socialist parties generally. It seems to indicate a final brn
between Orwell and socialism, not the socialism of equality a

ell clearly no longer expects

human brotherhood which Orw
socialist parties, but the socialism of Marxism and manag
revolution. It is worth a cool million votes to the Conse

Party; it is imaginable that it might have 2 preface by
Churchill after whom its hero is named. Nineteen Eighty-Four
be published as soon as possible ... Tt is a great book but I pray
be spared from reading another like it for years to come.

In his biography of Orwell, published by Seck
Warburg in 1980, Bernard Crick writes that Orwell was ‘a
incautious, at WOTrst foolish’ in not realising that
Eighty-Four could be read as an anti-socialist tract and
such by reactionaries a1l over the world. Had he forgotten
had happened to Animal Farm? At this time, of course, €
was a dying man, too weak to write a statement clari
intentions: he dictated some notes to Warburg who

them into a press release. But it was too late tO
damage that had already been done.
eteen Eight)

Warburg published 95,000 copies of Nin
ne 1949. Someone gave it to ME a3 @

my birthday, in Ju
and I read it at once. Three months later he publish
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the truth. Despite all the stupidities, FITOYS and crimes that ' sodahsm_et’er?’ii}r; filégglﬁ and all the founding fathers of
have been cormm.ttf':d in the name of Marx it 18 absurd to age, Solzhenitsyn see ver Cromwell. Like Tolstov i i)
suggest that the millions who live in the Communist worldare | Western world. O ms to aspire to be the saviour of hY e :
| universally downtrodden and depressed. Aspiration, ambition, B ialists but o rh?izﬂ owed his rise to fame not ttoe f(‘:]llme
| love and the pursuit of happiness are as common in Moscow as B vho scized nservative establishment in Britai N
i they are n Manchester. ears ago they fir upon his last two books with deli tain and
‘; it~ The history of socialism in England is 2 history of betrayal. B wanted zfo hst heard Orwell’s voice welling .thet:rig.ht. Forty
\i' The Labour Chancellor of the Exchequer who observed in B 2 mllyea;’o ind they were overjoyed. In t}lels: :’hat
E est socialist who had j yes,

come to hate

82

lived in that country, as I have done, knows to be a travesty of

|11

i | I

. recent days that ‘Socia}ism is a worq I haven’t us.e_d_for many e - not :
(A year-s’ typifies generations ‘of working-class politicians who, B Because OJuSt Russian socialism but socialis ;
0l beginning as revolutionaries who never bothered to read B inly inhe rwell concentrated on the dan m ol any
B Marx, ended up in the House of Lords. But a socialist of s rent in socialism, rather th gers that are
Wl ; . - : 3 ot of government can bri : an the benefits such a

||l Orwell’s presum;d integrity must ‘be judge by higher is light. And of ring, it was possible to read him i
1l standards. To write 2 book like Nineteen Eighty-Four is to s absolutely ri course, from Animal Farm onward e
present a gift of in_estimable value to those_who hate socialism B ot TX-«;?;, . rd, the tme

A and who would wish, as Churchill once did, to ‘strangle B e in Turk proclaimed his doctrine and b

B birth’. In the thirty years and more since Orwell died s o fthirB?g,FgL Russia’s back door, in ?891171 tOTilet
r was meeting in M Os,c : e

ow at the time

1l

; {'l”,l generations have been indoctrinated with the idea B

i i'w-Tw socialism leads inexorably to the horrors described in Bto ihe 1%{5‘3“1;“'5 ?n the future of Germany. I

A book. This is a lie but it is widely believed, and the man of a four- . y. 1 was

it it Y ) . ag d . . year stint 4

| \" ' launched it is the same wretched little boy who was sO unha ,P(:n ent 1 Russia, and I well recall as Beaverbrook’s IR I

: pan’s speech had on its rneurztincal $GSIsasU0us g “l‘““”\("ﬂl;h" i
gs. Within a week th L

€ Al

] 0 gl

' l“ ‘ at St Cyprian’s School. _

g Orwell’s basic defect is that although he produg |
i convincing reasons for hating the world he knew, he wa . 1|
by unable to put forward any “deas for the future happ
|'\'| ‘ mankind — save for 2 sentimental vis] '
|l before the 1914 war from which
i only too eager to escape. Many have moved grateful

lower-middle class and have voted in their millions for
their own kind — a womarn more attractive yet more I
than Flip who believes in hanging and takes pride in
resolute enough to press the nuclear button.

Had Orwell lived, he might have come tO d
generality of readers who now compete o do him h
One recalls that Alexander Solzhenitsyn first came tO
in the role of an honest Marx
wished to see Communism with a humag f
Solzhenitsyn has since revealed himself not ©
opponent of Stalin’s misrule — as Khrushchev first t

mb, he laid i -
k- em:i;f rlli) tdown in a private talk with me th
but ultimately d only be contained, as Truman hat

aright hey - SH?YEd‘ When I asked him if T had
el said: ‘Well, they must be push ad
dh;fvean back to the Urals.’ Pushcs Pes
Cﬁ to dc:eVTlllIégeﬂ:) H;Ies Lh-at this was what Hitler had
- shot himself in :
distanced myself forthwith fr(:mBer}Ilm punier I

the nuclear 'l'l!“u | i

t is
ach?zv ‘é‘;fllintth;it Oerell‘died when he did. at th
B i . I don’t think he would have c;n'o g
e say that Animal Farm and N'J ye
f the Collrd vireveral divisions to the ‘free woi?giegn
: ar. And i at
°&:l aEPY old age. 16 1984 he would scareely be
le to cherish hi
3 sh his memory, yet unable to get him out of

il
‘;”m gLtk thanks to Khrushchev —
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1 book about
i haveh;:ll;m?irll(eaSuch, Such Were thed Jos,
elie‘;ubli;hed until all of us are dead.

my min ;
contemporar!
probably not

ill Alexander
George Orwell and Spain

school student taking O or A Level examinations in
dern history is told to read George Orwell’s Homage to
lonia in order to gain an understanding of the Spanish War
1939. This is as useful as studying the Second World
om the story of a small group of soldiers in some quiet
far from the main fronts of El Alamein, Stalingrad or
andy. Even Hugh Thomas, no champion of the Spanish
lic, has said that Homage to Catalonia is a better book
war itself than about the Spanish war. :
ell went to Spain largely ignorant of the background,
on and the forces involved. He admits ‘when I came to H'm
Wwas not only uninterested in the political situation but h;%ﬁﬂ

re of it.” Unlike many European intellectuals he had not ﬁ
the essential clash between liberty and fascism. ‘
rutal destruction of democracy in Germany and even

violence against opponents in Britain in 1984 must h

e i i
d him by. Crick, his biographer, could write that I ﬁ'mﬁl‘ihf |

¢h 1936, when Orwell saw Mosley’s blackshirts !}EM"
|'JJ‘W!".|
I

questioners at a Barnsley meeting, ‘there is no f

sefore this incident of any great concern in Orwell |
ture and spread of fascism.” Orwell himself wrote in !
‘T would like to know whether Mosley is sincere in
8 ot if he is deliberately bamboozling the people.’
e of weeks after the brutal treatment of anti-fascists
rtrally at the Albert Hall had provoked a storm of

|
|

8 Popular Front government, formed after the

85
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elections 1n 1936,‘
seats but only just

O{ Ala on but &Vllell l.]l( y met il] €Er re ATlCE [
g '] 1L sistan ' &]Il'lOSt a dle
€l anne C centrac Il ! rces a

won a substantial majority of parliamentary
over half of the popular VOte. The

' government drawn from Republican gr(cinll%s ‘(;eg?n to
i i + limited programme of social and liberal retorms. B cos could have inke : |
el ot € trenched reactionary : aken both towns. As it was, John

Wi : h for the strongly en Cornford, a Cambrid s
This was too much Ior : _ ; ge student who iy
| \ forlces of Ssanish society — landowners, church_ l}1erarchy-a:nd ~in early Al{gust, complainied o beTedg)c::ln;gdt?g POUM militia
i y army officers. Led by the top Generals, a military uprising g line positions just outside Huesca. Later T}izww e
i against the Republican Government, planned and prepared Independent Labour Party (ILP) volunteers includinggrcgg:)r; f
’ €

i 936. Orwell, sat in roughl o
s well beforehand, took place on 18 July 1 ; ughly the same positio i
k with them most of the Army, the January to June 1937 and then rgturne(;1 igrlll*leif]}ljﬁ;?;a from

|l Civil Guards and most of the personnel of the Another reason which brought the advances into Aragon t
' on to

bl paramilitary The lovalty of those not " an end : uE
e i ce and organs of government. 1he oyaly o e an end was the dominant politica
\ “ 2;151 rfl‘;r;;ii i;i]g [hegrevolt \%as open to question. ‘Dec1swely, the “:EFhﬂ CNT, led and inspirgd by alnc;lrlgl;)i?:; aarz(ilnghthe workers.
”[! rebels were assured of help before and immediately after the | away group from the Communist Pa; £ the POUM, a
] ! rising from Hitler’s Germany and Mussolini’s Italy — the two ting to defeat the fascists, believed that aty .0 Slp Ll though
A openly fascist powers of Western Europe. : > made. Having defeated and driven th b ShOUI-d ““‘Iiu”\l'li‘l il
|"u|I leﬁt&I‘Y coups and pronunciammtos were no new feamrez n immediate area they concentrat Cdeﬂemy from their d||!| | IR
| |1 Spain. The generals were confident the?f wouldkwin aq lutionarly society. . ed on building a ' 'L\J!\ |
il i "It was not to be. The peopie — workers, pe e people of the Extremadu : : il
I‘&“;. "E (:;Sg :;Sé%ﬁ (;Iltasses — fought back with incredible élan, and 1r such opportunity for speculiioinc};}llz_ﬁahand Madr"ld had l']""T
¥ Q spite of heavy losses, they captured barracks and took wedj € rapid advance northwards of F;Lancol’l; ;;rsél Fﬁ?llty il
i in many towns and localities. After the first days five out of orted in all ways by Hitler, aiming to capt }I’v[o {\frlca,
i \[- seven main cities were in the hands of the government with the fascist-held areas of Navange ured sgasi [
-'lﬂl‘.‘, General Queipo de Llano, taking OVer Seville I?Y b was little scope for thinking of the form ;;1 : tbe North.
i massacred the workers and then poured in the trait}&dj € - the one task was to stop and defeat thebf? g i
1 |‘|‘ discipliﬂed troops of the Army of Africa through the airp es of the butchered peasants, workers and ey The
Hil ¢ lanes provided by Hitler. Zaragoza was an e, the screams of the raped w progressive
it L p 5 h kers were tricked into passivi were the political > omen and orphaned
|l stronghold, but the wor ion coni political arguments that the defeat of Franco

the rebels control of thés key communic
nd North. If the government
ﬁlrfitigucﬂ;rzmand, workers and loyal forces could havet
these centres and the Generals been defeated. 1
But the government delayed for the few cr1t1c;_11 days e
releasing arms to the workers. The people, w(;t?ou_
leadership at this stage, did not realise the need f0F€
action. The Madrilefos, helped by loyal army
defeated the rebels in the city and moved out sponmﬁl.
defend the passes through the Guadarrama momil ns,
not push on. The victorious workers of Barcelo =
columns consolidating loyalist control of Catalona &

foreign invaders claimed absolu
6 Though always ill-armed, often in cciifjsr;gn(;orgpl?ttﬁ
eadership, the workers’ militias fought eriac
fhew that if the fascists reached Madrid its
eréivef;eat’ of the Republic, the end of any hopes of a
B (o] }m(_)n. Franco was stopped in the streets of
(.fal'lv\.'hllﬁ, t.h(? Aragon front was dormant.
S;"tl-?nan‘% antl-fascist people throughout the world
B i oo oot e oy flling
1ni, using thei
:ﬂt the fresh lights of freedom ingSpaizl"lr ?f(rj?)rlljtlc;n tﬁg
llowed to send trained units of their forces to help

with tenacity.
capture would
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fascism while the Spanish people struggled alone?

At first spontaneously and then In an organised way, men
and women from all over the world made their way to help the
Spanish people. Most joined the [nternational Brigades, which
were formed officially n Albacete on 12 October 1936. The
first hastily formed Brigades went to Madrid and joined the

bloody fighting, stopping Franco’s forces which had got into

the city itself.

A few hundred foreign 2
POUM-inﬂuenced units, base
fronts in Aragon, outside Zaragoza and Huesca.

In Britain the Communist Party largely organised and

influenced the 2,300 volunteers who joined the Internati
e forty-odd volunteers who

'»volunteers from Britain — th . 89
.- : — those in th
‘Lht; f(l)’ lg:zlsl Battailon of the Internatiot;;JL gr%;;)gps and those in
sive people everywhere i e.
e : e 1 Eu :
:VL;I:E??; ta?lrc;daft?me to help. They had Se;zptieﬁpresseq eie
ofthe books by th because of their views on race, the bupai of
of freedom’ »Zouf dN;(ZJIS;)Ttht‘_Y were concerned that fhelflrirghntg
2 ut 1n S
WILE, : yet another ¢ i)
R e = géad“ate of the Slade sCho(;linT;'nnghffia
a - £ i
B i a5 Raboh: ]yasatiﬁdRWfshkllled on 25 August ]936e i .'4'
R siicnts like John G » Ralph Fox and Charles Donnell . i "
- Albrigion w ornford, Bernard Knox, Sam Leﬂ Y, i j‘h" il
{ Valentine Acland sa enthto ﬁ.ght- Sylvia Townsend Warsr?er tq ‘
Brigades. The ILP recruited th B e in Britain ;,; the plight of the wounded and thee N | l"’ ”l‘
served with the POUM and anarchist units in Aragon. B0 Bell and the Boﬁft_Medlcal Aid. Sir Richard Ree;] i
There were important Jdifferences between the W0 hers like Stephen Spe lffg brothers drove ambulances, ‘
organisations in their approach to the Spanish struggle. Fe B visited Republii; er, W.H. Auden and E dgelll
Brockway, leader and theoretician of the ILP, accepted d n Spain and wrote about th
views of the leaders of POUM that the need was to pI€ £
Soviets of workers and peasants to take control in the
that the Popular Front agreement tied the working class

non-socialist government ‘putting class struggle into sto

and that the demand for a unified military command toc
initiative from the workers. Even late in the war, ¥
fascists had made great advances and the Republic
defeat, Brockway was still speculating that if the s0
revolution was to take place after the fascists were defe
forces to carry out the socialist revolution must be pre
and stimulated to seize the opportunity when it 3
:d that Brockway in his autobiography
Tomorrow (1977) recogNises the weakness of his attitude
il Harry Pollitt, the General Secretary of the Co
i Party, urged constantly that the immediate issue W
R fascism and, calling for help for the Spanish people, S
il :

. are defending democracy, not only for themselves
! "‘I‘l Bl | people.” He stressed that the overriding task, the O

l"r II‘|"|‘ , which could lead to any future, was unity in St

-" i fascism. ' 1
1 This difference in estimate, reflecting the diffe

e Spain, dictated the fighting and fortunes of the tW

1

|

| a1
il | u"‘l
I
|

nti-fascists joined the CNT and

d on Barcelona. They went to the f
|

15 was th I
E ]eggg?l:}os}';;e:; 151;) ;;ri]litch Gc_forge Orwell decided
P _ in to write or to figh ’
E Pir;lyz};nfoﬁggn]ii}llalra went to see Pgllitit%?vflillé
o t;:ia quarters to ask his help in i
p e ol used to .heIp Orwell by using th ol
o he I }t;:rnatlo.nal Brigades. He may have%i ‘ Hli" ]
e at glmr had served in the irnperi.';)lli1 i ‘
v nans Ralph Fox and Dave Sprin halit
e o pain, h?.d been stressing thgt all
e v f :‘;Lntbfjasmst convictions. Pollitt th
ok ph with Victor Gollancz, the publi hen
E (Whte ne t(ﬁ)_nte'nts of Orwell’s manuscn'pst I(? ;1,- :
g (When is duz! appear as a Left Book Cl lf
e toltr}llgel)IrLbII:‘ttexl:l denunciation.) :
i} sSé)r?intand secured I:he‘it: }?J;’fre P
bemgalclloifs(;:ulat_(a what would have happened if
- e dio join the British Battalion of r_hl
e € intense political life and arduou:
- ery might have been steeled and
e courage, his basic misanth
1p and trust in humanity, his polft?(gyl

. must be sa
;‘I';.
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ety turned into understanding, so giving
him the purpose and cause he looked for, without success, all
his life. If this had happened, who could the establishment
have found to provide a best-seller to obscure and denigrate
the real issues in the struggle against fascism?

At this time Orwell was not 2 member of the ILP, indeed he
did not become a member until much later, in June 1938. In
Barcelona he got in touch with John McNair, the ILP political
representative and, as Orwell writes in Homage to Catalonia, ‘T

of writing newspaper

had come to Spain with some notion

articles but I joined the militia almost immediately because at
that time and in that atmosphere it seemed the only
conceivable thing to do.’ McNair, possibly concerned that a

well-known recruit should go oft
Brigade, wasted no time in attachin
His value there, despite his kno
must have been doubtful. Corn
himself in a similar unit of mainly
POUMistas and, expressing
joined the International Briga

other British volunteer in a unit o
the group of about 30 volunteers who, organised byt
er from Britain, although o

90

ignorance and naiv

g Orwell o 2 POUM unit.

Catalan-spea

joined
ILP, had travelled out togeth
few were actual members of the ILP. Some of the g
thought they were joining the International Brigades
indeed in April no less than nine said they wished to joi
British Battalion. The group joined the 29th Division w
political control of POUM. _

In July 1936, at the start of the fighting, all the pol
parties and trade unions organised their own militia
and units. But the disasters and fascist advances soon bro

the realisation of the need for an organised army and 2 un

command. On the central and southern fronts, the pl

the quiet Aragon front the POUM an

from reorganisation an 2ining.
political control under new titles. The influence of the B¢
was declining and they could only muster 6-8,000 m!

99¢th Division with Orwell and the ILP group amon

on the mountains often far from the fascist lines. In

to join the International

wledge of the rifle mechanism,
ford months earlier had found "

his frustration at their inactivity,
de. After a short period with one
f POUM milida, Orwell

Bill Alexander
%1

own words ‘T saw very little fighting. Nobody bothered about

.~ the enemy.’

B i . :
. ]_—ilsr :Hh;[cailhf': dfasasts, having been beaten in their attempt:
e rid, were concentrating to take the coal ir}; :
: ring centres of Asturias and th S
. . e Bas '
g:sseuiﬁi?:n Lhelrdﬂi%nk.;. from the Aragon froriltufvgfl(l)‘:‘lﬂ?lzes.
: ore difficult. Orwell complai i
: ns th i
;né)aosmblef becatlse of the lack of rifis a.nc; g]ftiellf: i [‘)ms
because of the ‘Non Intervention’ agreement, thi s the
gggnwe}rlal lot of all Republican forces. BB e
" ?;e:f}:?; :llér[rjls t}}; government was able to obtain naturall
oo n been*cf'(tieongrilltls,h But Orwell himself describes whastr
s is account of the one offensi i
grgﬂfﬁ;nnags. Gﬁorge‘Kopp,‘ the Company Coilljrll‘;engff
g eian! doug 1t up in Belgium with no previous milita :
! Lmdﬂ: . wes'crlbes, 1'12] a I:f)age-long story in the ILP papg
s in a raid by 15 men, and wi
T)l;:y‘;ltll’ée)‘r t;:lapturf:(_i 2,000 rounds of ammuniwtilts?l ;Iiltiyso(;lllle
i eir acion compelled 20 lorri i 0
1 es ca
Plse dtoe bc; tls]ent from the Alasso front.’ Kogg};l . :(;200
. thegstg ehtroop mMOoVements is very open to qulcjesti o
L rjti shows that aggressive action would hon’
e d;e ascist concentration on the North. As it wa i;:e
onz theeNIL].’ group left the front to go on leajé tcf:
g Lhazl planes bombed and obliterated Guernica
; werg,e t.ed ]\(gew Leader and Orwell stress that the II:P
- n nl;l e t}:o go on leave — being allowed five days
Dmerrzn‘ on that the fropt. This certainly did not a }l,
- ;: xltr}il ;: i{epubhca.n Army, since it would Efvz
! of the army were on | i
3 ‘ ny n leave at an
e eof?sctllslts were pressing on many fronts. Tyh(;nl;r'ijt?:ﬁ
o sir International Brigades, despite losin
B é:]r;gicrfll 1{;11 t}}ree d;lys’ fighting at Jarama ancgl
] e front line trench i
e nches, had onl
Ay :;gle(’: a;cli then only three miles behind thenfryoilf
. Pa onia had maintained a quite 'separat&;
e opl_llar Front government — partly becaus
mniona:ﬁ;&:rchlst Rhllosophy and partly because 0?
| i ?gparatlsm. The anarchists did not accept
uld only be defeated by unified, organisé)d
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effort and that without th
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more often than not a pure pretext) but to anything that meant a

eir defeat any talk of revolutionary ) pure
united and supreme direction of the struggle under a common

Ch?rI;,ge ;;f;ﬁiﬁ:e:ﬁuﬁé growing majoritydoff thedS%aIfliSh | discipline.
- : efore |

must be defeated bC 1 b - :
people understopd thgtdfa;ii?;lised effort in the military, 9 (Negrin’s little-known relationship with Orwell is discussed by
anything and this .neeﬁeld : HerberF L. Matthews in an article in the New York magazine
industrial and political fi€ S-amental analysis of the conductof The Nation, 27 December 1952.)

is di e in the fund _
theT }\EZrdIggr:(:Jniension and difficulties. The leaders of the two

i i the UGT and CNT, agreed

e tI.adl(::l unlb(l);,l ; ]inszgﬁg)r?station for fear of cla.‘shes. But
not ;—,O()}{?M gulleZin of 1 May exhorted the workers t(z),{ beill
$Z struggle for working class power and ﬁa[hficfg da” e
POUM newspaper, urged vigilance with armslell e 3;; hlda
The government ordered the sur_render of ?;1 t fethe Olitical.
had been held back in Barcelona in the hands o1 e p(;em-ai
parties. On 3 May they took steps to contro !

"7 1l held by CNT. Then elements of
Telephone Exchange still hiauy 3; O 0 ot e POUM

their leaders were gene : |
CT:E Eo f}luz streets with arms they had hldder}, ar;d ﬁegsh_‘
‘:;)egan The government used its armed police forces

: ia. The fighting ]
. Assault Guards from Valencia
?;3: gcilatylsn wfsh casualties, until the governfnerlltftei;la;)h
] ts le
h Orwell says no POUM uni o
]C?»Ongg 1;.1nrlf:lh"(l)“zrgrrﬁné, French historians in genera%rsym;
t(j ?he POUM position, say that on 5 May groups '92; b
(POUM) Division and from the 25rd ((;NT) DWlSdll fmg‘"
front, concentrated on Barbastro (20 mllgsbfromd ];n-e{.’
marc’h on Barcelona but did not procee eyon
miles from the front).
Orwell and the ILP

Only a very few of the group were old members of the ILP,
understanding and supporting the political position of POUM.
Hugh O’Donnell, a British Communist working in the
Foreigners Department of the PSUC (United Socialist Party of
Catalonia) met Orwell (Eric Blair) and a number of the ILP
group when they arrived in Barcelona on 30 April. He wrote to
Pollict in London that many of the group were discontented
and frustrated with being in the POUM unit and he listed nine
, including George Orwell, who said they wanted to join
e British Battalion in the International Brigades. O’Donnell
ote: ‘the leading personality and most respected man in the
ntingent at present is Eric Blair. He has little political
erstanding and said he is not interested in party politics
came to Spain as an anti-fascist to fight fascism. As a result
is experience at the front he has grown to dislike the

and is now awaiting his discharge from the POUM.’
himself bears this out in a letter to Frank Jellinck in
after writing Homage to Catalonia — ‘I’ve given a more
athetic picture of the POUM line than I actually felt,
use I always told them that they were wrong and refused to
the party.’

t Orwell went voluntarily to the POUM headquarters
the fighting began on 8 May. He was given a rifle from

ore and helped to guard the building, though he did

re his weapon and went down to a hotel for meals. Most
P group kept away from the events, staying indoors in
tels; some then made their own way back to Britain,
#0thers joined non-POUM Spanish units.
B by C rwell explains his action_thus:. ‘Wht.fl‘l I see an actual flesh
tutelage of a group possivty b Germaniid 18 freely fr . d worker in conflict with his natural enemy, the
agents (read what he sa};ls a e Nugis officially stated after an, I do not have to ask which side I am on.” Strange
side to thc' Othﬁ}" ::n:ld what e} but el [Negrin's ven his own past, and when one recalls he had not
about th';:ﬁj ac?vuﬁmo;:;iﬂergic not only to Stalinism n the unemployed and anti-fascist demonstrations
controlled by elem ’

group were caught up in t}uﬁsihig
complex situation. Negrin, vfho beclame Egé:in o 2
Minister after the May events in Barce onat,e ]
with Orwell in London in the 1940s. He wrote:

the chaotic front of Aragon
o o in’s italics] infiltrated
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in Britain, the targets of much police brutality. Even McNair
saw the fighting was opening the way o the fascists. Perhaps

book' in Spain. Warburg (of Secker and Warburg — the eventual
: Publlshers) says that Orwell saw him in December 1936 sayin
T e to Grwell's behaviour may be fo}md in the comment I Wint l;o go to Spain and have a look at the fighting ... writeg
e aalas friend and literary e)fef:utor, on | boo about it. Good chaps these Spaniards, can’t let them
Orwell’s account of life on the Aragon front — ‘written almos-E 3 dOW“B S
in the style of 2 schoolboy’s letters, it was not bad fun nan e oo & war,ds, leader of the ILP group at the front, wrote
L ik not bad fan wan dering abiiut th? about Olrlwel-l s attitude to the war: ‘I got the impression that
O walles with the stray bullets flying overhead like red %wlzlafas aHowmg his needs as a writer to override his duty as a
shanks whistling.’ 50 "ls)rl e was wanting, I thought, as many experiences as
Gl e o dersndifig oft : o Possn e as background material for the book he was writing.’
of the struggle in Spain, he knew little of tl.le natlonal. orts gf_ On 9l May 1937, almost before the fighting was over in
the Popular Front government [0 achieve a united frgFg,. ,?grce ona, Orwell wrote to Gollancz, ‘I hope I shall have a
¢ Fopular X R Republican flag, hfel dml a1]1(ce todtell the truth about what I have seen. I hope to have a
gt ucm e B e of the POUM - he to ok e 1% ein | 0{3 1:;:& y for you about the beginning of next year.” Gollancz
B e itsider, journalist looking for different .ra-se dto publish it, but Homage to Catalonia appeared in 1988
experiences to figure in a future book. and today, in 1984, it has appeared in twenty reprints.

i QoVEer, Wlth the CNT lea.dm .,HOW does OI'WC” himse}fa e f h‘ = .
When the fighung was hting of the folly ol : ppear from his own writing of his

convincing those who were still fightn . { the figh a;a soldier? There Is a strong sense of remoteness and
action, only La Batalla urged the continuation o ne - g ‘ B it hrom his it s S g
and spoke of ‘the glorious days’. On 10 May Orwe 1an ‘ B e e e B
was left of the ILE group returned to their front. Wal yﬁ"l" i pany. He appears as a loner. This characteristic is in reality
a political leader of the British volunteers, had gon.eh om I:med by the flantaswed, e This chevacechic g g
International Brigade Basc in Albacete to est?xl.)l;:; c ook and in his near-doggerel poem — of his very brief
with the group and persuade them to join the Britis £at . B - valicn oo he Baneclons haeacke
but McNair would not let him have discussions w‘1th em. he FondIUOIl.s of oack s G o e e ol
Again of this POUM:-held sector Orwellaags .dle?ewéf: If“:ie of primitive life in most of Spain, are scathingl;(
much happening at the front’, t.houg'h at this U}fjne' ;. eb. There is no account of efforts to change conditions
Basque children were being or,gamsed in Bilbao to be s€ o, dY example, help to break Spain from its primitive,
safety in Britain, while Franco's concentrated for?es § ) ard past. He states that the floor of his unit cookhouse
the last defences of the Basque country. Ten days latet BB ciec food, Ic must have beer noie soene
was hit in the throat by 2 bullet and after treatment i gco R el e
hospitals arrived ata POUM convalescent home. ol B s e
After the May events in Barcelona the Populal - 51

government took steps against the POUM. Its Kpap@ a‘?o_gl_ess fois e i e A B
suppressed, many of its leaders arrested, and its e. S[Id ngly o o By pedd Sl
disbanded. Most of the TLF group had already BOFE ; ed soldiers demanded to return to the front. It
Britain. At the end of June Orwell, his wife, . - il e
Cottman decided that they might be arrested and le BB otcunned could not Eive ot o o,
more months after Orwell had gone home. Resistance

; the actual
Orwell went to bis home and began A r
Homage to Catalonia, though he had been thinking 2 would not have persisted despite forty years of terror

he world-wide significance
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and repression fcé?ioﬁrl:lgitsh ;::ig?aw very little ﬁgh(tilng, w}?iz
i s c()izvmant sector of the front and hurrie {-'(1)11: |
in a remote, time to study the military lessons of thﬁ ghting
i Wlth(zlu'tdl Malaga or Basque fronts, he has n001e51ta1:_10n
on the Madr1 i,n on military matters. In an Ym;»_l})l};n’.
st hgc savs, “The Spaniards are good at many things
chauvinist wa‘)’k- sza}-’ But the Spanish people, despite gms;
e m? rmirmy going over to Franco, de%nvemq_
- re%uliii back not only the Spanish fascists thljlt gc
S el of German and Italian forces for rtggm
mlhn:hrz ;:;tfonger than the French and Belgian forces did in
months. ‘

1940!
He pronounced

; ol .
indiscipline, were notorious ! nong
lSndIS('jlljllforjces * The reality was that their behaviou _

panis :

i — bra
b se of their philosophy, was unp1red1ctz$lem1 m-m?
duan ated by unnecessary retreats. DurruM colurtl
adv&;l Cis(;;% anarchists from Barca?lona wentfto hzt ars s
?lL"I,'flCiaT battles for its defence —at tu:nels thety r;);;g e a2
but at others left open vital secto o L
c imYOTlfl; allowing the fascists to get a footho n
L UF; only when the anarchist soldler_s, aftexi er
md?dElte‘rvarecoénised the need for umﬁfld. e;};;lﬂ ,
in bat t-,on and discipline and so c_hanged t ellr Pm.
Ofgaf:;lsa lbecznfne dependable units m,the ?o%u ar 4
th:'llEh tErmdzu:nental reason for Orwell’s attitude :10@ m
te of his British upper-class arrogance aasn e
o | objective to write 2 book - Ef
L ding of anti-fascist feeling. He had vi %
U?S Cl:)'la;l fugture book, the down-and-outs 1
(i

mimissi i book, he had briefly visi
- e ;v;fasaof the North of England. B

italist crisi that ‘there but {0
L caplt;llsi)crll.s’ls _;hl‘;O f}eorrlrsrirs of fasdsm m
baCkgmm:io Eot appear to have made him ang?;; 2
GCrmaﬂYd to do something. This lack of deep un
concc?llli:utrality, shows itself throughout 1:115 hvlvsﬂtra
(()I)nlfwcéll refuses to shoot at because he ha

: archist militia, in spite of thm
o zuEhe best fighters among the pure

Bill Alexander "

might have fired machine guns to butcher 4,000 in the Badajoz
» bullring. The same man would certainly have tried to Kkill

Orwell when he had fastened his belt. Orwell feels no anger at
* the man who wounds him - indeed wishes to congratulate him
on his good shooting. He is certainly not concerned at his own
absence from the battle line. Orwell saw the war as
material for a book.

After a brief two months in the North of England Orwell
wasted little time before writing The Road to Wigan Pier. But he
used his description of conditions there to attack those drawn
gowards socialism and communism as a caricature composite

re of ‘fruit juice drinker, nudist, sandal wearer, sex maniac,
maker, Nature cure quack, pacifist and feminist.” A
scription ill-fitted to his guides, leaders of the National
employed Workers’ Movement, one of whom, Tommy
lggnan, was to become a tough fighter in the International
des and a leader of the Yorkshire miners. No! Orwell had
ities as an observer but his conclusions have little relation
that he had seen.

) retiring from the Spanish War, admitting that he knew
: before he went and saw little there, again he wasted no
in studying the complex situation before expounding his
ns. It is true that after the ILP group went home the New
er largely ignored the Spanish war, but the News Chronicle,
Worker and Tory newspapers all carried reports showing
nacity and determination of the People’s Army. But
used his skill as a writer to mask his prejudices and
Cce.
ughout his writing his sheltered life-style coupled with
orance of the realities of Spanish life led him to many
incements hostile to the people. “The latrine in the
ona barracks did its necessary bit towards puncturing my
ions about the Spanish civil war.’ He was familiar
r closets in his middle-class English surroundings,
Were unknown outside the bigger Spanish towns. His
ought was ‘the detail of our lives was just as sordid
ding as it could be in prison let alone in a bourgeois
€ in the Republican Army was hard, often very hard.
times of danger and diarrhoea when men had to
elves in the slit trenches. But the soldiers, coming

a game,
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from mainly peasant backgrounds, tried to keep clean, learnt
and discussed, thus showing that the

to read, wrote home, sang
fuller life they were fighting for was beginning in the trenches,
In another of his cynical, oft-quoted pronouncements Orwell

says: ‘a soldier anywhere near the front line is usually too
1d or above all too tired to bother

hungry or frightened or co
about the political origins of the war.” Orwell, despite his very
d to acquaint himself with

limited experience, had not bothere
the behaviour of the men of the Lister, Modesto, Campesing
and other Spanish units who showed outstanding fighting

qualities because ‘they knew what they were fighting for and

loved what they knew.’

1f Orwell was sincere an
been aware of his limitaions and his temerity in writing Homage

to Catalonia. When he met Negrin on 2 pumber of occasions in
1940 he did not tell him that he had fought in Spain and
written Homage to Catalonia. Negrin did not know of Orwell’s
book at the time, and wrote of Orwell: ‘he was very €ager to
enquire about policies, internal and external in line with

conduct of the war. I have the impression that Orwell 1
satisfied with my explanations given tO him without resen
Orwell’s silence about his experiences in Spain and his fail
given this unique opportunity, to check his views
conclusions can only bring into question his honesty. But

is no sign in Orwell’s essay ‘Looking Back on the Spanish
written in 1943, that he was willing to modify his ¥
opinions and admit that he had pronounced Wi

understanding.

Many other writers On the Spanish War have expanc
the difficulties, confusion, muddle and frequent incomp
in the Republican front and rear. But the great
Orwell’s writing in the eyes of the establishment
contention that the revolution was cynically betrayed, @
the Popular Front collapsed into warring factons.
used to distract attention from the real lessons of the:
though it must be said that young people, @
obfuscating influence of Orwell’s book, still want to

really happened. -
Fascism in Italy and Germany had appeared
almost inevitable as a stage in social development. &

d honest with himself he must have |

R i di ]
' their differences and did not accept that the defeat of the fascist
s

Bill Alexander

Daily Mail and his

supporters in Britai
demo : n Britain were
o (;I-":li‘cj‘yiztasnccll tfbe working-class movements WOfl.?(? gg Ent ]:hat
E i e faSCi;ite‘I;ders de}s;trOYed such ideas when they fl;gldeﬁi

ar machi

I e at the Popular Fc ines for r}ea}"ly three years. Orwell |
B hian to live on ront s,logan It is better to die on you |
B¢ ihe democratic a};(r?'rlllizsk{lee;l b;.lt it entered the consciousynesl; |‘\"

; in the Second W : i |
the philosophy of the resistance fighters }fl’rld War, and it was |
Europe. throughout occupied

The German, Italian
1 ) and Austrian d ;
were defeated by fascism because they Csa‘d)‘?;it:t; gr?g:fme;t]i
0s

nenace took priority over all
R ol else. From 1934 :
(:lp ’;}?eHgEISt?Od and worked for united action aﬂl:inifamSh
e bleut Ezlrl Fi)qnt pact of January 1936 was En elecieac_l
ol gr,o i e bitter experiences of the war brou h[otr}il
em all Th‘p gs together as they saw that reaction th e
. This meant changes i Mg n threatened il
ilosophy crumpled andges I pog tical ideas. The anarchist |||‘\|‘m\|‘
. : retreated whe . it
154 emi Zirld azgg:r}lsed fascis.t units. The cornnm]:ilr(;iil a‘;::lt};olc)retl['er |
L pfr;ac ticeu;fnndanf Pl"ilorlty to defeat fascistn — were prrlcir::; 1l '
cular, gai d gained ground. The Communist P ; e \F ‘
ular, gained influence b . arty, 1 Il
ily power to give active helpigalsge the Soviet Union was the '||a”|“i'- I"UUI" ‘”'
* 1} i
LOImMImMunists had ShO“"n in 011 C government, and bECaUSC A“!"|‘I‘ (ol Il
ways to victory. policies and by personal example ||‘\'|1‘|‘w;" ;“j"f“f‘!l |
‘ En Ol'welll I ‘i‘l‘“ ‘:;l‘ ‘I“
civilian dOchft }tlhfl front for Barcelona he deplored the fa L l-“l(.‘ i
: s had replaced the uniform ; EHact A
ary. True, for the Spanish s seen in the city in |“|,‘I“ it ‘
joria of the early d panish peaple the red scarves and th il
o rly days had been replaced by the gri € il
: at th_e defeat of fascism wa T sober
t. Orwell did n s going to be very il
organisation anodt un-d?rStanf_l or even know about the i
Denl training gomg on outside th il
opular Army. He did € towns to (R
d by all groups i not understand the general Il
S houl d%j ps in the government that Catalonia and Il
ﬁi-indusu-yssv (;311(‘1 ro;nanl;ic, adventurist talk and ir?ar;
. ing for th %
E?gge ilitary uni%S, e war and the men organised
'OUM slogan ‘The w |
ar and the revoluti : |
already been shown as hollow Phrasl:lr(x)lr(;r?re eo
gering —an f
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the war effort and the prospect
s where the POUM and some

100 Bill Alexander e

attitude which threatened both
of any revolution. Those sector

in subljection, while in Britain the TUC had gone alone with
_ _ ‘Non Intervention’ until September 1937. There could be v
anarchist elements held ir_lﬂuence, far fromAb%I;%velolﬂ utthief little support from outside for a revolution in Spain. %r;
offensive in fighting the fascists, were stagnant. Sfr wirlljnin November 1936 the fascists had conquered nearly half Spain
“we didn’t worry much about the enemy. }far 0;1 Owing L and had a foothold inside Madrid, being checked only by
more support for revolutionary change, ctl ereo erzers gio l:h% bloody battles. Even the Barcelona Regional Committee of the
opposition by small farmers and land w  anmechisil CNT said on 4 May — while Orwell was guarding the POUM
e o ariretits imposed by POUM an headquar,ters with a rifle - that ‘It is fascism which must be
L e defeated. . '
B 5 b veston of dona e The Soviet Union had become very popular in Spain because
B sameats anvithe Spanle} scene, ¢ 1retch ;] e gne it it was WF:re,the only power to fight in the London ‘Non
Communists and the Soviet Union, saying that 0 . Intervention’ Committee and the League of Nations for the
for which the Communists were v.vorkmg. wai) not to p;?l: .POI:E; Lﬁg’ﬂ right of th‘e Republic to buy arms. Their words were
Spanish revolution till a more suitable mnlc. ;Jt togﬁta:tsuwi-t:’]i cked by supplies of arms and food. In the early days they
ver happened.’ Orwell had had 1;12l e c i nt a few pilots, tank crews and military instructors and
Communists. There were certainly none at ?lt um o and visers to help the Republican Army. According to Soviet
oup, he could have read very little of their 1:1) cies | rces only about 2,000 military men went to Spain and there
Sttitudes (the ILP group compiamed that th?yhOC y received € never more than 600 to 800 there at one time. The
the New Leader), and the statements by S'pamsd . ofljugé.‘ ery of Soviet material was very difficult and hazardous:
like Pasionaria, Lister and Modesto were ignorec in io o ships were attacked by the Germans and Italians in the
The Spanish government which was tafl}flng ﬂtegsgni .- editerranean and Fhe French government blocked supplies
Aragon and Catalonia into the war eifort Ca murfirst, land. Qhambgrlam was manoeuvring to isolate the Soviet
Communist Ministers; it was far from _bemcig om - lion diplomatically while encouraging the fascists. The
even Crick, Orwell’s biographer, continue to sug%a . t Union had every reason - morally and politically — to
recent television programme. Prieto, a T lght-\tf\{lmg“sof 2 : for the victory of the Republican government. But they
certainly no Crypto-communist, had, from : €B rielo y t have the power and influence either to start a
initiated the military moves to € d the chaos in Barcelo u,tl'o? or equally to delay one.
bt Minfetersin the g e Well s political estimation of the position in Spain and of
Frederica Montseny, appealed to the anarc lsthr'a L.iu*c_e‘lona May events have small foundations in reality.
fighting. There was general popular condemnatlgélmﬁning 0sition as an outsider is confirmed in his description of
all Republican Spain of those who were un d as he retired from the Spanish struggle ~ “all sleeping
e f coginl é deep dsleep tﬁf England’. His London-bound train
G LA € passed another carrying British volunteers to hel
19306 "nd 1037 were naive in the extreme. lel”t}i Coéidm‘m" ' sh people fight on for another two years. In the pOOI;'
forces to make a revolution did not exist. ela:r - of Wigan and Barnsley unemployed men and women
shown their determination to defeat the Popu aﬂd:. Mecting food and medical supplies. In Stepney and
before the Generals revolted. The USA, Britain ans anU—f_asci'sts were resisting Mosley’s blackshirts. In
% Organisations and demonstrations the people were
B Chamberlain’s sell-out and appeasement and

Popular Front government in France helped the 1as
g real opposition to the fascist powers and their

f the Barcelona events and his

i i depriving them
indered the Republic, especially by dep A
?ilghte:s buy arrﬁg. The German and Italian workers ¥
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:on for war. In England the
?rfepshr:ug:pth of Pasionaria’s appef :
M;gidrid and Barcelona or they may Ia

tor(g(:":vrf(:)l‘iviﬂad not learnt the true lessons of Spain.

people were understand-
al: ‘Stop the Bombs on
| on London and Paris

I'| Robert Stradling

‘Orwell and the Spanish Civil War:
A Historical Critique

The object of this essay is to examine George Orwell’s writings
the Spanish Civil War from the standpoint of the
ofessional historian and that of the student of History. The
ts which form the subject of this exercise — Orwell’s Spanish
miculum vitae — comprise a full-scale book, Homage to
talonia, four discrete articles of varying length, and reviews of
even books on Spain which appeared in the three years
lowing his return from service in the Republican forces.! It
thus a sufficiently large and variegated body of work upon
i to base an appraisal of Orwell’s contribution to our
dge of the Civil War, and an evaluation of his role in
g subsequent opinion about its central issues.
might be noted at the outset that Orwell’s own Judgement

ork on this subject other than his own was distinctly
urable:

The immediately striking thing about the Spanish War books, at
rate those written in English, is their shocking dullness and
ess. But what is more significant is that almost all of them ...

“written from a political angle, by cocksure partisans telling you
to think.2

s later, he commented d propos of Homage itself, that
frankly political book, but in the main it is written
tain detachment’; adding that ‘I did try very hard in
€ whole truth.’® In this, as in so many other places,
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challenges) the reader to approach his piano piece b :
ls ?f histo,rical criticism. How ‘certain’ was ¢ Granados, Sayy—ainTongiL;{?n t(l)lf Catalonia — Albéniz or
E the detachment, how whole’ the truth? When we ask such ,w‘ dance, the Sardana. A g the rhythm of the national “hhf””‘i
" questions historians know in advance that no absolutely § probably envisage 'a fn;lo}l;e_ specifically academic mind would Wii
‘ satisfying answer is obtainable. The results of investigation can B ihe falklore. 1 estschrift of some kind, presenting essays -
| , literature and history of the Catalan pEOplY ity

e.

104

Orwell invites (nay,
writings with the too

}ﬂiu\" |

.]- only be more or less adequate or inadequate, and this hasto § Surely a book with such a title should .
1 suffice for working purposes. | .the Sl}ggested dibeer. B e 0(;1 adtiress Itse‘lf in part to h; t
i Not long ago the present writer prepared'an pndergraduate " intensified than otherwise by th ince Gitalbnia s |
i teaching option on the history of Spamn m the 1930s, the centre of its cogitations? y the word ‘Homage’) place it at \"I|‘|f'f
i automatically including Hpma:ge in the 1_*eading list. Leaving . In fact ‘Catalonia’ is 1’;1155 . |y il
| aside the subliminal implications of this act, the conscious contents of this book as ‘W_out as r{l‘?amng‘ful a guide to the i
i reasons were quite straightforward. In the English-reading B < afiaid T must teulganvpler is to those of his previous MI‘\'\"
s world Homage is by far the most familiar contemporary account during a BBC broadcast }t’ﬁ:t,xphed Orwell to an enquiry U"”ﬂ
d was also written by a participant Similarly, Catalonia has e el r:ii‘)?e I;I)fil;tdoes not exist.* \1|.‘!;‘|w|i
ence in Orwell’s i
i

_Il of the Spanish War, an
i Unlike hundreds of others of its species it is easily and cheaply

il available. Its form and style are surpassingly lucid and
approachable, the parrative dramatic, the analysis strong and
sharp, the argument (in every sense) perfectly transparent. It
seemed likely that no other book would so well present the
student with the physical and political realities of the war, or
expose SO clearly the arcane ideological atmosphere of the
struggle, all within the authentic context of the universal issues
of the 1930s. Further, Orwell was so Open about his own
fallibility, especially in matters of detail, that it may be

considered, prima facie, that even where it was less than ut!

reliable, Homage rather enhanced than diminishe
understanding. Thus the book seemed both good History

an extremely useful document.
Shortly before Homage t0 Catalonia was published, 0

book about the § : :
panish War,
of the history of the cou;lir Ie d15P13Y§ awareness of no aspect il
‘either suz generis or in the Cotrty, aoe Gk its culture and society |‘. '
the does refer to Catal ntext of Spain as a whole. Although |
lappear in the ¢ atalan, only two words of the lan ¢ i
E  other :Xg and one of thern is persistently mis-s filllc:jgg '
and other Span}i’ S‘ES]gt)lrwel] distinguish between the Cl:ltalaﬁ
ards. This is not it o .
ent only two of his six mon "-hS:Er ISSm_g in 1t5_aelf, because he ‘l‘””-.‘i‘
ders. Most of the Spaniard pain inside Catalonia’s i
hind the lines in th PATHANCS he met, whether at the front, or |‘” i
B 1on in the villages, were Aragonese. Moreover ’I;h il
rkin dgu-'igefwas then not widely spoken amon st’ the Hl‘ll
org: 'sgttio;il ss of Barcelona, and during the warg th % il
iell does Sd:fre actively discouraging its use.” Of coulf:s.l;
ote some of th ; : i
: . ' ishec L i Barcelona, and aspef: t];nngt' memorable sections of ||w|\| ..
wrote to a friend that he and h_15 publisher hiad given it are mentioned en passant. B its topography and daily
because they could not think _of anything better.* fposes any large in Justri lllt.the.Catalan capital is for his
impossible to tell whether (if true) this was i plution of the proletariatli city in the world where the i il i
disingenuous, or intellectually bankrupt. It certainly ‘ is essentially a site ofals g ::?insi'to be taking place. The o
alist stru i
ge'e, and only U R
| J'i“ H’J
| ’ If 1

sense commercially, since such a title could hardl ‘ entall
4 ) _ : v Barcelona. A A=l
rf_:garded, in 1938, as 2 good selling pou}t. At angr rate kzm itedaiiing th[:ed r(::fs?n ;etre, no_thlng is said about ‘i\”'u i
bizarre fact concerning one of the most famous bO B ival — of the def; — six months before Uil'l' WJH
ace. and points up the absurd fact that it’s not e efeat of the military uprisi L
g¢ bl P b pt 1. How 1d the innocend mfyone who turns to Homage to Catalon; Dl In i M. MI‘ M\
ostensible subject at all. How wou formed about its appare B ia in the hope of il el i
£ the title ‘Homage to Catalor - time. parent subject is totally wasting his ||‘i‘|' | "#J‘H | |
[ ,
\

react to the semiotics O :

average habitué of Hampstead might imagine 1t tO evidence (as we
shall see) strongl

gly suggests that Orwell "IJ |l

i i
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innocence, which he rather proclaimed than disguised, can
cause embarrassment and irritation. If Foucault’s theory that
knowledge-systems are the fundamental medium of social
conditioning and the exercise of power has validity, then
Orwell is what he wanted to be, one of the most nearly
independent of writers. Because he represents that compara-
| tively rare thing in Western soclety, the untutored intellectual
(despite, or perhaps because of, his Eton education) he has
achieved something of the status of the Holy Man. It is
interesting that in the 1950s both Stephen Spender and Lionel
Trilling saw the Orwell of Homage as a uniquely virgin soldier
the army of truth.!? Strange as it may seem to the lay reader,
such apparently striking references are of little help to the
torian, any more (as can be readily observed elsewhere in
lis volume) than to the modern philosopher and literary
itic. Let us leave aside his disdain for all the obvious sources
tudy in his subject, with the possible exception of the POUM
spaper, La Batalla. It seems likely that Orwell understood
en Spanish (or rather, Castilian) badly - if at all - and
e is an element of doubt concerning his ability to read it
1 any real fluency. At times, of course, he is quite frank
ut this, referring several times in Homage to difficulties with
language, and admitting that his spoken Castilian was

o i fore he went
i ding on matters Iberian bf—:‘ or
dldSIIl)(;ilr)ladl:Jgorr?: rﬁ r}fl?s wx%tings on r.;le war ﬁ?cd}:cgéere?::dgg
o : i bout Spain w
i 3“Y$ﬁ“gﬂig§f:ﬁzg$g’rs)es andpanalyzes therefore take
o Tele}’aﬂt- ] eost complete historical and CL}Itural vaCuurrl;, As
o e al;ncom osed his book in a terrific h“‘T’Y —ha Omi
i f thepsecond half of 1937 — bui,: whilst he was
ﬁVf; ¥ Sl d and reviewed E. Allison Peers bo_ok Catalamg
e h%ﬁs:? modern scholarly study of Catalonia to app}f??
{nfeh% 1Fh}? 8 1:l"his contained a graphic account of thl:: aréar;l:';
in Eng ISI.n with scathing condemnation _of the aiz. !
terror, 2along in general. Peers’ conc.lusmns, agoln ing.
o i an who was a sincere friend of Catalonia s
eno_ugh .for . ';r:ujons were of the ‘better Franco than lzlun-l,tﬁ{:;;g |
nat}OHallst o ell w},m was at this point more attracted (o the
Lk FOI’hOI’“;O the POUMist cause, this was Sufﬁcmﬂ;;?ﬁf
an.arChISt ; th;n about Peers’ book, except for one (;159
oo isg notation which he quietly expropriated.=.
an;lt-C_?SO I;T:;arlgble paradox that Catalonia owes its
1

i i t of ten people in ¢
i i usness of nine ou : le in
existence in the conscio e ofa bock e

_Hispanic world to the tit} ' iy
o HIS'I‘:)Eielexistence. This is the strange klr}d olfeg:; .
m;l' t?}nge autonomous government of Catalonia ce |
whic

d Barcelona’s two Universi
] 1984, when they an ) _ :
F;Bgizd an international confereri(l:::, gh:;l:gm:lilst;fc. -
: ur (6
i : a George Orwell. ; .
mledeO;?if:Szgethe High Priest of Orwelhzl;l:;, _
;C;rr?ardgTCrick, solemnly attended a Catalan rock Opex

: 110 ; il
On\ﬁﬁz?:iméf Catalonia is only slightly less so of Spain

hole. Orwell was remarkably ignorant o_f all ﬁl;ﬁispf;b
Ly f ‘background’, either regarding it as o
terms O bably) being unable to spare the t.lrtrlle o
(mfjrﬁ - he ‘seems to have had very Lt 'edlw-ith
Crlcakl lsayséhe front his mind was fully occupie i
o ZM(or rather the lack of it) and sur:llvhé
COmfonts when he was not mentally e:::haus;e s
m?in;znorted his immediate surroundm%s,h ::1 ;ifﬁoa 8’
£ oft:?n encountered in his work — 0 tu,S epls
Sg?]ileless naif. For the academic, Orwe .

ing his sentry-duty on the cinema rooftop, at the height
May Events in Barcelona, he reports an elaborate
tion with a Civil Guard opposite his position. This
al was stationed over fifty yards from Orwell, on the
e of the Rambla (the city’s main boulevard), and the
Ig€ seems to have taken place above the crackle of small
re, 14
attempt to save his unit commander, Georges Kopp,
» Orwell claims he went to the War
plained a very complex and delicate
cer. If (on his own part) occasionally
French, he understood the technical queries of his
Or, and actually obtained the specific document he
18.* Even those who speak Spanish like a native will
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i 1 .

e nature of this achievement. o

In the course of his ‘Notes on the Spanish é\fﬁ;}t}lﬁi t; .Withi};l

nell explained his position (?f minor resp -

tohlt;w English contingent r_ﬁf h‘lSO PfiUﬁ fl?e }])E iy

1 ertion that 'S :

unaﬂélrjrllgl:ic;?ivaasszimply a question of choosing 2mong the few

conc

£ 16

men who spoke Spamsh. he was lying on thie
Finally, and most remarkablY; as had passed through
- d e oments after the sniper's bullet aac P cious, but

m
h'mti?ro,at Orwell claims not only to have beendch?esry o
:nscious,enough to have heard and undc.arsgtcl);)
£ " : de was saying. -
ited Spanish comra ) : spicion
Whaltlm e)iflcidenit)s (among others) give r1§e ;od cj&blsmust'
5 esei1r1 Orwell’s honesty and c0n51stlenCYB uiS 2in. 0
E?;Cl?—czd ilongside his lack of informat(llon Z; 'crjllzerp%et v.’vhat hé-
- ‘v to understand and 1 .
nt of his capacity : . m those
2151;'65:’1;3 [t seems to TECEIVE corro]_aqratll(gnafi:)h ol
2cz§sion2.11 passages in Homage Whigte Ongucl;:?verllj the author’s
d snatches of conversation Crop e k’, these passages
an 5 ; fitas ‘a frankly pOllth&l book’, : .
description of 1t 2 give Homage an

t to
ore than an attemp i
e e same manner as the Spanish

They must in addition, and

readily appreciate th

ust be regard .
I:Etistic verisimilitude 1n th
writings of Ernest Hemingway. They e e

idably, be seen as laying claim el
o Yet. under examination, these pzli:sag ]
8 COmmem'h "daim to a sufficient degree. Ina s{pf?.?h :
e ll%s ‘road to Catalonia’, it 1s afserted WI_mi

o Of Or‘év\gdence) that he had in 1936 a 11102:)-?)

Supp'ormliiowledge of Spanish’."? No other wor s

iy een takes this matter as sufﬁa_ently unEf b

e haveé,ntion far less discussion, yet it s.eemsd gﬂled ;

to mer(llt_ vi in our acceptance of many things gf e

S ltloél 1 g01'1 in Homage. It seems fair, he& . :

comemg t :f a study of the history of the Spanis oﬂ“

l}jﬂ;;;i Eo aCatalonia is of questionable value. Not only €
0

11[(” [al tO ( l[y{)ll I) 1C TES a[(h Il(: as Ilth =8
au

rm it in the first pla.ce.
eg?d Orwell intend his book as a

i i can L
question is OMIOSE, SINCC there can b e et
thousands — wholly or party —

Robert Stradling 109

received it as such. In any case, even when clearly accessible,
the ‘intentions’ of the author, although not irrelevant, are not
definitive either. Despite his statement that books of the genre
I to which Homage obviously (inter alia) belongs — eyewitness
.~ accounts or memoirs — have a useful life of about six months,
L he evideny did not see his own work as ephemeral, and later
came to suspect that it might be perennial.?® As a piece of
‘inside’ documentary reportage and commentary, Homage
shares characteristics with two of its author’s earlier works,
Down and Oul in Paris and London and The Road to Wigan Pier. Is
" it, therefore, to be classed as a work of ‘superior’ journalism ?
¢ Most Orwell experts — including his biographer, Bernard Crick
- contradict his own (repeated) insistence that he went to Spain
to write, and not, necessarily, to fight; but their reasons for so
doing are by no means convincing.?! In later years, he was
obliged to join the NUJ in order to earn a living, but his
suspicion of journalists as a professional species was hardened
imto contempt by his Spanish experience. If there is one
category of humanity which emerges from Homage with less
eredit than Soviet agents and international capitalists, it is
rely the Fleet Street hack. For many years thereafter, Orwell
coriated journalists as a gang who deal exclusively in fraud
swindle, who are disciples of Satan, in the sense of the
evil’s alleged fatherhood of lies. If we may interpret his aim
“to make political writings into an art’,?? it seems likely that he
looked upon Homage as an artistic document of the historic
ity of the Spanish War, akin in significant respects to the
standing memoirs of the Western Front (which he knew
Al), but also — mutatis mutandis - to the poetry of the Spanish
il War and to Picasso’s Guernica.
twell was an emphatically non-academic writer. But this
06 not invalidate the academic’s task of exploring the
tential taxonomic locations of a book like Homage: herein,
all, lies one key to the plurality of meaning in a text.
ly relevant here is Orwell’s own attitude to history as the
 to which he wished to contribute his ‘artistic document’.
time in Spain gave him an intense awareness of the
Sity of history, which he saw as inseparable from artistic
om. But his perception of history differed markedly from
the student of the academic discipline of ‘History’, in a
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: : : i tion of
that in which his appreciatio
in his critical essays — differs from that

: ish li >, In his
ually inculcated into students of Enghs,h ‘%‘:ré[_,nil;z anﬁ o
isartinj;e articles, such as ‘Inside the Whale’, ‘The

: ine Back on the Spanish War_’,
Unicorn’, and (above all) Lookmge Eeiief i1 the hermeteat

assionat e b I
e the pristine inviolability of

i i ective, and j

ik hgct:éncit?eor;pe of the most chilhng of th_e hogorslﬁf

%;;iﬁrEightg-Four _ one of two novels in which Orwell’s
1

i iter — i ofessional delight taken
e dllar:f'[;rl:l;gtr I{E’Enstﬁnthsegirdl in his constant ax];d
i ila" Je of something which his other self kn‘oxf’s o CE_E
e ra‘pcious of humanity’s resources — the ‘histori ;
- o Thus, i an essay composed whilst in the throes o
i ; T};l‘;sslalsri book (‘Why I Write’) he included as one (.Jf the
gesta}mg S of his inspiration, “‘Historical Impulse. Desire to
fo:ih?rfgsr;s they are, to find out true facts and store them up
;zr the use of posterity.”*
is gives rise to consider
wh}:uilustg be on guard agains
blatant respect for the su
history is ‘the present as S€€I

110

manner not dissimil :
literature — as exhibited in

ast as seen from the present.
I‘}Inside the Whale’ — lperhaps u
Ranke’s famous principle o
gewesen) from the past to t

1 therefore, was the =
Ei:ﬁ?7 to which the articulate layman and_ :.rn:lnzrl por al_1 ¥
often give rhetorical voice. In the first criucal app

Orwell to appear, Tom Hop

was without any historical' pers He s e
day with peculiar intensity because he _

it wi 1I’s chief conc
past.’? Second, it will be apparent that Orwe %

with the concrete, atomic. ‘“facts’ of hlsfﬁryi;l
- d and guarded against interference, Wi o
P'reliderviarvest of literal and universal trut.h. Leavmgéis; {
L o 's profound reservations on this c:lss.ump.té..:
hlf)tf;‘ lizll';llpogant to note the serious (:ontrzllr;hc?cl)tn];s1 ;n i
n : iting in Homage. He lelt DUTSEH
Lrérgrrr:\;i}; zrlngig;?l? fiisvio ingterfere with the chronology

le problems for the historiaxa-, ;
derabt b}z'ing seduced by Orwell’s
bject. First, because for Orv:'elL
from the future’, and not I.‘ht
* In the quotation just given fmm
nknowingly — he tran_sp.ozs?;l;
f historical writing (wie €s etgmtlugt%
he present tense. I-_Ils cpncep_t:j___:,_z
dim sense of the ‘historian of d

kinson rightly pointed out t}ﬂt_‘ﬁ
pective. He saw the world of F

Robert Stradling o

the detail of his Spanish experiences in the interests of aesthetic
balance and artistic emphasis. It follows that by Orwell’s oun
standards, ‘art’ is not in harmony with ‘history’ but, on the
contrary, in conflict with it. This Inconsistency is so salient and
creates such an audible discord in Orwell’s intellectual
principles, that it is difficult to believe that he never recognised
it. :

We have seen how unimpressed Orwell was with the
literature of the Spanish War. It was not simply an aesthetic
judgement. He was filled with horror and foreboding at the

. promiscuous distortion, manipulation, suppression, and

invention of reality; untruths which were disseminated in the
interests of established power-systems, and thus oppression.
Not only was ‘the truth’ itself being thus annihilated. In

‘addition the course of the war and of the revolution, and with
them the aspirations and lives of Spaniards — perhaps as a

prelude to those of all humanity — were being literally dictated

by the written and broadcast word. It is necessary to bear in

mind that, as a man of the 1930s, Orwell’s reaction to all this

\Was necessarily more emotional (and more moral) than our

present, culture-conscious ‘detachment’. He reached maturity
in the first age of mass-communication and mass-reception,
first generation of near-universal literacy in Great Britain.
st families by the mid-1930s had access to a radio receiver
a cinema screen which completed the preconditions for
first era of overt and ubiquitous propaganda.?* Yet again, it
ot difficult to detect a contradiction at the core of Orwell’s
de to this question. The conjunction of the media-matur-
n of this decade with his own suffering, persecution, and
r-death in Spain, gave Orwell a missionary sense of truth
‘socialism’, which was as all-pervading as it was
-righteous. ‘Every line of serious work that I have written
€ 1936 has been written ... against totalitarianism and Sfor
€mocratic socialism, as I understand it.’?6 In other words, he
a self-confessed propagandist, indistinguishable in one
ect from the outstanding victim of his onslaught (in
e) against left-journalists, “Frank Pitcairn’.?’ All the
it is ultimately to his credit that Orwell deplored the use
Ory as a tool of power, and that we find this salutary — if
ginal — message inscribed in all his Spanish writings.
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omment by historians on these texts t};}a:t bﬁelen
ost commentators at least accept ft}ely
sential) material for the history of the
exception, however, 18 the
mprehensive account of

In general ¢
appreciative. M
provide reliable, (thus es _
Spanish War. The outstanding

- -utilised co e ! |
lelthor ?rf ;1:1‘; lr:.tcl);l;vgls Egutélll il‘homas.” In all editions of this
e war ’

rk to date, a dismissive footnote on Homageceh?rshfrfg
;f](():ludcd ; and the year followillllg ;\Ir:s ﬁr;;; ;?gjirﬂ%n'rh; o
1 ice in the New : : .
ﬁiﬁiﬁd&? ;O{Iilt;ggoﬁ(t)it;;ejob on a co?pifi}:or, bsuzl ;r;g:sacttlll;i
i o off. Thoma j
the char.ge‘tﬁznggi?ﬂ}; o%tlélj SE,C()JO% contemPorary effusions :l)ln
Homag;_ls t. vet asserts that it ‘is very mlslead}ng about h‘e
the su hjecc"v}ill war’! Having neglected to illustrate lt is
233?61;6011 1Thornals goes on to state that ‘Ehe b:);)nk :1? ;:_;:’15) g:m afl
, g i written almos n’;
2dding. ?lf Ol?::i*l\lf;tiejrllj l;llf::;l ‘cscijljce he (Orwell) got on very we}l.
aC}dmgt :;:’(O)UM at the front he assumed that the POUM s
i t}‘f hind the lines was correct.” None of these Statemf?.l'.ts;
s ?Hl ¢ is by no means a straightforward account of ifs
2 Valld’- Omﬁiences. Two of the longest chapters — at?out;
e efxE)he whole — are devoted to pol}tlcal analysis and
B oo, d much of the remainder is punctuated bv;
pOlEmIC,maIl assages. Though the fund'amental snucturgé;g
Commirrcle rty isppretty far removed from diary form. Morecé; “;
Igrl“l;;tﬁ il:lsists that he resisted the POUM arguments a0D0u
war-policy with which_he was pressure Lo
those of the Communists far more C{J;?’?
sustained by others.)*® In May e
immediately preceding the E‘»atrct(;1 o
strenuous efforts to transfer from the

i nationa sev
ommunist-run Inter. : 5. W
gccasions, stated or implied the admission that, P

s utilised to achieve them, PCE/PSUC Pollgles w:;z
meanl f winning the war for the Republic. Gw'en 4 st
C?P}Tb f)xif)n book, and his other dicta on tl;he subgetc;t]:’L ;n 8
Oecelssary to concfude that Hugh Thomas 1s s% nclllse i
gssessment of Homage that one S;S&iﬁl }éicren eaa[ . 'd

i ] spent a goo -tim
L?t(lil)ltlv?12nh?1(i Mi:ls;tephis Ne;gu Statesman TEVIEW.

d at the front, ﬁndmg
ng. (This claim is
during the days
na ‘events’, he made
POUM militia into the
| Brigades.’! He later, on several
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Several Catalan historians have commended the value of
Orwell’s account in the years since the lifting of censorship in
Spain. (Some of these, it is true, are declared POUMistas, like
Alba, and Coll and Pané.)’? In 2 recent study of Barcelona,
Joan Villaroya states that Orwell ‘has synthesised marvellously,
and in a lucid and economical way’, the atmosphere in the first
European city to come under repeated aerial bombardment 33
One of the most distinguished historians of Republican Spain,
if with reservations, writes of the ‘vivid and sympathetic
account’ of the May events given in Homage.** Finally, the
classic description of revolutionary Barcelona, encountered
early in the book, is given its place in the first selection of
documentary readings on the Civil War made for use by

. students, which recently appeared.3s

Though not overwhelming, this consensus is Jjustified, for
much of Orwell’s detail can be corroborated from other
sources. Nevertheless, when he did make a mistake, he was
often inclined to be both persistent and dogmatic in his error.
A few examples must suffice.

In his essay on the Spanish militias, Orwell wrote that ‘a lot

tof harm was done by the lies published in the left-wing papers

to the effect that the fascists were using explosive bullets. So far
as I know there is no such thing as an explosive bullet, and
certainly the fascists weren’t using them.’®® In fact the
Nationalists were using explosive bullets during the time that

ell was in Spain, though probably not on the Aragon
ont. Jason Gurney, who arrived on the Jarama battlefield
thin days of Orwell’s arrival at Huesca, had his right hand
stroyed by such a bullet at much the same time as the lacter
ceived his injury.®” The memoirs of the mercenary
hter-pilot  Oloff de Wet, and those of the American
mmunist Ralph Bates, also confirm the frequent use of this
on on the Madrid front at this period. Here, Orwell is
y the victim of his own prejudice against the ‘left-wing

3

S

In Homage itself there is a fascinating trail of confusion
erning the distinction between the two corps of
familitary police, the Civil Guard and the Assault Guard.
‘May Events’ in Barcelona ~ four days of street fighting

0 the government forces and the pro-revolutionary

I
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organisations, W
politics — were sp
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; . with the anarchists origi
arked off, accordml% to Hotﬂﬁage, by }tll_le (Ijlml Casas Veijas (193 ;) O‘ill‘lgéﬁatticl f;om the notorious affair of
i et s vt e 2, Pt €T
o members, did want to provoke a shf)rwé;at’ or its Communist

WI In May (and the
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hich formed the crisis of intra-Republican

Guard.? In fact the provocative a

Telephone Exchange was made by
Omell’s friend., Geoflrey Qor(:_r, reviewed the b,OOk,_ he case is not proven) th
evidently sent him a pre-publication copy of the notice, since With one exception € wf:fflftos were the obvious instrument
the former went to some lengths to make a pedantically Bt follow Orieline als[gis ?rl th£ May Events in Barcelona
such sources puon.®® It is further
that contrary to his assertion the Civil (E'I}Tarrcfl:r 31'3
i

insistent correction:
IlOt take art 1
P n other attacks (since none took place)
on

You say the fighting in Barcelona was started by the Assaul _ .
Guardss.{ Actualg]y itgwas the Civil Guards. Therey weren't an; ;ln:r égiczt ;gookrgghids, ;Dd that the Guardia unit holed up i
Assault Guard_s Fhere (in Barcelona) then, a{ld thereisa diﬂ'erenCe, Wsaltos, not Cim’ées ”X{"h oor to‘ t‘hg POUM offices, were El ;n
because the Civil Guards are the old Spanish gendarmerie dating partner in the con‘versat;l(j the Cwll.Guard, o s Ordch ,c;
_the Assault Guards are a new B4 not 2 Civil Guard at a?lei;trlslgz ilsslc;;zjsd b(llf hgl ever existed)

' ably, therefore, that

Orwell had n o

B 2bout ‘:(V)e;:sz lerS on a Civil Guard, the police body h
Homage. The Unjform, ?ni with so much affected distastey 1'1(13
B Deen universall : e men.is so distinctive — as ;vi]l
Eoel Tejero rece}; ﬁpreaated. since the abortive golpe of
By 1931 — as tovie (‘;’;It“idmde. l;}(eglision coverage in

roach to thi . unmis e. Orwell’

B il (;l;lgn m#:)t;etrh 1s redol_ent of the apostate ;glisc:xg;);lle
nplete transfergnc if—‘}:f'orkmg_ class’, who in attemptin :
B -icd in prtfserv'e of his allfsglance to the other side Ea
Ing a certain myopia. 5 -ds

from the early nineteenth century ..
formation (and) pro—Republican.‘“
peared, it contained the somewhat

1d seem as though the starting point of
¢ of the re-instated gendarmerie, the

When Gorer’s review ap
arkward correction ‘It wou

the fighting was the attemp
Civil Guards ... to take the Telephone Building’.*!

Before his death, Orwell himself corrected this error in his
private papers, claiming to have been misled by the fact that
the Barcelona Assault Guards wore a different uniform from
those sent in later by the Valencia-based Republican’
government to maintain order.*2 When Secker and Warburg
published a collection of extracts of contemporary Civil War
writings in 1968, they changed the guard at the Telefé
make Orwell’s account consistent with other eyewitness
:t contained, whilst oddly leaving the Civil Guard on dt
the book itself.#* Orwell had quickly and uncritically picked
the traditional working-class hatred of the Civil Guard, to t
extent that he neglected to mention that they had — in a higi
" emotional event — sided with the people against the milit2

Barcelona in July 1936.* After this, they were kept on a

leash by the anarchist rulers of the city, though press

their disbandment was resisted. By May 1987, it was th
ad fully replaced the

Guard (Guardia de Asalto) who h:

body as the chief object of proletarian suspicion. &4

were mainly loyal members of the PSUC, the United
inated by Communists. Their

Socialist Party, domi

: tayn tsﬁg}t:llciinlgige been. sent to the front. This was
s rn}Jlnurust propaganda against their riv. Elln
| Jgr ify ctl e }Ilater suppression of the ‘Trotsll( st
‘ ounds that th i s
o _ €y were preparin
y logical extension) were effectively fal:;cistsg ?ncf’-?fmzlgld
- e,

n the latter’s HQ.* Wh
. atever Orwell
E saw —
i géehe' had refused to join the pari;lda‘r\lrz i
- Brin 1(111 contact with the Barcelona ag,ents Ofoth
-ga.nisatioia lis ~ the fact seems established that And ;
ek : oning. A i
. g recent
litias which concludes thus, alsonar;]t:;letll?: t?e
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ests in Barcelona was a major
the front, and therefore for
the Aragon theatre of war, %
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need to defend sectarian inter
reason for weapon-starvation at

the failure of loyalist operations in
Morreres also confirms that POUM units in Aragon

temporarily abandoned the line in May, intending to march to
the relief of their comrades in the Catalan capital (an intention
they did not, in the event, pursue). Once again, Orwell is
unusually emphatic in denying this incident, which he alleges
he specifically verified by inquiry when he returned to his unit
after the May Events.* (Presumably, even his English
comrades were prepared to deceive him on this point.) Orwell,

in a striking passage a
atrocities took place even though e
Lord Halifax) and rightist newspapers (
said they took place — in other words, that something can
true even though it is also propaganda.®’ He did not alwa
retain a full enough awareness of this principle; but
directly political writer ever did?

Attention must be drawn to a further example, which n
be regarded as something of a darker shade than a m
mistake. In his essay ‘Inside the Whale’ (1940), Orwell at
W.H. Auden in a famous remark about the latter’s
If not in so many words, he accused Aud
— in the phrase ‘the necessary murder’ — the ma3
ans’, lumping him by implicz

‘Spain’.
espousing
of ‘the end justifies the me
with Stalinist executioners. It is astonishing that Au

cowed by this into disavowing his poem, for surely
construction that Orwell placed upon it was deliberatel
crudely literal. Moreover, he underlined his moral col
nation by the claim ‘it so happens that I have seen the bo
numbers of murdered men — I don’t mean killed in b
mean murdered. Therefore I have some conception of
murder means ...’5? In the circumstances it seems reas
to enquire, when and where did Orwell have this exp
There is no other reference to it in his published wo
Crick’s biography forthcoming on the point.*® G
context in which he was writing on this occasion,

obviously intended to assume t

Spain. But who were the victi
latter were Communists OT fascists he w

bout the 1930s, was later to write that
stablishment worthies (like
like the Dasly Telegra@ﬁ

Robert Stradling .

reported it at some place in hi i iti

anarchis‘ts or the POUPILI then he xsvassp;:lst}; (;? ;ﬁngiesg il
,,’aﬁ of ‘the whol.e truth’ harmful to the interests I:)I; his]ng 0
5 {:!e. The alternative explanation, that he invented this sto i
gain a moral_advantage over the hapless Auden, although Zf -
more d_amagmg to Orwell’s reputation, seems I;CVGI‘thC%CSS Lﬁn
, ore l-xkely._ He had_, and was not slow to display (even aft -
b 'C?sﬂglf"lgl t(;rllerlétc,lly w:ith Sp(;nder) a prejudice against ‘the pan:;

eft’; and was himself, o i

oet,>* If tbis explanation is correct f(;(;l];rspiioacsjclill?r? bsl Y(: ol
. COT]CIUSIIYE - }t\h%n hishact was all the more dishonesgt be?:lallﬂ(s)et
yrwell, unlike Auden, had actually es inci

end justifies the means’. InyHopr:z)al;?da:llzie EII;ICI::':;]I:?]C th}?t
d unequivocally that he wished to see Franco defeatrfi’ ‘be
means whatever’,* which may be held to canc:l :
thing he ever wrote about the ethical dimension of ?llllt
sh War, and which in Nineteen Eighty-Four he reasserted Z

al consciousness. Victory resides only in becoming like
et:ilmy, coming to love the enemy, becoming the enemy

y, we may turn from Orwell’s treatment of an
idual to his treatment of a people.

g the ﬁrs't year of the war the entire British public is though
ve subscribed to various ‘aid Spain’ funds about a uarterg ;
nillion po'unds.— probably less than half of what they :? end ino
e week in going to the pictures ... To the British worllzin cl .
massa_cre ot;_j thgéir comrades in Vienna, Berlin Madr?d tt
er it might be se i i o ’

1 yestﬂday’f fomballerrr;eac:c;le‘i: interesting and less important

ilfﬁcu]t to appreciate that, for many, such insensitive
: _even from a man who volunteered, and came close
. z:ire lrpposa.ble to understand or forgive. Hywel
ffm Ses;:rhllbed,dm_ perfectly unsentimental terms, the
.-walels Thxina e in the poverty-stricken communities
- ]evesl e);ample was by no means unique.®’
e of overall interpretation of the Spanish
e gs are SG%‘IOUSIY limited by his exiguous
't the Nationalist side. Little more than a page of

on. as the fundamentally self-annihilating principle of
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e : .
i couple more pages In Looklpg Back’,
g{o\tﬁeg (‘i?gll; is thg right wo‘rd) to the Fr,ancmst Ece:;(:?e;té |
'W?h e not utterly dismissive, Orwell’s (:‘oifn cnte
esseirtially speculative, since he knew very h'tltl‘e na; ?;1{‘1 hi
had no ideas on what caused millio : %h
st EeRe ublic beyond what he tamely accepted from the
owing Fces that he distrusted on almost every other
et SOI]l)ou las Woodruff, reviewer of 'Homage in the
o azirige The Tablet acutely (if predictably) pointed
Cath?il'cs r;ljﬁous that 2 man who tells us that for a year or o
OUt; :h(l: international prestige of fascism had been hzﬁmmﬁ
bin like a nightmare, should not display more inte ectua
him like 158 T}gle movimiento is (to Orwell) simply at;:ml-}de.q}f
gl;l;r?z;tz;qd coolies driven to destroy the workers bY. e: o;;g,ﬁ
— whether capitalist, landm:vner, army _E)iﬁ}cirbor ;?::nalgd I:i
no difference — and supplied and pai ,do i ¥y i
i There could be no altrulsn} or idealism the 2
f;'”‘CISI'H‘d d nothing that was not inspired t.)y veste mt@
s ted by power. In this sense, despite its detennmgd;
&ndlregllrl?in on Lge Communists, perhaps in part becau:;% o
?;:niuf remI;ins a classic contribution to the \lrlaguelgcr) ni]c |
mythgof the Spanish W;u‘; i .Inyth nogv thS: t;lg:zrémpl_
remorse over Franco’s victory 1s part od Ofg: k-comps
the western intellectual, a stock-in-trade th
W};‘;ll;(;u hout these texts, Orwell invariably’r;izrs tg ‘
enemy asg ‘fascist’ yet makes no mentuf)in oi:3 J;)rse . t;oarzi
the Falange, nor indeed of any other tg;lersting ptri}mte .
the rebels apart from Franco — an int ing
success of the caudillo’s political tacu((i:s.H But e
currently many s‘cholars of POhtllg(S;{ :;n & fa?cfism o
some S-oviet WTltﬁrls —reigll(::tci);vnarg movement, a heri:s? he. : | , o pemaE il
herhaps. simply 2 var f Marxism, is more €8 I socialist dialectic and its tropes he was unable to
R e o ement was not fasc line them via a critical comparison with empirical reality.
st mm}; wever it was perceiy same, his particular works, for the most part, contain a
European mean?ngﬁlﬂ Ser;s;nd%omt' The HAEEES consistency of view and argument: that is to say, where
a European power/ideo 053 collection of malconten "Mblgl_lity L2 loritiny o ot
weld adhugd&’l?: if}l;(;%f::; and church, in pursuit of {I:GE usf Efe;t'
:E;S(?tivtec;gii which the interests of the two latter 10 -
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paramount. Franco cynically exploited the dangerous ideas
and the useful accidentals of fascism — above all to attract
foreign support — with the full intention of suppressing them
after victory, a feature closely analagous to the Republican
government’s view of the anarchists. In spite of his facile usage
 of the current leftist vocabulary, and some other ideas about
the war that a historian would regard as eccentric, Orwell
perceived clearly enough that Francoism was a phenomenon of
the nineteenth century, not of the twentieth. With equal
acuteness, he foresaw that, whichever side won the war, the
ensuing régime ‘would have to be a dictatorship of some kind of

nsiderably less totalitarian, and more humanely inefficient
than the Italian, German, or Soviet models. 60 Rarely can a
olitical idealist’s disillusion ~ the very Iberian desengario — have
n so complete, for Orwell came to realise not only that he
d not been fighting for socialist revolution, (rather,
rgeois democracy) but also not even against fascism, (rather
pseudo-fascist reaction). Nonetheless on many central issues
intelligence did not let him down, neither did he fail to
anifest some elemental understanding of Spain and its
I'Y.
his direct treatment of the political and ideological issues
the war — if again by his own admission — Orwell operated
tantly on superficial knowledge and subjective experience.
his own satisfaction, at least, sincere emotional
itment and common sense compensated for vulgar
atism on the one hand and fancy theory on the other.
aps he made a virtue of necessity, for previous to Spain his
rance was so profound that he was obliged thereafter to
ISt as a writer on what he picked up as he went along. His
ice of Marxism-Leninism affected his Jjudgement of all
of the Spanish War, and since he

2

usually
By contrast, it is well known that he was

rial, and sometimes radical, shifts of opinion
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Inside the Myth

120
from one piece of writing to the next. It is historical practice
(and would be a reasonable procedure for any critic) to
approach this phenomenon diachronically rather than

synchronically.
Orwell joined
affiliated to the POUM —
before and after this date,
generally followed the Trots
matters not directly relat

the ILP — the British group equivalent and
in June 1938.5! For about a year
some thirty months in all, he
kyist line, if more faithfully on

ling the Spanish Beans’ (June 1937)
ost uniformly bitter anti-Communist polemic
He argues here that the purpose of the
formation of the Popular Army
to win the war, but to
to the fore in its

represents the m:
he ever wrote.
Republican government’s
(Ejército Popular) in 1936-7 was not
suppress revolution. The Communists,
organisation and command, were agents of capitalist reaction,

ergo ‘Fascists’.52 These charges were no less (if no more) absurd
than those forwarded by the Cominternists against the POUM.

Thereafter, as can be seen
little from Orwell’s eyes. By
of Homage, he was able to disp
A book-review appeare
as ‘Trotksyists’, pointing out
official Communist Party to
fair.’s3 By the end of 1938,
book he had ‘given a more s
“line” than I actually felt ...

Yet all this time, and down'to 2
continually subscribed in print to the Trotskyist-pacifist vie

the coming European conflict, acting explicitly as a p
propagandist. There is more than a hint here of an Orwi
was schizoid, or perhaps simply a charlatan. For he was

merely a somewhat wayward

the middle of his honeymoon wit :
affair with the more orthodox socialist mistress, thus

Warburton’s famous maxim on its head. Early in
wrote a little-known article on Spain, pro
commission, for the WEA magazine The Highway
occasion was a special issue designed (in the words ©
W.E. Williams), ‘to reveal the vitality and the potent

that ‘their prejudice is against
which they are not always entir
he actually admitted that in
ympathetic account of the PO

ed to Spain than otherwise. His

from Homage, the red mist cleareda
October, during the composition
lay an almost irenic detachment.
d in which he characterised two authors
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democracy, to h o
Column_?; 0 hearten the timid and confound the Fifth

| A T
: .
this time, as all his other public and private writings

:i;ﬁ:at& SOrwel.l could hardly find adjectives strong enough to
E 2}(1 e s:;;_n}(l:lon of demoaaq in general and his difg-ust
ComijSiOIl;)hls example in particular. In response to this
S :;u' V:;f I;F}:':ret;?ess capable of a piece of official
| Presgrvau:on of ‘both the fonz}sp ;zgseih;hspfﬁﬁlggzg GPUinC:S
=];)lassmg lightly over its ‘internal power struggles’ ﬁl ZCF&CY ;
‘ ;j ‘-_;a; }clontrary to Homage, that ‘any governm.ent :\fﬁ:;;
severa}; (5); tl;)V.ter Franco will be of liberal tendency’, and in
e g; tr}l}}atsters spiritlessly retails the Popula,r Front-
e fe pamsh_ War. A generous extract is necessa
o lpl e full utopian and paternalist flavour of i
perplexing article. The war, claims Orwell %

was acting as an educational force ... If men were sufferi
bw:;*; ?(l;(():eg:a{n;mg. SF?res of thousands of ordinary peo?)i Eltl:g
o Wn (l)dposmons of responsibility which a few months
E leyf ould never have dreamed of. Hundreds of thousands
£ lﬁd Eardloind thernselve.s thinking with an intensity which
g andy a;r.e.been ROSS_lblC in normal times, about economic
p-o democrpo 1tlca} Prmaples. Words like fascism, communi-
mass, g a;qg s_oaahsm, Trqtskyism, anarchism, which for the
! emis are nothing but words, were being eagerly
| ought out by men who only yesterday had been
peasants. There was a huge intellectual ferment, a sudden

rmp €sS. m
: ansion o consciousn us € 5¢ dOer to he (Iedl s1de

hasdE:)I;lay;stﬁt;n p(}smble I_lere to .prise open slightly the lid of
R x_oh experience, ideas, and reflections which
e I}l)a_ms Writings. They are by turns real and
R bestcmg and naive, perceptive and plain silly
o gﬁglr[]{l:;f[ﬁ i(;f him was t}fat made by the last
0 1n 1940. He seemed E(SI 1:}?2 ;)Zg;il:r’d‘vho i

ecent and ri i
righteous, biased by a too rigid puritanical frame
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g . itical B 8 ‘Why I Write’ (1946), ibid. p. 29.
. ing on naivety, highly critc _ s
gii."ted w1thda 1za£d?r‘11;rgfc;lie§1d§vidualistic ... and so supremelly ; ‘L‘f(:f: guisu%%w?wge?ﬁ?gzc;ﬁfg; llb;fids)p:li?;io p- 296.
e d’ ine that he would not hesitate to change his 6 Orwell writes ‘Generalite’ for ‘Generalitat’ ~ the Catalan word for the
honest and self- CHYIBE © £If to be wrong." autonomous government — throughout Homage. When in hiding from the
mind once he perceived hims police in Barcelona, he says he daubted ‘Visca POUM!’ on the walls — his
ied h sty as a badge more self—consciously and own adumbration of ‘Down With Big Brother!’, Homage, p. 215.
Orwell carried hone )

" : 1 R. Fraser, Blood of Spain: An Oral History of the Spanish Civil War, London,
ther English writer. He 1979. p. 582.

i lmost any O _ He
pron}mendy o aconfront the reader unavmdably, and 8 London, 1937 (reprinted, 1970).
i ith his emblem, like someone who | 9 Homage, p. 51. Cf. Peers, op.cit., pp. 290-91.
E embarra:ssmgly,‘:lﬂ ce of a radical inclination on his or 10 B. C""‘_:k, ‘Homage to Catalonia and the British Council’,
displays prominent aivlatilr;riﬂg In Homage, perhaps unusually, ., f&?}maomz Sughlrimt, 24 Pebrossy’ 1954, o 12

t a soci : uall .

e ey i : s e falhblhty 12 J. Meyers (ed.), George Orwell: The Critical Herit ¢, London, 1975,
he clearly intended his ubiqui _ » of BB . : :
to be an incontrovertible index of his veracity.

be reminded GRS R o ) G Dl and e ol
EIMInae: : Truth’, in R. Williams (ed.), eorge Orwell: ollection of Critical Essays,
i i i ks on one level. To ber
historian, this often wor

Times Higher

is statements only Englewood Cliffs, 1974, pp. 62-79.

writer’s prejudiCeS, exhorted thto a(;cigltlsltnzger evidence, 1‘§ 13 Homage, pp. 14 & 210. It ought to be said that Orwell’s account of the
provisionauy, and to check E1IL, gﬁs For the student o May Events in Barcelona is close cno_ugh to that given by La Batalla to
‘ disarming and comforting. : £ 3 suggest Lhal:' l_le may have had some kind o.f access to it. See tl_]f extracts
Somﬁh?w roach is a refreshing change from the from the editions of 4 and 18 May 1987, printed in F. Diaz-Plaja (ed.), La
Orwell’s tr&l'l?lucent app ny scholarly works. To remove | Guerre Espatiola en sus Documentos, Barcelona, 1974, pp. 306-07 & 318-19.
complex certitudes of. 50 many Soanish War thersiots 14 Homage, p. 128.

Homage from the bibliography of the Sp ‘

15 Ibid., pp. 209-12.

16 CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 355.

" Homage, p. 178.

Orwell (as the above Catalan example in n.6 illustrates) seems to have

often spelled as he heard. He did not realise, therefore, that the letrer H is

- not pronounced in Castilian (Homage, p. 38, several examples) and that
the letter P is never doubled (ibid., p. 14). He transforms a widely used

four-letter word — which he is unlikely to have seen in print — into a

five-letrer Italianate hybrid (ibid., p- 97). As often as not he gets his

might be discouraging to discourse in a subji‘? ‘t‘;}“il;i“z 323;
. jecti rtainty, oug Y
capable of objective ce : )
ca;inilsr;ivfness and plurality. At the same timé, Ztudf:;s gm: ‘
Ee :vited — if the Orwellian style may be a OrI: S e
momens - (o consider it he may be wrong oen WhaElg
: st George » T

e may be wrong. Hone ot
i)agrzkl:nakery but he is no more to be regarded as the horse

accents wrong, and never uses the inverted preliminary interrogation and
mouth. exclamation marks characteristic of written Castilian,
P. Stansky and W. Abrahams, Orwell: The T ransformation, London, 1979,
» 189. Neither this, nor any other major Orwell source indicates any
encounter with Spanish before 1936.
Notes

See below, n.42.

B. Crick, George Orwell: A Life, Harmondsworth, 1982, pp. 308 & 317.
tansky and Abrahams are equivocal on the point, op.cit., p. 176. Cf.

lomage, p. 8, and (especially) ‘Notes on the Spanish Militias’ (?1939)

BJL, Vol. 1, pp. 851-52.

iy 1 Write’, CEJL, Vol. 1, p- 28.

. p- 26.

‘Hopkinson, George Orwell, London, 1953 (reprinted 1977), p. 7.

the role of British Newsreels in the Civil War, see A. Aldgate, Cinema
History, London, 1979,

! o
. : Secker and Warburg in
| Homage to Catalonia was first published byef:rred to almost throu,

i ition of 1966, r ;
Pan USf—:d %fispzﬁimczriig; the article ‘Looking Bz;lc,k fgwtgﬁg
Hama(gf%S) which is cited in this compilation. (l)rv».rcc1 ‘ sAngus e
i r assim between pp- 309 & 453 of 5. Orwell ane” &
apﬂeatef Essaps, Journalism and Letiers of Gea::ge- Ol1:":1»'eﬂ;r'ma:sml :
Sgwgrth 1910: referred to hereafter as ‘CEJL. Full r { ,

ther articles appear below. ‘
2 S)Inside the Whale’ (1940), CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 549
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96 As for n. 22 above.

97 Claud Cockburn. See Homage, Pp- 158-59.

98 H. Thomas, The Spanish Civil War, London, 1961.

29 Reprinted in Meyers, op.cit., pp- 150-51.

30 Homage, pp- 57, 62 & 66. Stansky and Abrahams, op.cit., p. 201 (evidence
of P. Blackstein).

31 Ibid., p. 207; Homage, p. 118; B. Alexander, British Volunteers for Liberty.
Spain, 1936-39, London, 1982, p. 108.

39 V. Alba, Catalonia: A Profile, London, 1975, p. 150; J. Coll and |. Pané,
Josep Rovira: una vida al servei de Catalunya, Barcelona, 1978, pp. 128-41.

33 J. Villaroya i Font, Els Bombardeigs de Barcelona durant la guerra civil,
1936-39, Montserrat, 1981, pp. 36-7.

34 G. Jacksom, The Spanish Republic and the Civil War, 1931-39, Princeton,
1967, p. 870.

35 H. Browne, Spain’s Civil War, London, 1983, pp. 102-08.

86 CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 258.

37 J. Gurney, Crusade in Spain, London, 1974, pp- 167-68.

38 R. Payne (ed.), The Civil War in Spain, 1936-39, London, 1963, pp. 163 &

850.

39 Homage, pp. 117-18, 144, 156 et seq.

40 Letter to G. Gorer (18 April 1938), CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 849.

41 G. Gorer’s Time and Tide review (30 April 1989) as reprinted in Meyers,
op.cit., p. 122. (The emphases in the quotation are mine.)

42 Orwell’s own ‘errata in Homage lo Catalonia’. 1 owe this information to
Professor P. Davison, who kindly provided me with a photocopy of the

material from the Orwell Archive in University College, London.
43 R. Payne, op.cit., pp. 235 & 238-46.
44 The footnote in Homage (p. 152) which draws attention to the fact
the outbreak of war the Civil Guards had everywhere sided wi

stronger party’, whilst omitting to specify Barcelona, rather strengthens

this point than otherwise.

45 Thomas, op.cit., Harmondsworth, 1965, p.93; Jackson, op.cit.,

pp- 101-02.

46 The exception, interestingly enough, is Thomas, the only spec
scholar actively to denigrate Orwell’s historical reliability (loc.
p- 544, and p. 654 in the 1977 edition). Several others, it is true, carefull
refrain from specification. See Jackson, op.cit., p. 369 for the co
version.

47 Crick, A Life, p. 882.

48 Homage, pp- 151 & 159-60.

49 J. Morreres i Boix, ‘Las Milicias Pop
16, No. 55 (1980), pp. 27-38.

50 Homage, pp- 155-56.

51 ‘Looking Back on the Spanish War’, ibid., p- 230.

59 ‘Inside the Whale’, CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 566. (8

58 Crick (4 Life, pp. 313 and 615) deals with the Auden incident
detail, but records no opinion on the issue of this inquiry.

54 Tbid p. 244.
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55 Homage, p. 69.
g{; il;]dep. 68 & (‘Looking Back’) 239.
. Francis, Miners Apainst Fascism: 1 UL
| g o i pg. llgﬁmasm. Wales and the Spanish Civil War,
58 Meyers, op.cit., p. 183,
59 See, for example, A. Beichman’
: A s survey of 1 ;i
Literary Supplement, 19 February 1982,ypc.’ lrﬂtgem e
60 Homage, pp. 48 & 173. .
61 CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 873.
62 Ibid., pp. 301-9. For the PCE vi
» ] : view of the Popular Army, see E. Li
gxan;: der:;: LuchadoLr Vol. 1, Madrid, 1977, pp- 119-61 Slr;or the ciﬁii
, V. arner, L'aixecament milit ; Ui
(ég;"énlgjg), i Aoty militar @ Calalunya ¢ lo guerra civil
63 Ibid., p. 231. For evidence that Orw:
! : ell was s atheti i
) Ejéxrmg the corr{pos_ldon of Homage, see aIsoyglg. 32§n§ct302t5he s
64 _aesa;;ean Section in Spai.n’, The Highway, March 1989, pp i45447 Thi
g;;cﬁj Sha;v escatxl)]cd Ingnce in any of the literature on (’)rw;rII or o.n th:
ar, that I have seen, save far] Garcia Dura bl
r ' . : an, Bibl; ¢
‘GumalEg‘:anula, Montevideo, 1964, p. 401. In the Introductlil:)g;ajti)aie {d
u:lx)lrnptet;z1 OI':WCII, (CEJL, Vol. 1, p. 15) Sonia Orwell and Ian An i
;s a::ll et:sa;’ve l;:fl:,ffd a;x{}tlfiﬁng tgat he (Orwell) would have consideg-;;
; everything which ‘is purely eph al’
contents of the collection su, i 0t i i
the ggest that this article qualified for i i
by these criteria. The conclusio i o ot
: - Tl n must be either that it w
;h;s e('htors or that it was suppressed as inimical to Orwallflss rfpl]:xltf;gil t?
given to understand that it will appear in the forthcoming dgﬁniti.ve

complete Orwell ¢ : ;
Wargurg_ ell to be edited by Professor Davison for Secker and

Editorial, The Highway, loc. cit., p. 127.
Meyers, op.cit., p. 149.
8 In six pages of Homage, for exam,
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Beatrix Campbell
Orwell — Paterfamilias or Big Brother?

1f we are to measure George Orwell’s success in the durabi)iq
of his two later novels, Animal Farm a_nd A{meteen E-zght)a_}?gw
then what we need to examine is his projection of Big Brother
— the modern authoritarian state. .
tg(;g Brother has become the metaphor for the modern state,
and, although its success is foﬁnidable,.m_nce the terrgl};?s
becc,)me pért of our political vocabuflary, it is al(slo Srszgla :;:;:
: i ] secrecy and s .
Orwell’s state is not just a spectre o y and st
the whole thesis also depep_ds ona ute
l};f)cv?:rs fvhich depends on the condition of ;nalss ponu]?rlesi?gsg,.
i it is signi Orwell feels comiortal
this context it is significant that Orwe
:}lee temperate climes of English capitalism befor(;1 Q(lie sm&[@;
World War, only decades after the working clasls 3 won the.
franchise and before it was a major power In the ;n e
It is post-revolutionary power which fmtf}llames dls n1g;mm
is Criti modern sta
he future state — his critique of the e
?121;1i:takably directed against the socialist stat{:. Bnl::'; SOdmeIl
i ish visi f absolute powerless |
equally nightmarish vision o absolute poveric
t from some future defe_at, ut hi ‘ s U0
rvir(())rkir(;g class who were his contemporanecsl. "l‘ohteol;(’i!;r?:
] ghty- tend n ,
ymal Farm and Nineteen Eighty-Four ex 10t O!
ﬁlﬁe of state power, but to the failure of Polm?s ﬂf:%q
failure derives from Orwell’s big-brotherly view ot )

dalssw;vant to argue, as Raymond Williams has mhlhlsm i
book Orwell, that the problem_ with Orwell 1l:in sCI asf;
ation, or rather misrepresentation, of the working
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than that, there is also a problem in the way that masculinity,
femininity and the family feature in his representations of class.

While Orwell’s invincible edifice of the state may seem
modern, his view of the working class isn’t — it’s the quaint,
old-fashioned chronicle of a self-confessed snob. Despite his
wish to invest his revolutionary optimism in the people, what
he feels for the common people edges on contempt. Actually,
he thinks they're dead common. He may think the working
class is the revolutionary class, but he doesn’t feel it.

Nowhere in Orwell do the working class make history. And
in his quest for an authentic English socialism it is not the
working class, but a sort of hybrid southern suburban species
which becomes the revolutionary class — not because of its
capacity to struggle, but because in some way it fits Orwell’s
notion of quintessential Englishness.

Throughout Nineteen Eighty-Four the off-stage appearances
of the working class are remarkably resonant of The Road to
Wigan Pier. The power of the state in Nineteen Eighty-Four seems
perpetually stabilised in its very instability — but the instability
is only a chimera. There is no real challenge to the state from
its own people, and particularly not from the proles.

George Orwell’s life and times with the proletariat began
with The Road to Wigan Pier when, in keeping with a long
tradition of English literature, the quest for the ‘state of the
nation’, he set off on an expedition into the natural habitat of
 the working class. The tradition itself depends on a relation of
otherness to this class. In the first place, normally such
' journeys could only be undertaken by people with the time and
money to make them, in other words with resources not
| possessed by the working class itself. But more importantly,
 that relationship always inscribes the author in a relation of
exclusion from the working class. The odd thing is that this
quest for Englishness necessitates the discovery of that working
8, as if it were hidden and mysterious. And of course,
ng from Orwell’s class position, that is exactly what they
And remained. In The Road to Wigan Pier, Orwell
ended on the activists for his access to the working class.
L as Williams shows, Orwell insists on a separation between
working class and its activist intelligentsia. He cannot
ive of the working class itself as a thinking class with its
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own history,
representation of a ¢

class in its natural state.
Again, as Williams shows, Orwell’s omission of working-

class activists and organisations leaves him with the slate clean
for his own observations. What Orwell brings to his journey is
primarily himself, an observer who takes no counsel, an author
with all the arrogance of innocence. Insofar as he is concerned
with working-class politics as an organised force, he represents
it as showing a flair for organisation but not for thinking. This
separation is achieved because Orwell kidnaps working-class
thinkers out of their class: ‘I think, therefore I am’ apparently
doesn’t apply to the proles; to think is to become middle class.
It is this which enables us to track a continuity between Wigan
Pier and Nineteen Eighty-Four. It is as if the documentary
material of Wigan Pier provided him with his source material
for Nineteen Eighty-Four: the proles are the same in both.

In Wigan Pier, Orwell seeks to sum up the working class in
the archetypal proletarian group — the miners. For all that his
description of miners’ labour and their poverty is sympathetic,
it is hardly radical. How does he describe these archetypal
proletarians, and why did he single out the miners?

Orwell’s graphic description of the work of miners facilitates
his representation of workers as elemental creatures,
work-horses. Williams reminds us that this is how they appear
in Animal Farm, and so it is again in Nineteen Eighty-Four. AsI

have argued in Wigan Pier R
miners is significant. As t
surprising that he has c
profession.
Undoubtedly,
attempt to restore th

working class. He challenges
noble savages because they are dirty by dta‘su:z‘ibiﬂ.g;f:l

conditions of their work and their bathless homes, and
establishing trenchantly the necessity of their work. Fo:
coal, he says, that makes the world go round. And at the
time he, too, casts them in the role of noble savages by
panegyric on their physique. He loves their lean, supple, bl
bodies. And so his celebration of the miners is bo

with a history of making itself. The result is the
lass which is thoughtless and leaderless, a

he mysogynist he is, it is mot
hosen the most masculinised

his celebration of the miners was in part an

evisited, 1 think Orwell’s choice of

em to a respected place in the ranks of the.
the denigration of miners as

Beatrix Campbell {95

;}f‘fe.cuonate discovery of their heroism and their masculinity —
! eir work is a manful struggle down there in the dark and
t ;}alngercljus abdomen of the earth. It is of course essentiall
ﬁ' ysica t\:\rork, and what Orwell is not concerned with is thz
1s]tory o ’that masculinisation of the work of miners. Mining is
only men’s work bec_ause women were banned from the workgof
?rewmghcozl in hthe nineteenth-century struggle to expel women
om hard physical labour. The feminisati
| ! . tion of w
i demanded that. expulsion. But that feminisation hafimaelrll
i;answermg echo in the masculinisation of men. This is important
for several_reasons. The selection of the miners in this way as the
most exolglc martyrs 'of the working class is itself part of the
process of masculinising the history of the working class
Orwell vflsued Wl,gan in the 1930s when it was still one of the
outpostsf of women’s work in the mines. After the expulsion of
. Ev]omenh rom the undf_:rground in 1842, there were campaigns
.ﬂlroug out thehlate nineteenth century to purge women frg?n
. the pit top, where it was believed b
de-sexed by their stren Aot
; gth. The campaign failed in Wi
?,vghsea"e x\tiomen were only finally pushed off the pit top ingtlllle
“dmls.B a te; nzﬂg}nahsamon and a deal between the National
' oard and the National Union of Minewo i
jo ind th rkers. W
famous for its ‘pit brow lasses’. Not as you’d know f;gan WES
Road to Wigan Pier. T
) W1%aq was als_o as much a cotton town as it was a coal town
ug‘.: ,Itis mgmﬁcar_lt that Orwell spent a substantial part of his;
1. ey (_Iln Lanca§h1re arqund the cotton belt, towns which
éfdl:}};ng;;rsohrqeré in rhe1 mills, towns which where the crucible
of mdustrial revolution, towns were kin
history cannot be written other thas el
n as the struggles b
and women and capital. Not i Earto
agd e eithe? as you'd know that from The
- 50, women do notappear as ists i
- . as protagonists in Orwell’s workin
s :)&;;dcﬁeslthe;_ d}(l)es f(}:_aplta]. And what we are left with is g
s which suflers, but not of a class which
nd certainly not a class which wi : iy
ms. It's a class summed up i
anthem of the washerwomen in Nineteen E ighty-Four: o

i'_cY sye that time ’eals all things,
H€Y sy€ you can always forget;
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But the smiles an’ the tears acrorss the years
i 1
They twist my ’eart strings yet:

i of the working

dition of such representations of t nj

T1me tt?let}i}rila:;tr;r contains pathos, isolation, mcrua,ddefelz}t.. it
: 3‘??;5 ity and philanthropy rather than protesht an pacilztl]czs,
1113}‘15(13 waiherwoman in Nineteen Eig;wy-Foigl has[e (;:r é)s: e 11::
' jer i solitary image of an exhausted, 3
e Pw:)ﬁ?n; a stickrgown a drain. Both figures are used })y
womaﬁl,th)) ather and focus his fondness for these poor pe?f[})l e.‘
(B?r:vfhe agre silent women, even when they are 511111_gm%.0 tz
31:3 sad Ybut above all they are so'litary. And_ O}I;?eseel; }.’«:.er :5 o
enrrenc1h them in their solitude: in :VigaErzgi;;rFow e

i i leaving town. In Nme_ een -For i :
Eigg{ggtzgf’for his gvasherwoman just lt)lffore E‘v’mstoniﬁ at);el,;
isolation of these gures
e Thee isli:l?)(;;ut to be completed in both cases

e cpraa landscapparmre. The only feelings we can be left

by the observer’s de

i ief and impotence. | 3
WI%gzgrl&ea?rﬁddli class and the upper class, women are

in the same vein
e tempt, expressed in cin
of his acidic class con : he sa o
tar%ﬁftismodler—in—law joke. It’s the ‘Brighton lz}xldles E’T:bl;gl
ifomen lolling around in Rolls Royces whom he can’t )
they .
resumably because ; %
g‘hey're 3.1'3’ easy target, of course, given their un
enforced idleness as women.

It is women whom he‘ldentl
upper classes. In Wigan Pue
political solidarity among ¢
Es domplnance X thefupk?'gu there is no account in O

5 . whi
olitical associations o .
Eut as an expression of women’s backwardness
i i -class worki
You cannot have an effective trade union of middle-class wo

i ife would
e in times of strikes almost every middle-class wif

il and get the other fellow’s )

egging her husband on to blackleg

The unity of the working class, on the other hami,a

: ity of the family, ‘the f
assumed and cemented 1n'the un;ityt(})le middle class don

uintessence of the idle nc'ix.
are the q i

f the
fies as the fifth column of
r Orwell briefly considers the lack ﬁf ]
he middle class, not as a function of

classes are organised in a web af
rwell =

Beatrix Campbell i

probably due to their different conceptions of the family.’
Orwell is clearly innocent of the tension within working-class
households in precisely the case of that litmus test of intra-class
solidarity, the strike.

The history of the working class is, however, a minefield of
negotiated settlements between men and women, not least in
the classic case of the strike. Men’s strikes have always carried
the proverbial risk of the complaining wife who was never
consulted — it is classically represented in Salt of the Earth, an
American film of a Mexican-American miners’ strike in which
the women’s communal demands were never given political
priority by their men. The men’s strike is lived by women as an

. economic hardship that they were never consulted about. But
when the women propose taking over the picket line after the
coalowners take out an injunction against the striking miners,
the men balk; the men vote against it, but the women — having
first fought for their right to vote - all vote for it. The women’s

| tenacity becomes the source of the strike’s survival, demanded
from them initially as individuals and yet opposed when it
fakes the form of a collective intervention. Individual

* solidarity, of course, is always in the service of the men.

" Collective action among the women always carries the threat of

an organised power beyond the men’s control. Orwell’s

‘observations about class loyalty between the genders are just

- another example of his unsubstantiated sentiments,

Take a look at the gender breakdown in voting patterns. The

nder gap is dramatic within the working class. It is among
dle and upper-class voters that there 1s a remarkable
political symmetry. The fact is that the upper class is united
across gender and class in ways that the working class isn’t. It is
conventional wisdom that the reason for this s that the labour

‘movement and the Labour Party have faced women with a

ontradiction: it demands their class solidarity while it
nctions their sexual subordination.
Part of the problem is that Orwell’s €ye never comes to rest

On the culture of women, their concerns, their history, their

€ments. He only holds women to the filter of his own

Ir€ ~ or distaste. We've already seen how he makes women

 bearers of his own class hatred. In his avowedly political
the snarling innuendo he reserves for his ‘Brighton
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ladies’ and ‘birth control’ fanatics is rarely direct}(-icel Ecl)lwgggls $2
y i itali ieties — t :
| power in capitalist socie '
ﬁgul?einglit:raiags and the capitalists. In fact, you iir{ff leflt \’212})113
- f a society run, not only by the national family :
Eeﬂée S bit of a society run by a febrile femininity, an army o
uffers,
i Wagers. _
dOdﬁermgiS? is gthat given his own centrality, anld tgat ?f
. GI.PQ in Orwell’s work, women are congratulate cl)n ly
mﬁscudllréi/tzt;?k to their men. The sexual filter surrounds all his
when
fef;l;l ]eszszr:tgeI:Lae.Eighty-Four we have workilng«cla}s;z n::roor;n;;ll
Mrs Parsons and a prole washe n.
reprelie;lszcrllsb?s paoc‘)\ifor;an with a lined face and wispy h:.)l;,
lf\i/lcfcslllina helplessly with the waste .piPe , an 1nfur1at1n§£§r:h .
¢ the slough of a housewife’s ruinous mess. An v
?hlwaysislrtile washerwoman whom Winston dlscoversﬂ dutrglngher
it i begins to reflec
itive fli i letaria. He only beg ; _
ﬁ{%lhuve ﬂlghz;;é?tpr:'hen he inexplicably d1§cog;3rs :é::
:\:volu:]iz?lary potential of the proles. Her indefatigable voice

her washing. He watches
i he endlessly hangs out S
ill:f S:S(O)ﬁ,dasf:csmtourless body, like a block of granite’, quietly -

. i for the line, her

iri ‘her thick arms reaching Bp ol .
ad?vléf;;% mare-like buttocks protruded. 'She,{ sFas strgggr 23 :5.
Egrse an image which has echoes in Amfﬁa f al?i’;, figurative
3 il inds us, ‘the spee of I L
R;ﬂm_lo_gﬁ Vgg;a?:ﬁﬁnto the proletariat is lmeres?;gal ;
gla;l:'litrllg as it does a residue of thinking of the poor as anumals:

powerful but stupid.’
As Orwell’s Winston watc

should the fruit be held inferior to the flower?’

i - nd move
So we start with the strong but stupid work-horse an

vision of a woman in labour: bO't}-l as she lgbog;s ;fh
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and no brain, this quintessential proletarian woman is all belly
and no brain. She has no culture and no consciousness worth
contemplating.

His image of this woman echoes his more poetic
representation of the miners as the archetypal proletarians, but
there is more: her labour is solitary. Like the miners, her
labour is elemental, basic: it is a fundamental, natural force.
There is in these accounts no representation of subdety, of
caft and the consciousness associated with workers’
combination. This representation of heroic manual labour js
consonant with his celebration of her biology. It is only a short
step from this to his formation of Julia’s rebellion. Julia is
Winston’s  sleeping partner in sedition. Her rebellion is
essentially sexual. She’s promiscuous, she’s had hundreds of
men and her subversion is sealed in an equation between
corruption and sexuality. ‘T hate purity, I hate goodness! I
don’t want any virtue to exist anywhere,” shouts Julia. That’s
the extent of her opposition to totalitarian puritanism. ‘I’m
corrupt to the bones.” Winston loves that, not merely her
capacity for love, ‘but the animal instinct, the simple

- undifferentiated desire: that was the force that would tear the
| party to pieces.’

In a curiously sexual politics, he counterposes Julia’s
revolutionary rapaciousness with his former wife Katherine’s
puritanism. Her party loyalty is expressed in her frigidity.

Julia’s delicious revolt is consummated in her illicit collection
- of make-up: throwing off the uniform of the party she dons
the mantle of feminity.

But of course, the consequences of this reduction of Julia to

her corrupt biology are to render her rebellion as something
seething below the threshold of political consciousness. It js

Spontaneous only, and only so because it is only sexual. She’s
- Dot interested in politics as such, even though she’ll lay down

er life for her revolt, When Winston finally gets his hands on
oldstein’s bible of dissidence, he tells her urgently that they
St read the forbidden text together. What does she do? She
lls him to read it to her. And when he does? She falls asleep.
Women are akin to the proletarian man in Orwell’s work,
are rendered natural rather than skilful, almost infantile
their unconsciousness rather than alert and organised. This
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last, moderate in all things. Not surprisingly, Orwell’s
revolutionary transition is a remarkably banal, anglo-saxon
prospectus. Looking now at his Six Point Programme in The
Lion and the Unicorn, it is hard to see how it really differs from
militant social democracy. English socialism, he says, will
nationalise, it will equalise incomes, it will have its own catchy
tune, it will leave the Christians alone, it will be sensible. What
his programme doesn’t have, however, is any sense of struggle.

The working class have created programmes like these, of
course, but in Orwell’s scenario they haven’t produced his. At

least, though, it would ‘give the working class something to

fight for.” He excludes the working class from history and fails

to give it any place in the revolutionary cast, other than the
supporting role, the proverbial extras.

In  Wigan Pier, having exploited the services of the

movement’s activists, Orwell thanks them with:

The English workin

g class do not show much capacity for
leadership,

but they have a wonderful talent for organisation. The
whole trade union movement testifies to this; so too the excellent

working men’s clubs - really a sort of glorified co-operative pub,
and splendidly organised ...

Elsewhere in Wigan Pier Orwell muses on the contradictions in
English culture, between its polite respectability and its boozy,
bawdy post-card culture. It all works towards an image of
working-class men at play, training pigeons, swearing and
gambling. Orwell thus summarises the working-class culture
of ‘the warm-hearted, unthinking socialist, the typical working
elass socialist” in a kind of bar talk. It produces a vision of the
future, he says, ‘of present-day society with the worst abuses
tring on the same things as at
present — family life, the pub, football and local politics.’

The roots are already in Wigan Pier for Winston’s shocking

overy of and disappointment in — the proles in Nineteen
ighty-Four when he sees a clutch o i

Orwell anchors his Oown anti-econom

1sm in a critique in The
and the Unicorn of the trade-union

politics which dominate
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their place in relation to each other, in which all are intelligible
to each other. In the family, as in the nation, we all share the
same concerns, the same interests and the same language. It is
in the working-class family, above all, that we all come home
to rest:

you breathe a warm, decent, deeply human atmosphere which is
not easy to find elsewhere ... His home life seems to fall more
naturally into a sane and comely shape. I have often been struck
by the easy completeness, the perfect symmetry, as it were, of a
working class interior at its best ...

It hangs together, he suggests, as a middle class family does,
‘but the relationship is far less tyrannical.’

It is only in the context of feminist politics that the critique
of the family clarifies it as a site of contradiction between men
and women, as a settlement, always negotiated between
unequals. Orwell’s suggestive Symmetry is exactly the
simmering, seething volcano which has always, explicitly or
implicitly, fuelled movements for women’s economic, social
and sexual independence. Feminism falsified the Orwellian
romance with the proletarian family as an institution. It is not
that feminism seeks to damn the strong bonds and loves lived
within the family, but rather the conditions in which men and
women negotiate their encounter with each other, their
children and the rest of the world, based as they are on the
principle of dominance and subordination. If, for feminism,
that institution is challenged, then whither Orwell’s appeal to
patriotism ?

Britain, however, was, and now is more than ever before, a
tichly cosmopolitan society. Orwell’s ‘patriotism’ is an appeal
to just one of those “families’, the English working class. In the
aftermath of the family outing to the Falklands there is no
gudrantee that this patriotism would have a progressive hue.

There is an €asy equation in his social democratic

Programme between giuing the workers something to fight for

d his sentimental construction of nationhood within the
Tameters of the family. His thesis of progressive patriotism
rks because his view of the nation is that of the family, an
entially unified whole, speaking the same language, united
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ialist family would
i ivided by class. Because the socialist
Ezvlgnéhréo;icgig’tld;gop}lfec in control, the working class would

presumably remain as they are — the children.

Deirdre Beddoe

Hindrances and Help-Meets: Women
in the Writings of George Orwell

This essay examines Orwell’s portrayal of women in his
writings. The structure which I have adopted is firstly to
scrutinise his fictional female characters, as portrayed in his
five novels, and secondly to look at the women — where they
can be found — in his documentary works. This division nto
fiction and fact is parallelled by another division, i.e. the
separation of women along class lines: middle-class women
are to be found almost exclusively in his fiction and
working-class women, with a few exceptions, in his
documentary writing.

Before turning to Orwell’s representation of women, a few
points need to be clearly stated. Firstly, a pervasive
anti-feminism is evident in Orwell’s writing. In 1934 he wrote
to a friend, Brenda Salkeld,

I had lunch yesterday with Dr Ede. He is a bit of a feminist and
thinks that if 2 woman was brought up exactly like a man she
would be able to throw a stone, construct a syllogism, keep a
secret etc. He tells me that my anti-feminist views are probably
due to Sadism! I have never read the Marquis de Sade’s novels —
they are unfortunately very hard to get hold of !

Brenda Salkeld, a friend of Orwell from Southwold days,

-~ described his attitude to women in general very succinctly. ‘He

didn’t really like women’, she said in a Third Programme
broadcast in 1960.2

139
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But one does not need other people to testify to Orwell’s
anti-feminism and to his contempt for women: lf}e. does a
splendid job quite unaided. He cannot mention feminism and
the women’s suffrage movement without scorn. Writing of the
period following the First World War he states,

England was full of half baked antinomian opinions.. .Padﬁsm,
internationalism, humanitarianism of all kinds, feminism, free
love, divorce reform, atheism, birth control — rhings'like these
were getting a better hearing than they would get in normal

times.?

Writing on socialism, he expressed his fear that it was a refyge
for every “fruit juice drinker, nudist, sandal wearer, sex maniac,
Quaker, Nature-Cure quack, pacifist and fem{m_st in England’.
Secondly, Orwell was not only anti-feminist but he was
totally blind to the role women were and are forced to play in
the order of things. His prejudice severely ham;?ervf_:d his
analysis of capitalism and its workings. He saw capitalism as
the exploitation of 2 male working class E_)y a male ruling class.
Women were just men’s wives — mlddl(_e-class nags and
working-class housekeepers, to be judged S{mply as good or
bad in keeping a ‘decent’ home. He failed o see hmy
capitalism manipulated both men and women, middle class
and working class, alike. He seems to have bt?en to‘calely
unaware of the integral role played b_y the ffnmly unit in
capitalist production, i.e. male bread-winner with dependent
wife (who serviced the male bread-winner and produced the
next generation of workers) and dependent children. He was
unaware too — or chose to ignore — the rple women played in
the waged work-force, either as poorly paid workers who cou%-d
depress wages or as a reserve army (?f labour, to l?e brought Il}
and out of the work-force to suit the changing needs of
italism.
CaI;nTashort, Orwell as an Eton-educated, rm'ddle—f:lass mal{,;
had little or no understanding of the role 'and Predlcament of
women in the society in which he lived. His fiction presents us

with a series of nagging middle-class wives whom he saw as 2

brake on the radicalism of their husbands: ‘you cannot have an

effective trade union of middle-class workers, because in times
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of strikes almost every middle-class wife would be egging her
husband on to blackleg and get the other fellow’s Job.”® While
there may be an element of truth in this, Orwell did not see the
reasons for it, i.e. the dependency of middle-class wives, lack of
employment opportunities for women, the operation of
marriage-bars in many professions. His non-fiction ignores
women workers and judges working-class wives by their
abilities as home-makers. Orwell’s awareness of class divisions
in society went alongside his lack of understanding of gender
divisions, and is summed up in his discussion of women’s
magazines. He was perceptively aware that these magazines
project a fantasy of ‘pretending to be richer than you are’ for
the bored factory-girl or worn-out mother of five, but totally
unaware of how these magazines reinforced gender divisions in
society and promoted the dominant fernale stereotype of the
interwar years — the housewife, 5

George Orwell’s female fictional characters contain within
their ranks some of the most obnoxious portrayals of women
in English fiction. I have in mind particularly the grasping,
husband-seeking, ‘low-brow’ Elizabeth of Burmese Days (1935),
who is prepared, when something better comes in sight, to pass
her erstwhile beau lying wounded on the ground ‘as though he
had been a dead dog’,” and finally to throw him over because
he is tainted with scandal and a birthmark. Hilda Bowling in
Coming Up For Air (1939) is similarly depicted as a totally
appalling character. She is the nagging wife who ties down that
potential free spirit, George Bowling, by pestering him with
household cares and bills.

By contrast, Orwell’s remaining female characters are much
more attractive. Dorothy Hare, the title character of A
Clergyman’s  Daughter (1985) and Orwell’s only female
Protagonist, is a pathetic drudge whose life is rendered
miserable by her service to others and by the tyranny of her
selfish clergyman father. One can at least feel sympathy for
Dorothy in her plight as unpaid curate, and excitement for her
too when a blow to the head brings about amnesia and a total
change ini her lifestyle. But Dorothy simply does not have it in

- her to0 artain happiness and freedom, and the novel ends with

her returning to the pathetic role of middle-class spinster

living in her father’s rectory. If Elizabeth and Hilda are
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stereotypical portrayals of dreadful middle-class women,
Dorothy is merely pathetic. .

Rosemary, the leading woman character in Keep fhe,Aspzdutm
Flying (1936) is quite the ‘nicest’ of all Orwell’s female
characters. She is cheerful, outgoing and smart: she rescues the
whining Gordom Comstock from the abyss of poverty k)y
marrying him and making an honest man of him. She is,
however, the witting ally of money and of capitalism, against
which Gordon has declared unremitting war — the sort of
intellectual conflict a woman could not possibly understand.

Finally, there is the youthful, lithe Julia of Ninetef’n
Eighty-Four (1949), Winston Smith’s ally in the ﬁg_ht against Big
Brother and totalitarianism; but whereas Winston’s fight
against the system is inspired by a desire for intellectual
freedom, Julia goes along with him for illicit sex, b!a(fk-m.::trket
coffee and finally for love of Winston. In short, this is a list of
stereotypes — with the possible exception of Rosemary.

Some general rules underpin Orwell’s female charactqrs.
They can be summarized roughly as follows. Women like
money and tying men down; women are incapable of
intellectual pursuits and enthusiasms; women are either young
and attractive and hunting for husbands, or they are nagging
unattractive wives; sporty women and women’s rights
campaigners are particularly unappealing' types. Orwell’s
methodology is to portray a particular individual woman and
attribute a set of characteristics to her: from her he is then
prepared to generalize about all women. In order to
demonstrate Orwell’s jaundiced and unsympathetic view of
middle-class women, I shall look firstly at the main female
characters in a little more detail and then, briefly, at the
subsidiary characters. .

Elizabeth, the central female figure in Burmese Days, is an
obnoxious character. She is depicted as a young woman whao,
after the death of her feckless, pseudo-artistic mother gl‘{d after
several years hard grind in poorly paid jobs in Paris, joins Iller-
only remaining relatives, the Lackersteens, in Burma. Durfng
her girlhood Elizabeth had been led to expect better from life.

During the period of her father’s short-lived prosperity she

had attended for two terms a girls’ boarding school. ‘Oh the
joy, the unforgettable joy of those two terms! Four of the girls
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at the school were “the Honourable ...”"’ Orwell, who on
other occasions takes swipes at the bad influence of girls’
schools upon their inmates, remarks that this short interlude
had firmly fixed Elizabeth’s character. ‘There is a short period
in everyone’s life when his (sic) character is fixed forever, with
Elizabeth it was those two terms during which she rubbed
shoulders with the rich.” Her schooling had taught her two
general principles, i.e. all that is good or ‘lovely’ in life is
synonymous with the expensive and all that is bad, or in her
words, ‘beastly’, is the cheap. There was only one way in which
Elizabeth might attain the money to enjoy the ‘lovely’ things of
life and shun the ‘beastly’, and that was through marriage. To
this end, encouraged by her aunt, Mrs Lackersteen, she sets out
to find herself a husband from amongst the small European
community of Kyauktada in upper Burma.

The central theme of the novel is the relationship between
Flory, a jaded, disfigured, middle-aged employee in the service
of a timber firm and the young, attractive Elizabeth. Flory, in
contrast to Elizabeth, is portrayed with a measure of sympathy.
He is presented as an intellectual who loves reading, as a man
with a true appreciation of Burmese culture, who speaks
Burmese and who enjoys the close friendship of the Indian civil
surgeon, Dr Veraswami. In the first part of the book, after his
initial meeting with Elizabeth, Flory deludes himself that
Elizabeth shares his intellectual, cultural and humanitarian
mnterests. In fact, Elizabeth reads only popular fiction, feels il
at ease with and disdainful of natives and has no time for
‘highbrow ideas’. ‘Real, people, she felt, decent people —
people who shot grouse, went to Ascot, yachted at Cowes —
were not brainy.’ In short, the two main characters totally fail
to communicate with each other. At the moment when Flory,
who is about to propose to her, talks sincerely of his loneliness
in exile, she is not even listening. The only moments in which
she has any admiration for him are when he talks about tiger
shooting and when he actually shoots a leopard. Elizabeth
warms to Flory when he is behaving in an accepted masculine
way, which suggests how women’s crude expectations of men
confine men to boorish activities and desensitize them.

Throughout the rest of the novel Elizabeth behaves quite
abominably. She abandons and ignores Flory in favour of an
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aristocratic young police officer who is temporarily stationed
at Kyauktada. Even though Flory at last sees her as she really is
~ ‘silly, snobbish, heartless’ — he desires her physically. Men are
slaves to their sexuality in Orwell’s writing, whilst women
manipulate theirs. He is eager to win her back when the upper
class policeman deserts her, and she too entertains the thought
of returning to Flory because he emerges as the hero of the
hour when the Burmese attack the European club house. In the
last pages, however, Flory is discredited by the appearance of
his erstwhile Burmese mistress at the church service, and
Elizabeth once again scorns him. Flory shoots himself and
Elizabeth marries the older leader of the white community,
which enables her to become a true ‘burra memsahib’ who
terrorizes her servants.

Elizabeth is made to appear especially pernicious because
she is portrayed as being representative of all women. When
she acts evasively and refuses to talk to him in a straightforward
manner, i.e. ‘man to man’, ‘she was going to leave him in the
dark, snub him and pretend that nothing had happened; the
natural feminine move.”® Orwell does offer some explanations of
Elizabeth’s predicament, including her experience of poverty
and the need to move from her uncle’s bungalow because of
his lecherous advances, but he conveys no real understanding
of her situation and merely produces a cruel parody of a young
middle-class woman.

Dorothy Hare is the title character of 4 Clergyman’s Daughter.
She is the only female character in Orwell’s writings who is the
protagonist of a novel, but unfortunately it was a novel of
which Orwell was far from proud, describing it variously as
‘tripe’ and ‘bollox’.!® Despite his low opinion of this work
which was written hurriedly when he was very hard up, it is a
sympathetic portrayal of oné group of middle-class English
women, spinsters.

Dorothy is the ascetic, unpaid drudge - daughter of an
aristocratic but impecunious clergyman, who leaves all the
cares of his parish as well as of his household to Dorothy. For
her life is a round of shame-facedly avoiding tradesmen
(creditors), of parish visiting, jumble sales and Sun_day school
pageants. The futility and loneliness of her existence are
emphasized as she sits late at night making costumes from glue
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and brown paper for Charles I and Oliver Cromwell in the
forthcoming pageant. Dorothy’s sexual anxiety traps her in the
lonely world of the spinster. ‘If only they (men) would leave
you alone. For it was not that in other ways she disliked men.
On the contrary she liked them better than women.’!! She 1s
repelled by the bluff neighbour, Warburton, who tries to kiss
her and will later propose to her. Sexual anxiety is the block —
more than her father — to her escape into marriage.

Part of Mr Warburton’s hold over her was in the fact that he was a
man and had the careless good humour and the intellectual
largeness that women so seldom have. But why couldn’t they leave
you alone P'?

A fall from her bicycle, a blow to the head and amnesia remove
Dorothy from life at Knype Hill. Unaware of who she is, she
tastes life among the London down-and-outs, in the hopfields
and finally in the appalling Ringwood House, a private school
for girls owned by the grasping Mrs Creevey. Orwell’s account
of the school, with its useless education for middle-class girls
and his description of the exploitation of its staff of spinsters
make good reading. Dorothy, even though starved by Mrs
Creevey, emerges as an innovative and progressive teacher who
1s motivated by concern for ‘the poor children’. Mrs Creevey,
backed by the oafish parents, soon puts a stop to that.

From Dorothy Orwell moved outwards and expands, very
sympathetically, upon the loneliness and dejection of
middle-class spinsters.

If you have no family and no home to call your own, you could
spend half a lifetime without managing to make a friend. There
are women in such places, and especially derelict gentlewomen in
ill-paid jobs, who go on for years upon end in almost utter
solitude, '3

The end of the novel comes with Dorothy’s return home to her
selfish old father and to a bleak future of spinsterdom. It is an
unsatisfactory but inevitable ending. Unless Dorothy were to
take up with 2 man she would be doomed. Women in Orwell’s

fiction are not capable of happiness without men.
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Rosemary is the jolly, outgoing, kindly and exceptionally
nice girl-friend of the whining, poverty-stricken poet Gordon
Comstock in Keep the Aspidistra Flying. The main theme of the
book is Gordon’s war against money and the forces of
capitalism. It is a losing battle and he sinks lower and lower
into the abyss of poverty, only to be rescued by the fact of
Rosemary’s pregnancy, which stirs him into marrying her and
returning to a reasonably paid job in an advertising agency, the
very hub of capitalism. Rosemary has of course eventually
trapped him — but it is a trap into which he is willing to fall,
despite his earlier rantings against marriage and against
women’s adulation of the Money-God.

‘Women! What nonsense they make of all our ideas. Because one
can’t keep free of women, and every woman makes one pay the
same price. ‘Chuck away your decency and make more money’ —
that’s what women say. ‘Chuck away your decency, suck the
blacking off the bosses’ boots, and buy me a better fur coat than
the woman next door.”™

But Rosemary is depicted as a charming character. Her charm
lies in the fact that she is not like other women. Rosemary is a
girl a man, a poet even, can talk to: Rosemary could discuss
similes and metaphors. Rosemary is not like other women: she
doesn’t harp on to him to go back to the advertising agency
until he is absolutely destitute. In short, Orwell uses .Rosemary
to point to the faults which exist in all the other dedI.e:class
women: a desire for money, security and a total inability to
appreciate ‘ideas’. . . ’

Keep the Aspidistra Flying also contains a porl:ralt‘of Go,rdon s
spinster sister Julia, who is exploited by a female .frlenc‘l as an
under-paid worker in a teashop. It is a sympathetic depiction —
as is the description of Dorothy Hare’s explo_ltauon at
Ringwood House. It is in these depictions of mld(:!le--class
spinsters that Orwell comes nearest to ul_fxdersta_n_dlflg thg
plight of women workers; there are no similar depictions of
single or married working-class women workers.

Hilda Bowling in Coming Up For Air is a crude caricature of a
lower middle-class wife. The central character of this novel is
George Bowling, a five to ten pound-a-week insurance clerk
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who decides to ‘escape’ to his childhood home of Lower
Binfield. It is as much a retreat from Hilda as a search for a lost
past. Hilda, once young, pretty and a social class above him
turns, upon marriage, into a nagging wife, pestering George
about bills and spreading gloom in the household; she is
totally without joy and without interest — she only attends
left-wing meetings because they are free and felt to be vaguely
improving. She is the Elizabeth of Burmese Days ten to twenty
years on, if Elizabeth had stayed in England.

Orwell’s portrayal of middle-class women — of sexually
attractive young women who turn into old, grim nags — is the
convention of the seaside postcard. When Orwell discussed the
postcard art of Donald McGill he pointed out the two
fundamental conventions of depicting women in postcards,

a. Marriage only benefits the women. Every man is plotting
seduction and every woman is plotting marriage. No woman ever
remains unmarried voluntarily.

b. Sex-appeal vanishes at about the age of twenty-five.
Well-preserved and good-looking people beyond their first youth
are never represented. The amorous honeymooning couple
reappear as the grim-visaged wife and shapeless, mustachioed,
red-nosed husband, no intermediate stage being allowed for.'s

They are precisely the conventions on which Orwell himself
drew.

Julia, Winston’s mistress in Nineteen Eighty-Four, is
distinguished from Orwell’s other female characters in that she
shows courage. She flouts the minor and then the major rules
of this future totalitarian society. It is she who initiates contact
with Winston: she has the enterprise and experience to arrange
liaisons with him.'¢ She is prepared too to follow Winston in
Joining the Brotherhood, the opposition to Big Brother. But
the protests of Winston and Julia against the régime are
inspired by totally different motives. Whereas Winston is
mspired by intellectual concepts like the integrity of history
and the notion of freedom, Julia is only ‘a rebel from the waist
downwards’. The sexually attractive and sexually active Julia
objects to the regime because it stops her having a good time.
She is totally incapable of understanding the motives which
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drive Winston to revolt. ‘Any kind of organized revolt agairlwt
the Party, which was bound to be a failure, struck her as stupid.
The clever thing was to break the rules and stay alive all the
same.” When Winston talks to her of the Party and its
doctrines, she invariably falls asleep. Her response to his
reading of Goldstein’s subversive text is the same. Julia is as
brainless as Elizabeth Lackersteen or Hilda Bowling. . 8
Orwell’s portrayal of the main female characters. in his
novels encapsulates his opinions on women. He is con-
temptuous of women’s intellects; he reduces married women
and spinsters to stereotypes and in the portrayal of both he
draws on the conventions of seaside postcards. But it is not
only the main characters who reveal Orwell’s outlook.
Subsidiary characters and passers-by who are singled out for
derision are often feminists — for example Elizabeth’s feckless
mother in Burmese Days;'’ the whole Pankhurst generation in
Keep the Aspidistra Flying;'® sporty and horsey women in Burmese
Days,'® and Nineteen Eighty-Four.?® Working-class women make
few appearances in the novels — when they do it is as
half-brained readers of Ethel M. Dell'! (why are we not treated
to equally contemptuous asides on the male readers of Zane
Grey and war novels?) or sluttish landladies.?? Bu_t the
haunting archetypal figure of a working-class woman is the
prole washerwoman of Nineteen Eighty-Four, of whom more

anorn.

If Orwell’s fiction provides the clearest indication of his
attitudes towards middle-class women, it is necessary to turn to
his documentary writing and his journalism to find out his
views about working-class women. The most important work
for this is The Road lo Wigan Pier (1937), read together with the
diary which lies behind it. Yet in The Road to Wigan Pier there
are relatively few references to women. To understand _why this
is so it is necessary to understand Orwell’s male pre}udlcfts. :
Orwell’s world view was male: all the important things in
life were done or thought about by men — work, politics,
revolution. It was typical of him that in going north he should
have gone to a coal-mining area — coal-mining is a heavy
extractive industry, and in the twentieth century an ahnqst-
entirely male preserve. He could just as well have concentrated
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on the effects of the Depression and of unemployment in the
cotton industry, but women workers predominated there and
that would not have accorded with his world view and his
concept of the working class as male. By concentrating on
Wigan coal he could glory in the male strength of miners with
‘noble bodies’ and see working-class women only as wives.

Orwell’s male arrogance and his selection of what is
important, judged only by male standards, make The Road to
Wigan Pier not only a poor source for the history of women in
this period but a positively misleading one. Margery Spring
Rice’s Working Class Wives, originally published in 1989,% and
numerous other social surveys give far more information.?*

Given Orwell’s prejudices, the areas of discussion which
arise from The Road fo Wigan Pier are most crucially: the
working-class family, domestic work, the impact of unemploy-
ment upon men and women, waged women workers and
women and politics.

Orwell had a great affection for the English working class
and in particular for the institution of the working-class
family. He approved of male dominance within the family: ‘in
a working class home it is the man who is the master and not,
as in the middle class home, the woman or the baby.’?* He held
an idyllic view of the working class family, provided that the
father was in well paid and regular work. He held in his mind a
picture of the family sitting around the fireside:

Especially on winter evenings after tea, when the fire glows in the
open range and dances mirrored in the steel fender, when Father,
in shirt-sleeves, sits in the rocking chair at one side of the fire
reading the racing finals, and Mother sits on the other with her
sewing, and the children are happy with a pennorth of mint
humbugs, and the dog lolls roasting himself on the rag mat.?®

(It is noteworthy that Mother is the only one working in this
picture!) All this is threatened not only by the mass
unemployment of Orwell’s present but by visions of a Utopian
future in which there will be no manual work and there won’t
even be as many children — if the birth controllers have their
way. This last point is significant. It was made at a time when
birth control campaigners were fighting hard to set up clinics
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throughout Britain. Orwell, who seemed to have regarded
birth control as some Mathusian plot to limit the lower orders,
shows a lack of understanding of the impact of successive
child-bearing on women'’s lives. He was aware that the number
of children in a family was the single most important factor as
to whether a home could be kept ‘decent’ or not, but he
retained an image in his mind of the fruitful working-class
woman. She is represented clearly by the prole woman in
Nineteen Eighty-Four. The woman fills her washing line with
nappies: she was a woman of fifty ‘blown-up to monstrous
dimensions by child-bearing, then hardened, roughened by
work’ — but to Winston (and Orwell) she was beautiful.
Orwell’s observations on working-class women in The Road
to Wigan Pier are concerned almost exclusively with women in
the home. He provides us with illustrations of what many of
these homes were like. His notes on the cramped and
insanitary dwellings in Wigan, Sheffield and Barnsley conjure
up the horror of the conditions in which many working-class
families lived, and his writing brought this home to a wide
public. Women spent even more of their lives in these wretched
houses than did men, and as Orwell realized, ‘In such places as
these a woman is only a poor drudge muddling along among
an infinity of jobs.” He records that domestic chores continued
to fall exclusively on the woman despite the fact of male
unemployment. ‘The man is idle from morning to night but
the woman is as busy as ever — more so, indeed, because she
has to manage with less money.” Even Orwell noted that this
practice ‘on the face of it seems a little unfair’.?” Orwell wrote
that the women as well as the men believed that housework
should be done exclusively by women. ‘I believe that they, as
well as the men, feel that a man might lose his manhood if,
merely because he was out of work, he developed into a “Mary
Ann”.” The inclusion of this discussion on household chores in
The Road to Wigan Pier apparently results from an argument
which occurred when he was staying with the Searle family in
Leeds. Orwell had helped Mrs Searle with the washing-up, and
her husband and another man who was present strongly
disapproved. Interestingly Mrs Searle seemed only ‘doubtful’
and had, after all, accepted his help. In the diary he notes that
she took the fact that even unemployed men did not help in the
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house for granted but she ‘did not see why it should not be
changed’.?®

Although Orwell takes note of the ceaseless round of chores
which women had to do in the home - ‘No sooner have you
washed one child’s face than another is dirty: before you have
washed the crocks from one meal the next is due to be cooked’
— he displayed little patience with ‘bad housekeepers’.

Of course the squalor of these people’s houses is sometimes their
own fault. Even if you live in a back to back house and have four
children and a total income of thirty two and sixpence a week
from the PAC, there is no need to have unemptied chamber pots
standing about in your living room.?

He admits however that ‘it is equally certain that their
circumstances do not encourage self respect’, but does not
seem to grasp how depressing and demoralizing mass
unemployment was for women. There is, he wrote, ‘no doubt
about the deadening, debilitating effect of unemployment
upon everybody, married or single, and upon men more than upon
women.’®® A social investigation in the South Wales coalfield in
the same period was more perceptive. The Carnegie
Foundation report found as follows:

The outstanding fact about many of these homes was that the men
in them appeared to have higher standards of personal cleanliness
than those reflected by their living conditions. It seemed, very
largely, their womenfolk who had lost all pride in personal
appearance and the appearance of the home. Men folk were
obliged to go out of doors, even if only to the Employment
Exchange; this was a reason for washing and dressing up. The
women had not this incentive.” Their outings extended little
beyond the small shops at the corner of the street, and to these
they could ‘slip-down’ without washing. To them there seemed
little point in washing the children, as they just got dirty anyway.
All this is highly regrettable and, quite apart from unemployment
and bad housing conditions, many of the women, even if given the
opportunity and money for improved standards, would find it an
exceedingly difficult task to break away from their acquired habits.
But we must face the fact that to live constantly on a depressed
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standard of living, where life is a hand-to-mouth existence, is,
except for the bravest souls, to experience the bitterness of
defeat.3?

When Orwell wrote about women in The Road to Wigan Pier,
he wrote about women as wives. In his fiction there are many
references to middle-class single working women: there is no
corresponding concern shown for working-class women,
single or married, who were employed outside the home. The
book opens with a reference to the sound of the mill girls’
clogs on the cobbled streets, but there is no discussion or
further allusion to the conditions of women in the cotton
industry. There is likewise only a single reference to women in
coal-mining: Orwell mentions that there were a few women
still alive who in their youth worked underground.®? He
ignores totally the fact that at the time he was writing there
were still women working at the pitbrow — they were still there
in the 1950s.** Nor does he write of that great army of
exploited women, the largest single category of women in
waged employment — domestic servants. Orwell simply failed
to see the vital role that women both as unpaid home workers
and poorly paid waged workers played in the workings of
capitalism. He failed to perceive that the unpaid work of the
miner’s wife was as vital to the mine-owners as to the miners
themselves. His whole discussion of socialism in The Road to
Wigan Pier and elsewhere is devoid of any reference to that key
analytical tool, the sexual division of labour.

When Orwell wrote about politics, which for him meant
trade-unionism and socialist thought, he wrote about men and
he wrote for men. As usual, he ignored women. He seems to
have thought women incapable of thinking on a political level.
He was genuinely surprised when Mrs Searle, the Shefhield
woman who had let him wash up, displayed a ‘grasp of the
economic situation and also of abstract ideas’; he hastened to
add that in this she was unlike most working-class women and
that she was scarcely literate.®* This reference comes from his
diary and does not appear in the published text of The Road to
Wigan Pier. Similarly there is an account in the diary, but notin
the book, of his attending a social evening organized by the
National Unemployed Workers’ Movement (NUWM) to raise
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money for the defence of Thaelmann, the German Communist
leader. His diary notes read,

About 200 people, preponderantly women, largely members of
the Co-op, in one of whose rooms it was held and I suppose for
the most part living directly or indirectly on the dole. Round the
back a few aged miners sitting looking on benevolently, a lot of
very young girls in front. Some dancing to the concertina (many of
the girls confessed that they could not dance, which struck one as
rather pathetic) and some excruciating singing. I suppose that
represented a fair cross-section of the more revolutionary element
in Wigan. If so, God help us. Exactly the same sheeplike crowd —
gaping girls and shapeless middle aged women dozing over their
knitting — that you see everywhere else.?

In this account Orwell’s overt sexism and contempt for women
gushes forth.

In The Road to Wigan Pier Orwell omitted any reference to the
political activities of women in the North of England. It is
precisely this sort of omission which wipes women from our
history. For the record, I am impelled to note that Lancashire
women cotton operatives had been very active radical
suffragists in the years before the First World War, and that
they were strong trade unionists.®® Lancashire women had
participated in the National Hunger Marches to London
organized by the NUWM,* and Lancashire women were active
members of the Women’s Co-operative Guild, which in the
1930s was campaigning, amongst other things, for contracep-
tion, better health care, international peace and for full
employment by the reorganization of industry on a
co-operative basis.?®

Orwell altered the record of the past, so far as women are
concerned, as efficiently as if he had been in the employ of
Minitrue. He was part of a conspiracy of silence.
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Stephen Sedley

An Immodest Proposal: ‘Animal Farm’

‘No, I don’t think he was ever a socialist, although he would have
described himself as a socialist.” (Fredric Warburg, publisher of
Animal Farm)!

Imaginative literature does not have to justify itself politically.
On the contrary, part of its value may be to enhance or modify
its readers’ political comprehension. Marx’s well-known
preference for Balzac, a royalist, over Zola, a socialist, makes
the point well enough, but it is or ought to be the experience of
every socialist that it is not shared assumptions but shared
experience that makes good literature a humanising and
encouraging force.

Re-reading Amimal Farm a generation after I first
encountered it — as you my reader probably did — on the school
curriculum, I am struck by its distance from any of these
considerations. It lacks, deliberately, any effort to draw the
reader into a convincing fiction, to invite a willing suspension
of disbelief. Instead it demands assent to its major premiss that
people in their political lives can be equated with domesticated
animals, and to its minor premiss that civil society, like a farm,
will be run for better or for worse by those who by birth or
force inherit power. From these premisses the story and its
moral follow; without them there is neither story nor moral.

The book is still required reading in most schools. Its
presence on the curriculum does not disturb Sir Keith Joseph,
Dr Rhodes Boyson or the Daily Mail in their crusade to
eradicate political bias from the classroom, but I was interested
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that my eldest child, a good reader who was given it at the age
of thirteen, was bored stiff by it. The reason, it turned out, was
that she was too new to political ideas to have any frame of
reference for the story: she literally couldn’t see what it was
about. There was no invitation to enter into the fiction, no
common point of departure for reader and writer.

This is certainly not a necessary condition of political
allegory or satire: one has to go no farther than Orwell’s next
major work, Nineteen Eighty-Four, to see that. Nor is it a
necessary condition of animal fables: our literature is rich in
examples. It is an abdication of imaginative art, and one which
makes the critical and pedagogic success of Animal Farm a
sobering example of the substitution of political endorsement
for critical appraisal (a vice of which the political right does not
have a monopoly).

Orwell’s lineage from Swift is frequently spoken of. In
background and personality there are similarities, and in some
of their writings too, but not in Animal Farm. It is not only that
Swift has humour as well as passion, which Orwell does not.
Swift’s satirical method is practically the reverse of Orwell’s.
Through the picaresque fantasy of Gulliver’s Travels or the
solemn reasoning of A Modest Proposal Swift draws the reader
down a convincing false trail. The fiction stands, as his
contemporaries would have said, on its own bottom. It is only
when his readers have passed the point of no return that they
realise that they are reading about themselves. But you cannot
get into the fiction of Animal Farm at all without accepting as
your starting point the very thing that Orwell has to prove —
that in politics people are no better than animals: their
traditional rulers may be feckless but ungovern them and a
new tyranny will fill the place of the old. Naturally if you are
prepared to accept that conclusion as your premiss, the story
follows. You can demonstrate that the earth is flat by a similar
process.

The use of animals to make a point about people is as old as
art itself. Folk literatures abound in animals which are not only
human but superhuman. Through them the human endeavour
to understand and control the natural and social environments
is expressed and developed. You find it in English folk
tradition in the ballad of the Cutty Wren, the hedge-king; in
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Irish tradition in Reynardine, the man-fox; in Scots tradition in
the Grey Selchie, the man-seal. In modern English literature we
have at least two exponents who show up the poverty of
Orwell’s creativity, Beatrix Potter and Kenneth Grahame. The
best of Beatrix Potter’s stories are so well made that it is easy to
lose critical perspective in evaluating them. It is enough
perhaps to observe how meticulously she invests her animals
with sufficient human qualities to enable them to be real
characters without ceasing to be animals. Mr Jackson is a
revolting old toad with a toad’s predilections in food, but he
mimics human character in ways which wryly enlarge your
appreciation of human character. The quiet analogy between
the amphibious and the human Mr Jackson neither demands
assent to the proposition that there is not much to choose
between people and toads nor invites that conclusion. In its
small way it is a piece of humane imaginative literature,
drawing on the links between human and animal life without
straining them.

Perhaps the most indicative contrast is between Potter’s and
Orwell’s versions of the scatter-brained and least rational
members of their animal societies — in Potter’s books the ducks
and rabbits, in Orwell’s the sheep. The puddleducks, especially
Jemima Puddleduck who nearly gets eaten by the fox in her
desire to establish her independence (an interesting parallel
with the Animal Farm story), are again small mirrors of
humanity, pompous and opinionated in proportion to their
foolishness. The extended rabbit family is what Beatrix Potter’s
successors would have regarded as a problem family,
delinquents and all, held together by a long-suffering mother.
The human presence, Mr McGregor the grumpy old market
gardener, is simply another element of risk in their world: they
eat his lettuces and, when he can, he eats them.

In Orwell the silliest of the animals are the sheep. They are
the essential and unwitting allies of the tyrant pigs, endlessly
bleating the slogan ‘Four legs good, two legs bad’ in any
controversy and drowning all serious discussion. They have no
reality as characters, but they do represent the British upper
class’s opinion of the working class: mindless creatures who do
what others direct and bleat what others devise. The remaining
farm animals, apart from the pigs, are more or less stupid and
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more or less good natured. The pigs are cunning and evil.

It is in the pigs that the political allegory takes its most
precise form. The dream of revolution is dreamt by the old pig
Major, who dies before it happens. His manifesto speech to the
animals is couched in terms of self-evident absurdity:

Man is the only real enemy we have. Remove Man from the scene,
and the root cause of hunger and overwork is abolished for ever
... No argument must lead you astray. Never listen when they tell
you that Man and the animals have a common interest, and that
the prosperity of the one is the prosperity of the others. It is all
lies.?

So it is, we are to understand, with civil society: only a fool
could talk like this. (The sidelight this passage throws on
Orwell’s brand of socialism is interesting.)

To Major’s Marx, Napoleon plays Stalin and Snowball
Trotsky: the allegory becomes a simple set of personal
disguises. The brightest of the other animals, the dogs, are
finally bribed and bred into a private army at the pigs’ service.
The rest, from the willing cart-horses to the fecund hens, are
put upon endlessly to keep the pigs in idle comfort.

No honest socialist or communist ignores or underrates the
structural and political problems and distortions which have
- characterised the Soviet Union and other states that have taken
a similar path. ‘More equal than others’ is a barb which has
stuck painfully in the consciousness of the left, for the existence
of a privileged élite in any socialist state is a fundamental
contradiction in political terms. For some on the left it argues
that Marxism is not the way to socialism; for some, that
Marxism has been betrayed; for some, that Marxism has been
vindicated by the state’s survival. Not one of these viewpoints,
nor any variant of them, is explored or enriched by Animal
Farm. Orwell’s argument is pitched at a different level: it is that
socialism in whatever form offers the common people no more
hope than capitalism; that it will be first betrayed and then
held to ransom by those forces which human beings have in
common with beasts; and that the inefficient and occasionally
benign rule of capitalism, which at least keeps the beasts in
check, is a lesser evil. That proposition is Orwell’s alpha and
his omega.

-_—— =
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So it is that the allegories of Soviet history in Animal Farm are
just that — translations of the fall of Trotsky, the failure of the
electrification programme, the enforcement of collectivisation;
of a ruling élite looking for scapegoats for its own errors or for -
other catastrophes. Nothing in the use of an animal society as
the vehicle of allegory particularly illuminates or enhances it or
the points it seeks to make. It certainly does not make the case
against Soviet socialism any more convincing. In fact it appears
to confirm the underlying hostility of its opponents to any
suggestion that the working class can emancipate itself. It does
nothing to cast light on what for any socialist is the real
question: what has gone wrong and why? If anything it has
tended to fix the left in its own errors by aversion.

Is this essay then a criticism of Animal Farm for what it is not,
for lacking a stance which was never Orwell’s anyway? It would
be less than candid to deny that both its assumption that
people and animals are alike in their social or political
existence, and its use of that assumption to insult the belief that
ordinary people can put an end to want and privilege, make
Animal Farm, to this writer at least, a pretty unattractive book.
But that is not what makes it a poor piece of literature.

To take a second contrast from modern animal fiction, The
Wind in the Willows is redolent of a particular social and
political philosophy, all of it growing into and out of a
beautifully told tale. Enough has been written about the class
microcosm which contains the aristocratic playboy Toad, his
yeoman friends Rat, Mole and Badger, and the feared (because
unknown) Wild Wooders — the commoners, rogues and
vagabonds. One can see and appraise Grahame’s thoughts and
feelings about class society and the stratum in which alone he
feels secure, and one can have one’s own views about them and
him, without ever falling out with the fiction through which his
idyll of contemplation and loyalty is conveyed.

The same is true of the misanthropy with which Gulliver’s
Travels is shot through. More to the point, both stories,
because they work as stories, earn a measure of understanding
for their authors’ viewpoints. They enlarge intellectual as well
as emotional horizons. For similar reasons more socialists have
probably been made in Britain by The Ragged Trousered
Phalanthropists than by the Communist Manifesto.
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Between its covers Animal Farm offers little that is creative,
little that is original. Those who are interested in the links
between politics and literature have far more to learn from the
circumstances of the book’s success. It is an extraordinary fact
that it was written in the latter part of the Second World War,
when the defeat of Nazism depended upon the Soviet Union’s
survival and military victory, and published (after three
rejections) in the year of Labour’s historic electoral victory. It
was therefore certainly out of joint with its time, and it was no
doubt in keeping with Orwell’s penchant for heresy. But it was
admirably in line with what rapidly became the political mode
of government and press — a virulent and often unreasoning
anti-communism. The prophet, to his own surprise, rapidly
achieved honour in his own country.

When in 1947 Orwell wrote the preface to a Ukrainian
edition of Animal Farm he explained that his aim had been to
disabuse ‘the workers and intelligentsia in a country like
England’ of their naive notions about the USSR (his Ukrainian
readers were not there). He blamed their naivety on the relative
liberality of English political life:

Yet one must remember that England is not completely
democratic. It is also a capitalist country with great class privileges
and (even now, after a war that has tended to equalise everybody)
with great differences in wealth. But nevertheless it is a country in
which people have lived together for several hundred years
without knowing civil war, in which the laws are relatively just and
official news and statistics can almost invariably be believed, and,
last but not least, in which to hold and to voice minority views
does not involve any mortal danger. In such an atmosphere the
man in the street has no real understanding of things like
concentration camps, mass deportations, arrests without trial,
press censorship etc. Everything he reads about a country like the
USSR is automatically translated into English terms, and he quite
innocently accepts the lies of totalitarian propaganda.?

This view of English political life in the mid-1940s does not
now simply appear breathtakingly foolish; nor does it simply
betray Orwell’s socialism as a pose unsupported by analysis,
experience or comprehension: it underscores Animal Farm’s:

q
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message that ordinary people are too simple-minded to
appreciate about Russia what is appreciated by a man who a

page earlier has written:

I have never visited Russia and my knowledge of it consists only of
what can be learned by reading books and newspapers.

He goes on in the preface to explain how, years after Spain, his

thoughts were crystallised by seeing a small boy driving a huge
cart-horse with a whip:

It struck me that if only such animals became aware of their
strength we should have no power over them, -and that_ men
exploit animals in much the same way as the rich exploit the
proletariat. _ I

I proceeded to analyse Marx’s theory from the animals’ point of
view. To them it was clear that the concept of a class struggle
between humans was pure illusion, since whenever it was necessary
to exploit animals, all humans united against therrllz tht? true
struggle is between animals and humans. From this point of
departure, it was not difficult to elaborate the story.

The muddle is remarkable. Where, for instance, does Marx
argue that there is a class struggle between members of the
ruling class (‘a class struggle between humans’)? More
important, whether the idea that ‘the true struggle is between
animals and humans’ is being attributed to the animals or to
Orwell himself, the book begins and ends by debunking it, as
of course it asks to be debunked. I have mentioned Major’s
fatuous early speech to this effect. The book goes on to argue
that through revolution a human (that is a capitalist) oppressor
will simply be replaced by an animal (that is a proletarian)
oppressor. And remember how it ends?

The creatures outside looked from pig to man, and from man to
pig, and from pig to man again; but it was already impossible to
say which was which.

If Orwell in his preface is trying to say simply that human
beings, however divided among themselves, are united in their
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exploitation of animals, this is nol the point of departure of
Animal Farm. Its point of departure, like its conclusion, is the
proposition that human beings and beasts share characteristics
of greed and ruthlessness towards their own kind.

Orwell concluded his preface:

I do not wish to comment on the work; if it does not speak for

itself, it is a failure.

He was of course right: but it is an interesting comment on the
ideological argument of Animal Farm that its author was so
unable to give an intelligible account of it.

Notes

1 Fredric Warburg, in a BBC interview in 1970, quoted in A. Coppard and B.
Crick (eds.) Orwell Remembered, London, 1984, p.194.

9 Animal Farm, Harmondsworth, 1982, p.11.
3 5. Orwell and 1. Angus (eds.), The Collected Essays, Journalism and Letters of

George Orwell, Vol. 3, Harmondsworth, 1970, p.458. The original English
text is lost. The citations are from the unattributed retranslation from the
edition distributed in 1947 by a Ukrainian displaced persons’ organisation

in Munich.

Lynette Hunter

Stories and Voices in Orwell’s Early
Narratives

George Orwell has always been a singular figure for
speculation within literary criticism. A main thesis of Raymond
Williams’s influential book Orwell was to present the man as a
paradox of conflicting attitudes to the duality of dominated
and dominator in all situations social, historical and political.
of course this presentation also raises the parallel problems of
authority in writing. But rather than look at any of the
supposed tensions in an exemplary light, as attempts at stances
for dealing with the conflict, much recent criticism has tended
to concentrate on the negative aspects of the conflict itself. This
odd emphasis on the content of Orwell’s writing — one that
occurs less often with other writers — may have to do with the
continuing relevance of the topics he discussed; but it also
appears to have derived from rather ungenerous readings, of
the early fictional writing in particular. ,

Throughout those early works Orwell is learning. The
fictions have aspects that he would later come to consider
ﬂavtfed, such as the ‘purple passages’ that he dismisses in ‘Why I
Write’ (1946).! But these novels are by no means polished
prlo_duct_s of a mature artistry, and the writer is taken to task by
critics time and again for poor plots, ‘weak’ characterisation
and especially for the relationships that exist between writez,“
and character.?

Critics have perhaps been too ready to assume that Orwell
was just not aware of what was going on in his writing, to
regard the skills that his documentaries and later ﬁct,ion
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evidence almost as fortuitous, and even to devalue those skills
by insisting on readings that carry the weaknesses of the early
work into the later.? I would also suggest that when the early
novels are read as product rather than origin, the paradoxes
that have led to a widespread condemnation of Orwell become
more open, so that their complexities engage rather than
estrange.*
During the years 1932 to 1935 Orwell wrote four narrative
works, all of which explored the possibilities of voice, of the
stances of writer, narrator and character. Despite initial
appearances, Down and Out in Paris and London is not a ‘naive’
story, but a study of varied ways of telling and writing in the
first person. The same experimentation with voice is found in
Burmese Days, but within this attempt at a classical naturalistic
novel the presentaton of voice is far more subtle. A Clergyman’s
Daughter, written immediately after Burmese Days, is by
comparison an obvious experiment with techniques that often
lie outside the naturalistic novel, such as caricature, report and
‘stream-of-consciousness’. Rather heavy-handedly, it tries to
strip away expected elements and examine what results in
terms of writer, narrator and character relationships. Written
in 1935, the year before The Road lo Wigan Pier, Keep the
Aspidistra Flying shows a far more confident handling of voice,
i which the writer is moving toward an interaction with the
writing that will inform all his later works and provide much of
their enduring appeal.

From the beginning Orwell is obviously fascinated by the
tensions that arise between the dominated and the dominator.
Not only does this fascination run through the themes of the
early novels; but it also informs his handling of stance and
therefore the way that the writing is structured. Down and Out in
Paris and London is ostensibly the work of a narrator who has sat
down to ‘write what he sees’, but learns that this is impossible.
Although all the characters tell stories of one kind or another,
within the first part of the book an index to the narrator’s
growing consciousness of the difficulty of writing is found in
the character of Charlie, who recounts three very different
tales. The first is a first-person, melodramatic account of one
of Charlie’s sexual forays. Its clichéd semi-pornographic
patter, complete with dark alleyways, blood-red furnishings

165

and whimpering girls, is part of the stance of the narrator at
the start of the book. He speaks in a patronising tone, counting
on assumptions that both he and his magazine-educated
readers will presumably find familiar. For example the book
begins with a ‘typical’ French scene of street argument, using
scattered French words to authenticate the telling, but it is an
event that the narrator thinks needs little explanation and he
concludes with a comment that ‘It was quite a representative
Paris slum.’® The narrator’s confidence in the common ground
he shares with his readers is further reflected in his preface to
Charlie’s story itself and the proprietory manner in which he
promises to ‘give’ us Charlie as one of the ‘local curiosities
talking’. ,

Charlie’s second story is an anecdote that is recounted in a
rather different manner. The narration is explanatory
interspersed with humorous comment and contains a grea;
deal of reported speech. The anecdote provides a view of some
of life’s little ironies, and reveals much not only about
Charlie’s life but also about the narrator’s changing attitude
towards him as a written character. Although criticising the
‘peasant girl’ that he lives with, it is apparent that Charlie cares
enough for her to think of a way for her to get food, asking at
one point ‘has not every woman something to sell?’ Yet the
implication of prostitution has been set up specifically so that it
can be subverted to indicate character. In the event, what
Charlie is referring to is his more innocuous plan to disguise
the girl and send her to a kitchen that has been set up for
pregnant women. But for Charlie the point of the story is that
he can tell of his witty remark that saves the girl from discovery
when she is met by someone from the kitchen a year later.
Again the unspoken evaluations are clearly there in the
rearranged expectations of the reader: Charlie is still with this
girl a year later, and while there was no need to protect her he
does so anyway. Charlie may be self-glorifying but because of
the internal commentary it is now difficult to take his egoism
too seriously.

For this second story the narraror moves from the direct
speech of the first melodramatic tale to reported speech within
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direct speech. He is more distanced, no longer claiming to

give’ us Charlie and becoming aware of the impossibility of
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exact description. Charlie’s final story is narrated entirely in
reported speech, with the narrator emphasising the second-
hand nature of the story by saying ‘Charlie told me’ and
‘Charlie said’, and even commenting, ‘I should very much like
to have known him’. The story is prefaced with the remark:
“Very likely Charlie was lying as usual, but it was a good story’;
and the entire tale may be seen as a formal and conventional
parable beginning with the traditional ‘One day ...". The two
men involved in the tale, Roucolle and an acquaintance,
arrange to buy some cocaine and the police get wind of the
matter. When the police raid their rooms, they pretend that the
cocaine is face powder; but on examination in a laboratory,
the police find that it is indeed face powder and the joke is
turned the other way around. Yet at the end the humour is
undercut. The narrator says, ‘Three days later he [Roucolle]
had some kind of stroke, and in a fortight he was dead —of a
broken heart, Charlie said.’ ;

The parable concerns being taken in by something that
appears to be the real thing but is not. In this the narrator
makes it clear that in this first part of the book, not only has he
learned about the dangers of observation, but also he is
beginning to recognise the activity of convention and fiction in
expression. The parable is placed immediately following a
chapter of discussion in which the narrator has claimed that
the middle class only hate and fear the working class because
they do not understand them; they allow their prejudices and
assumptions to govern their response rather than actively
examining the situation. Just so: the parable provides, by
analogy, a way of reading the book and involves the writer in
examining his own writing. At the start there was the
familiarisation through a bourgeois narrator, which was
followed by naive attempts at confrontation and alienation
through Charlie’s first story and other recounted events, and
which then moved on to a re-familiarisation with the narrator
on a different footing. The ‘average’ reader, the middle-class

magazine consumer who was led to identify with the initial -

voice through vocabulary and received idioms, is here asked to

become distanced and to examine the background of 5

distorting assumptions. The juxtaposition of social discussion

with fictive parable is being suggested as a more valuable
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reading than cliché, melodrama and stereotyping.

Throughout the second part of Down and Out in Paris and
London, an index to the narrator’s awareness of writing is
provided in the two types of tramps that he meets: Bozo and
Paddy. Here the consciousness of the effect of ‘story’ is
stronger and clearer: there is specific reference to language and
literature and the writer is moving the topic directly into the
crisis of authorial writing which raises the issues of dominator
and dominated. Bozo is articulate, intelligent and interesting.
He is one of the few tramps the narrator meets who are neither
ashamed nor self-pitying, and the narrator associates this with
Bozo’s ‘gift for phrases. He had managed to keep his brain
intact and alert ... he was, as he said, free in his own mind’.
Soon after this description comes the narrator’s chapter on
slang, swearing and insulting. The discussion indicates a
curious two-way process in effect, for words sometimes define
their users and yet are sometimes defined by them, ‘being what
public opinion chooses to make them’. Yet in both these cases
there is a sense of fixity that Bozo’s activity and alertness has
little to do with. Where they are seen in action is in the stories
that the rest of the tramps, including Paddy, tell to each other
on the road.

The tramps have stories about each particular ‘spike’, about
the managers and about individual characters on the road, all
of which establish points of reference and contact, put them at
their ease and allow them to cope with the various situations
they are faced with: the consoling value of their stories is
underlined explicitly when the narrator comments, ‘The
tramps liked the story, of course, but the interesting thing was
to see that they had got it all wrong ... The story had been
amended, no doubt deliberately ... giving them happy endings
which are quite imaginary’. Although they define their stories
in this way, every action they perform has a story attached to it
as if these fictions are needed to keep them alive, to define
them. But it is not the stories themselves that are criticised, it is
tht; way that the tramps use them to maintain their self-pity
and shame by accepting their prejudices and assuming that
there can be no change in the status quo, in contrast to Bozo’s
humorou§ and often deflating stories about himself.

The activity of defining and being defined by raises directly
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the topic of dominator and dominated. The tramps’ stories
have a self-deceptive narration like that of the initial narrator
of the book, one that creates a circular tautological world. But
the narrator develops for himself a stance that moves away
from his initial unspoken control by means of a particular class
idiom, to the point of consciously situating himself within a
class structure through telling the story about his ‘educated’
accent. He also changes his mode of narration into one that
inquires, compares and assesses. He suggests in the latter part
of the book that we can learn to evaluate through close
attention to language, and he does so by presenting himself as
learning to differentiate between ways of narrating and
developing new skills to activate responses.

However, the penultimate chapter shows him trying not to
dominate by reporting rather than recounting his experience. He
moves to discussion of the issues in terms of statistics and
pragmatics without realising that these techniques are
unwittingly manipulative. Just because they are no longer
‘subjective’ or ‘abstract’, as was the discussion following part
one, it certainly doesn’t follow that their grounds and
assumptions are somehow ‘true’. The final chapter indicates
the unreliability of this stance by underscoring the
second-hand nature of the experience and the narrator’s
essentially trivial understanding of the issues. The writing
suggests that the content of what is said is of less importance
than the process of the narrator’s understanding.

Down and Out in Paris and London is an uneven fiction, but
one that illustrates the movement of all Orwell’s writing
towards greater interaction between reader and writer. The
narrative is uneven particularly because the second half
concludes far more ambivalently than the first: as if the first
half reveals his conventions and prejudices, and so in the
second he attempts his famous ‘plain style’ for the first time.
Yet he concludes by being obviously dissatisfied with the
limitations of that same ‘plain style’, limitations which derive
from a lack of explicit stance.

The concerns of Down and Out in Paris and London with
language and literature as ways of establishing stance, either of
interaction or of the isolated tautology of dominator and
dominated, are further developed in Burmese Days not only as a
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theme, but also as an aspect of the narrator-and-character
relationship.® This relationship is presented within a
conventional, authorial structure that the writer foregrounds
through pointing his ironic comments. From the start the
narrator is shown observing and typifying, fixing characters
into a prejudice. In the opening scene a Burmese official, U Po
Kyin, is presented by an authoritative, ironic voice as a man
who sees spiritual life in terms of success, and is surrounded
with ludicrous images of food such as ‘satin praline’ clothes
and more ominously, a shape ‘swollen with the bodies of his
enemies’.” Yet the reader is alerted to the difference between
narrator and character, because the former thinks in words
and the latter in‘pictures’. All these details are a translation.
The reader reacts more directly to the official’s reported speech
yet this too is a translation from the Burmese: when he shifts
into English he develops ‘the base jargon of the Government
offices ...” The contrast in communication - within the
character and between the character and the narrator —
indicates the concern with the elusiveness of language that the
writing will pursue.

The authoritative irony that the narrator initially uses asks
the reader to make judgments according to unspoken but
understood assumptions. Just because the narrator does not
have to make these clear, his presentation may appear
balanced, and it is all too easy for the reader to forget those
underlying assumptions and fall into the trap of accepting the
proffered prejudices. The first person that the main character,
Flory, meets is Westfield the District Superintendent of Police.
Westfield is described with ‘his hands in the pockets of his
shorts’, speaking with a catalogue of boys’ magazine epithets:
the archetypal sahib, made ludicrous with ‘abnormally’ thin
calves and eyes too far apart. And there is the casual
observation that ‘Nearly everything he said was intended for a
Joke’, where the word ‘intended’ indicates the continual failure
of his sense of humour. All of this typifies him, makes him into
a comic character that many readers would recognise: but in
order to recognise that comedy, one has to enter into the
conventions on which it is based. One is led to criticise the man
(albeit gently), but to do so within the terms of the world he
represents.
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The analogical point being made is that this is Flory’s central
dilemma, and awareness of the authoritative irony of the
narrator makes it possible for the reader to experience it at first
hand. But the narrator also attempts other voices. During an
incident where Flory goes off into the jungle to work out his
confusions, we discover that he cannot do so effectively in
language but only through the direct action of casting off his
corrupt life and swimming in a pool. He literally loses his way,
and when he returns he has regained his perspective. At the
same time the narrator takes on the burden of expression for
him in an observing voice. During the experience the narration
gradually detaches itself from Flory’s frustration and moves
into distanced observation of colour, shape and sound. As it
does so the reader follows Flory’s own gradual detachment, yet
the expression of it is strictly the narrator’s. When Flory does
overtly verbalise he says ‘Alone, alone, the bitterness of being
alone!’: the melodrama clashing sentimentally with the
restraint of the observation. Later the narrator takes on a voice
of commentary that re-phrases Flory’s melodramatic sigh into
a different mode: one that could possibly look at and assess the
basic issues and assumptions. He says:

Since then each year had been lonelier and more bitter than the
last. What was at the centre of all his thoughts now, and what
poisoned everything was the ever bitterer hatred of the
atmosphere of imperialism in which he lived. For as his brain
developed — you cannot stop your brain developing, and it is one
of the tragedies of the half-educated that they develop late, when
they are already committed to some wrong way of life — he had
grasped the truth about the English and their Empire.

Because this commenting voice of the narrator can find
expression for Flory’s predicament the narrator can go on to
examine it, to discuss the social and political dimensions, the
enclosed worlds of individual and public despotism that are
both generated by and yet also maintain the imperial rule in
Burma.

While Flory is unable to express himself, he is aware of the
need to do so, to discuss and interact in the way that the
commenting voice makes possible. His relationship with
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Elizabeth Lackersteen is a desperate attempt at communi-
cation, but their private worlds can only touch through the
mingling of a superficial vocabulary which restricts itself to
speaking of the ‘beastly’ weather. On the occasions that he
does break through to her, she rejects his individual world. In
doing so she not only undermines the bases for his escape into
this world, which have been constructed in isolation and which
cannot stand criticism, but also points to its corruption. Flory
has always been able to pretend that he lived cleanly and
differently in his secret world, away from the compromises of
the public sphere. However, it is impossible to exist without
some contact with the public, and Elizabeth’s presence
highlights those moments of conflicting contact, focusing on
them as the source of Flory’s ambiguity and confusion. But
Flory is not completely enclosed. He comes to recognise the
corrupting nature of his escape, yet can see no alternative
except to conform to the escapes offered by the public.

The split between the melodramatic and the detailed
approach that distinguishes Flory from the narrator is similar
to that between the initial narrator and the second narrator
who is learning, in the earlier work. Turning back one or two
years to the short story ‘The Spike’ one finds an interesting
development in narrative technique. The narrator of ‘The
Spike’ over-reacts using melodramatic vocabulary and
sentimental description. The governor of a spike is referred to
in Down and Out as being ‘renowned as a tyrant’, but in the
short story he is ‘a devil ... a tartar, a tyrant, a bawling,
blasphemous, uncharitable dog’.? In the latter story, the
tramps ‘shuffled in’ to the house, which is itself ‘gloomy and
chilly’ as if part of a gothic horror tale. The narrator
distinguishes himself from the tramps as a ‘gentleman’, but in
contrast with the same distinction in the longer fiction he does
not m:ake it clear that no one usually notices his difference.
";‘;his gives rise to the generally patronising and condescending
air of the short story writer.

_U-nderl.ining the lack of sympathy or connection between the
Earher narrator and the tramps is a clear difference in
?mbulary The language is literary, using similes such as
, 7‘1‘2303111!13‘ like the corpse of Lazarus’ or the comment that his
Spirit soared far away, in the pure aether of the middle




172 Inside the Myth

classes.” This narrator is longwinded and officiously explan-
atory, using large numbers of adjectives and excessively
complicated constructions. In contrast, the narrator of Down
and Out is more concise, straightforward and colloquial. And
whereas the tramps are allowed to tell their stories in the later
version, pointing up their world of self-enclosure, these
anecdotes in the earlier version are merely dismissed as
outrageous.

While ‘The Spike’ does evidence clear reporting of dialogue
and occasional succinct phrasing, it is written overwhelmingly
as if to ingratiate the writer with his magazine audience. It is a
game, an adventure story, closely paralleling the approach to
the French slum of the initial narrator of the novel. That it has
so much in common with the style of the initial narrator, and
that it also contains scenes identical with those in the second
section of the novel, indicates that the narratorial change in the
latter part of Down and Out is purposeful and necessary. But it
also suggests that Flory’s similar vocabulary and observation is
unreliable. “Why I Write’ noted that Burmese Days probably
came the closest to the early ‘purple passage’ aims of the
writer, yet it may also be read as self-criticism of those aims. It
conveys the message that melodrama, cliché and the language
of the public are only effective modes of expression in the
short-term. They leave you enclosed, with no way of relating to
what lies outside.

The main technique in Burmese Days is a study of language:
of how far the vocabulary and constructions of each character
measure up to or deviate from the officialese, the slang and the
stereotyped expression. Apart from Flory, the only characters
who have specific problems in saying what they mean are Mrs
Lackersteen, Elizabeth’s aunt, and Verrall, who for a time
becomes Elizabeth’s boyfriend. Mrs Lackersteen’s problem
arises from her complete restriction to public language; her
communication becomes a standard that other characters
adapt to their own mode of officialese, but which isolates her
within its barriers. Verrall on the other hand is anarchic; he
uses virtually no public language at all. But whereas Flory’s
anarchism simply drives him to suicide because he cannot
realise his individual world within the public, Verrall is a
member of the ruling class. Unlike ordinary members of
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society he can live out his fantasies in actual life for he has
physical and social power. Here, change can only occur
through force from the ruler or from within the system itself.
This despotism, this tautology of dominator and dominating,
and the democracy from which it derives, maintains itself by
denying the possibility of an alternative, by discounting the
possibility for discussion and commentary outside the
conventional forms of expression. What Flory fails to recognise
is that although he appears to be trapped within a language
that offers no alternatives, he could sill engage in the
self-examination of his individual world that the narrator’s
commentary implies is needed.

These enclosed worlds are very much a part of the authority
and autonomy of the novel. While the writer is directly
criticising the social and political, he is also commenting on
writing that imposes upon its reader. On a thematic level
Burmese Days offers no solutions, but its structure explicitly
indicates commentary and active discussion as alternatives.
And within the relationship of reader and writer there lies the
implicit commentary of the writing which suggests not just that
authorial novels have no right to impose, but that readers have
choice of activity. Flory’s suicide is often condemned because it
1s seen as an indication of the negativity of thematic aspects in
the book, yet it has a far more valuable side to it.® Instead it
may be read as the culmination of a passive, victimised and
dominated reading of his political situation. If you condemn
Flory’s suicide in this way, you also condemn all passive
readings of the book. Here there is the beginning of a shift of
emphasis away from the extraordinary power of the duality of
defining or being defined by, of dominating and dominated, to a
recognition of possible alternatives. Hence the difference
between the controlling ironies of the initial narrator and the
open, more extensively constructed and varied narration of
commentary. But it is not yet explicit, and it is a drawback in
the writing not to have moved far enough out of the authorial
stance that it criticises.

These tentative criticisms of the autonomy of the naturalistic
novel are more fully explored in A Clergyman’s Daughter where
the writing is disastrous in terms of the generic expectations of
the reader. Nor is the writer particularly generous to the
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reader: the experimentation is far too controlled. However, at
the same time, what is being attempted is a variety of narrator
and character relationships that provide analogies not only for
the interaction between individual and public but also for that
between writer and reader.

At the start of the book the reader finds Dorothy, the
clergyman’s daughter of the title, imprisoned in a series of
social, sexual and religious stereotypes. The process of the
book through its five distinct parts is to present her education
in the recognition of the delusive assumptions she lives by. She
speaks in a mixture of colloquialism and cliché, stirring herself
into action with hearty girls’-school exhortations.'® The
narrator’s voice is, by contrast, more observing, less hectic and
makes use of far wider vocabulary. As the narratorial voice
emerges it becomes apparent that it has many authorial
features. If the narrator is not making judgments he is usually
reinforcing prejudices with the presentation of accepted
stereotypes or the use of unquestioning irony. Nearly every
character but Dorothy herself is caricatured through a
generalised commentary that leaves nothing to counteract the
narrator’s opinion, so that he simply voices the conclusions
that his presentation has already made obvious. The
relationship between narrator and character in Part One is
strictly authorial and reflects the closed world of authority
presented in the fiction.

Under extreme pressure from her work and situation,
Dorothy breaks down. She suddenly loses her memory and

‘comes to’ on a street corner somewhere in a large city. What

the writer has provided is a situation in which the character has
no previous assumptions; she must reconstruct herself, her
language and her history. At the same time, the narrator is not
allowed to interfere with the process. He tries to speak as
Dorothy sees, as far as possible without bias. He moves into the

past historical tense, a reported past which clearly represents -

his function. There is far more use of dialogue and less of the
dominating, generalised voice that controlled and spelt out the
reader’s reactions. This stance dwells on precision of detail,
qualification of description and explanation, rather than

judgment, and is similar to the narrative voice in the second

half of Down and Out in Paris and London: the ‘plain prose style
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of ‘factual’ documentary is again being attempted.

However, Dorothy’s resumption of history, language and
self in this part of the book belies the possibility of any such
‘neutral’ presentation. Her first realisation is that language
exists outside her; more strictly, that an ideology of language
surrounds and defines her. Once she recognises this she
becomes ‘aware of herself ... discovered her separate and
unique existence’. The use of words represents a set of assumed
rules, an ideology that is basic to man’s concept of everything
else he views. Awakening to that use re-establishes a past in all
the assumptions it carries, and choosing to use words in this
way places one irretrievably within the bounds of the history
that that use signifies. Just so, the narrator’s voice, for all its
limited self-questioning, carries the weight of an ideology with
it. But it is very easy to take these assumptions for granted, and
that is exactly what, under the weight of physical exhaustion,
Dorothy does. She ‘accepted everything” and was ‘far too tired
to think’, and so becomes again one of the unconsciously
dominated. When her memory returns fully, she tries to return
to her old life, but because she is not actively taken back, she
becomes locked into the passive structure of her new life,
reduced to the escape of reading magazines that become
“strangely, absorbingly interesting’.

The third part of the book consists of a scene of
down-and-outs keeping company in Trafalgar Square for the

- night. These people, and Dorothy with them, are at the bottom

of the pile. Completely passive and of no use to society because

' they are not even aware of their domination by it, they have

stepped outside the tautological world of individual and public

. fantasy, into an entirely private, anarchic world of their own.

‘Almeost by corollary, the narrator is detached and external, at

‘r. ﬁrsn presenting only the dialogue of the beggars; but as
\ Dorﬂﬂly becorpes part of their world, finds out its conventions
~ and sinks passively into them, the narration resumes some of

bserving familiarity and its air of report.

'f)thy has moved from the unwitting compromise of her

life, to the compromises induced first by physical and

by mental exhaustion. While compromise of some kind is

wh to b‘e necessary and although it is made clear that
ustion ‘stuns’ one, confuses the real with the unreal and
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makes it almost impossible to act in any way at all, in each case
Dorothy is in part responsible for her situation because she has
entered that compromise. In Part Four a deus ex machina in the
form of a rich uncle is provided to get her out of the situation;
she returns to civilisation, to the public world of recognised
authority and goes to work in a school. For the first time in her
life she has both the awareness and the energy not merely to
compromise but to participate actively in the life around her,
and she does so. The girls’ magazine vocabulary slips away, she
observes and learns, creating an active identity.

At the same time the narrator becomes far more involved
with the character. Many of the techniques of the narrator in
Part One are taken up once more but with far greater openness
about the inbuilt limitations they carry. For example,
caricature again abounds, but this time it is a very obvious use
of stereotype. The names are almost epithets: the alcoholic
Miss Strong, earnest Miss Beaver and incompetent Miss
Allcock. Mrs Creevy, the hypocritical and grasping headmis-
tress, is presented as an out-and-out caricature of all that is
wrong with the private school system. But the important thing
is that the central character is shown to be aware of the
caricatured nature of these people. It alerts her to deficiencies
within the school system and she is able to assess the situation
and develop an active role in how she thinks it should work.

However her new approach to teaching, which is based on
‘making something instead of merely learning’, is stopped by
the head mistress who tells her that she must educate by
memorisation and rote-learning, thus preserving the social
status quo. And Dorothy capitulates: she prostitutes herself to
fulfil someone else’s fantasy of education. Creevy even tells her
how'to worship, and it is in the comparison between religious
authority and Creevy’s educational despotism that Dorothy
begins to understand the nature of her dilemma. The dangers
of complete personal freedom have been underlined, not only

by the negative anarchy of the beggars in Trafalgar Square, but
also by the vulnerability of that freedom, by its potential for
control in the freedom of Creevy to dominate her in the name

of an anonymous public. Dorothy comes to think that it is"
‘better to follow in the ancient ways, than to drift in rootless

freedom’.
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- In the fifth and final part of the book she returns to her
' father and resumes her duties, but this time with an awareness
of the domination involved. The conflation throughout much
of this part between the narrator’s and character’s voice
reinforces this awareness as the reader watches the
commentary taking place in Dorothy’s mind rather than being
‘ expressed for her, and the final pages of the book present her
assessing mind reaching its compromise. Yet while we have
learned the need for compromise we have also learned the
need for continual reassessment. At the end, the narrator tells
us that Dorothy’s final compromise is not yet ‘consciously’
formulated, and the result is a highly unsatisfactory ending. If
it had not been for the careful and extensive education that the
reader is put through in this novel, one could simply take
Dorothy’s compromise as it stands. But the entire movement of
learning by both character and reader contradicts her express
conclusions. The problem may lie in the fact that, though the
writer has withdrawn the comforts and escapes of permanent
compromise from the reader, the alternatives are ambiguous
 and diffuse because the narrator is cut out of consideration.
" Despite the blatantly different voices that the narrator takes on,
- and which do involve the reader in evaluating the issues, the
" final eonflation of narrator with character leaves one with no
 Way to assess the basis for his commentary. As Orwell was later
| tosay, the one thing wrong with a first person novel was that it
‘mde commentary impossible; the reader could never
‘adequately evaluate the stance of the writing.
o In Keep the Aspidistra Flying the narrator and character are
‘carefully separated from the start. The narrator reveals his
prejudices by relating the novel closely to the topics of
literature, literary clichés, and the way one goes about writing.
“And here the narrative ethos is directly related to the literary
€thos of the writer and more explicitly to the facades through
h the individual relates to the public. Keep the Aspidistra
makes explicit the process of a mind that escapes by
the prose over to the main character, Gordon
Stock, at the beginning. The character starts with a voice
1ypes., generalises, uses conventions and pretences, and
rationalises from incorrect grounds. By contrast, the
tor is more observing, he generalises only after going into
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detail, concentrating on concrete particulars; he also
undercuts, qualifies and places his own statements in an ironic
perspective that yields even-handed judgements. Yet the
interaction between the two very different voices, the one being
escapist and enclosed and the other more open and active, is
often very close.

Throughout the first chapter Gordon’s mind ranges over a =
series of issues as he muses on a few lines of his own pessimistic ‘
verse: books, advertisements, the state of civilisanon and
money. He condemns ‘the extinct monsters of the Victorian
age,’!! and although he is at first aware that his condemnation
arises because ‘the mere sight of them brought home to him
his own sterility,” he passes this off with yet more sweeping
generalisations that reduce all such questions to money. Later
classifications of literature as ‘dead stars’ and ‘damp squibs’,
with only the occasional writer like Lawrence or Joyce rising
above the abysmal level, are revealed as devices to provide
further justification for his own book ‘Mice’ having been
remaindered after the sale of one hundred and fifty-three
copies.

Initially in contrast with the pessimism of his attitude to
literature is the ‘goofy optimism’ of the advertisements across.
the street from the bookshop where Gordon works. The
slogans are established by a series of repetitions on Gordon’s
part as he looks at them ‘mechanically’; yet even these ‘pin_k
vacuous faces’ become distorted through Gordon’s mind. The
movement is associational, beginning with the ‘rat-faced’” man
in the Bovex advertisement who is turned into ‘Modern man as
his masters want him to be. A docile little porker, sitting in the
money-sty ...", and culminating at the end of the chapter in the
‘humming of aeroplanes and the crash of the bombs’ that
Gordon hopes will destroy the civilisation that he sees. )

To Gordon money makes possible both literature
advertisements. Given life ruled by a money ethic, they
reflect back a meaninglessness that leaves his modern wor
empty and ripe for destruction. Yet the process by which
arrives at these conclusions is superficial. They are gener
by a mind flitting unthinkingly from associated image
associated image. Gordon’s mind works the way
advertisements do; both create types, present clichés

i
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invent desirable fictions. They and he manipulate logic to
invent 2 world in which people can evade responsibility
Gordon, like Floq, is trapped in a personal world of escapf:'
that can only wait passively for the destruction of what lies
outside it, rather than envisage anything positive.

In direct contrast the narrator’s mind is more detached and
prosaic, slightly ironic, and while generalising does so without
caricature. The balance is made possible by the history the
narrator provides for each character or event, and the history
':_}m provides for Gordon’s life that establishes the distanced
backdrop for Gordon’s private attempts to escape. The
narrator Is not given to clichés, and he tries fully to explain
situations, pointing wherever possible to the faults in the
reasoning that lies behind them. The narrator knows his
account cannot be absolute; it must be ‘as the biographers
say, fictionalised history. Throughout the chapter on
Gordon’s history the narrator indicates his stance in relation to
Gordon, as someone who understands why the character has
med his personal escapist world, and because of that can
ide a perspective on it. While Gordon ignores the fact that
attempt to evade compromise is in itself a compromise, the
r tm_"’s_voice is that of someone aware of the compron,lise.
- And it is to the question of compromise that the external
ues of money, civilisation, literature and advertising are
nt. Money is the ulﬁmate.compromise of Gordon’s life.
wants to escape it, yet he can only escape it fully through
ng it. Tl_le history he is provided with hints at Gordon’s
round in Victorian materialism and the possible reasons
his obsession; but whatever the cause he wants to escape
_‘_zif:;%ey—world, reject the belief that ‘Money is what ng

m;s(.i S&zﬁssa'x,ld evil have no meaning any longer except
€conomic compromise is directly parallel to that
Ppoetry and advertising. Gordon, while working highly

ly on advertisements, was able to produce a book of
Thpc‘poe‘tty was made possible by that compromise. But
 written it he leaves the firm. The key point is that he
£pec1ally want to write, but thinks that it will get him
4 ;tr)xﬁneay];xévogg A Literary ‘taste’ may also simply be
, & rdon watches this in action in the
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bookshop where he goes to work. He suggests that the woman
who prefers Galsworthy to Ethel M. Dell is neither better nor
worse than her friend who prefers the opposite. Taste is often
socially condoned selection, satisfied by similarly self-enclosed
worlds. He and Rosemary, his girlfriend, discuss the weakness
of ‘Burne-Jones maidens’, ‘Dickens heroines’, ‘Rackham
illustrations’ and James Barrie’s fantasies. These artists are as
able to stupefy the mind, prettify and make acceptable the
world they present, as the romances and adventures that satisfy
the library-goers.

Later, just like Dorothy, Gordon tries to find solace in the
magazines, comics and twopenny newspapers of the sordid

lictle library he is reduced to managing after he leaves the

bookshop. They are ‘ “escape literature” ... Nothing has ever
been devised that puts less strain on the intelligence.” The
narrator notes that in this state Gordon thinks he is in the ‘safe
soft womb of the earth’, ‘failure and success have no meaning’,
and he lies beyond responsibility. Tied up in the ambiguities is
the importance not of compromise but of one’s attitude

toward it. In the same way advertisements, which are initially

held up against literature, are later directly compared with th

effect of Burne-Jones maidens. Each has its skilful and
involving aspect, something that Gordon only understands at
the end of his attempted escape into low-life, and which makes
possible his return to advertising. P

A

The compromise in literary terms is not between good
bad taste, but between an involving or a mindlessly acceptin
attitude to writing. The writer may see some need
compromise at some time, in some areas, but if he goes ah
and produces an active participatory writing this is of li
practical importance. Similarly, there is a responsibility on th
reader not to read as if all assumptions were being reinfore
but actively to assess and reassess them. Gordon comes to It
the trashy novelettes with the ironic emphasis of ‘romanc
rather than as mindless escape. Irony indicates discrepam
and the narrator’s early irony points to the charac
evasiveness and denial of discrepancy. When Gordon &
the ironic voice at the end of the book, the irony lies in
reading of irony itself for here its conscious use by
character indicates not Gordon’s evasiveness but his awa
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of compromise. Immediately one has an indication of his
change of attitude. He has to discard his enclosed, womb-like
world befgre_he can break the vicious circle that unconscious
compromise 1mposes on people. Unconscious compromise is
utterly selfish. It is entirely private and makes impossible

ublic communication, genuine interaction with an external
world. But having reached this conclusion, there are no
guarantees for the reader. Gordon may give way to the escape
into domesticity, and the irony become negative. Again, it is
pot the compromise that matters but one’s attitude towa’rd it.
‘The mutualiy exclusive voices of narrator and character have to
continue to engage the reader. Orwell is not providing specific
answers, but a stance toward activity.

‘A major topic of these early works is indeed the complexity
of the interdependence of dominated and dominator. But
rwell is fully aware of the complexity. He portrays the
elf-perpetuating, often vicious circle at work in social
rious and sexual spheres, and makes explicit analogies witl;
linguistic and the literary. But the complexities of these

s are not overtly resolved. To do so would be to
petuate the problem by moving into an authorial stance
m'lpost?d upon the reader. Instead, through the direct
es with writing, Orwell tries to suggest in the changing
ure of his narrator-character relationships the value of
ishing a clear stance for the narrator. This goes hand in
with the more fundamental need to provide a practical
| which reader and writer meet and engage, for by
ng the stance of the narrator the reader has a basis from
 evaluation and assessment may proceed.

rwell and 1. Angus (eds.), The Collected Essays, Journalism and Letters of
Jﬁ’mdl' Vol. 1, Harmondsworth, 1970, p- 23. Referred to hereafter
T example Tom Hopkinson, George Orwell, London, 1954 P L
3 George Orwell, London, 1954, pp. 210-2; or A. Zwerdlir;g Or;uel}
» New Haven and London, 1974, p. 147. ’
ME‘I"EF Gloversmith, ‘Changing Things: Orwell and Auden’, in
ilure and Social Change, Brighton, 1980, in which he says that
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Orwell was unable to cope with presenting the: working classes. Hence h'e ]
‘types’ characters in The Road to Wigan Pier as in his eax-ly novels. But this ]
observation is used to denigrate the later work, and misses r.hg point that

types are used specifically so that readers should recognise the injustice of |

I
their limitations.
4 Sef:uthe introductory chapter of L. Hunter, George Orweil: The Search fora |

i i i is background.
, Milton Keynes, 1984, for a detailed account of this ‘ ﬁ
5 Ea;f:rge Orwell, gralum and Qut in Paris and London, Harmondsworth, 1984, Andy Cro

. 6. s : - . ‘
6 Scc for example R. Lee, Orurlls Fiion, Notre Dame, 1969, whih Worlds Without End Foisted Upon

proposes that Burmese Days is primarily about the study of

Costhrinication. The Future — Some Antecedents Of

dsworth, 1982, p. 14.

7 George Orwell, Burmese Days, Harmon ! ; )
i e . + 1 Nineteen Eighty-Four
9 See for example T. Eagleton, ‘Orwell and the Lower Middle-Class Nove . y

in R. Williams (ed.), George Orwell: A Collection of Critical Essays, Eng_letmod. .

Cliffs, 1974, where he comments on Flory’s ‘passive compromise’, H’e

recog:nises Orwell’s complexity but leaves little place for the reader’s

interaction with the text. . .
10 George Orwell, A Clergyman’s Daughter, Harmondsworth, 1975, p. 5.
11 George Orwell, Keep the Aspidistra Flying, Harmondsworth, 1980, p. 12,

The Ultimate Family Gift Book of the Year’
another essay on Nineteen Eighty-Four? Readers may be
ven if their enthusiasm for the novel has faded of late.
4 began with a six-part TV biography of Orwell, a televised
atisation of life on Jura, and countless TV discussion
grammes, profiles and chat-shows, all acutely conscious
t this was the year. At the time of writing there is a film of
een Eighty-Four currently in production, starring John
the National Theatre has just presented its controversial
of Animal Farm; and the RSC have bought the rights to
and Out in Paris and London. Earlier in the year the
€an ran 2 ‘Thought Crimes’ exhibition, and Orwell now
his typewriter in Madame Tussauds — while something
D Star Wars looks over his shoulder. There is a rock album
Wakeman in the shops, a top-ten single (‘Somebody’s
g Me’), an as-yet unperformed musical and two
ou can buy T-shirts announcing, according to taste,
“Big Brother is Watching You’ or ‘Doublethink About
- Pier and the down-and-outs in Paris and London
€cently been revisited in print. There can be few
weekly and monthly magazines, daily and local
that didn’t carry articles about the novel and its author
- From Marxism Today to Encounter and the Barclaycard
from the Morning Star to the Daily T. elegraph and the
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spoof Not the 1984 Times, there was little doubt about the
subject of the moment. Even the British Tourist Authority
journal In Britain, beginning the year with an article on current
livestock husbandry in Suffolk, felt justified in announcing on
its front page, ‘The Orwell Animal Farms in 1984’ ...

When Ninefeen Eighty-Four was first published Secker and
Warburg gave it a print-run of 25,000 copies; it sold twice that

the novel in 1954 they have sold 250,000 copies each year; in
1984 they expect to sell 500,000 copies of what they are calling
‘the ultimate family gift book of the year’. Richard Orwell
expects to earn £250,000 in the royalties from UK sales this W
year, and £100,000 from overseas sales. If you have a spare £25
you can buy a facsimile of the original manuscript, or for a
mere £400 Secker and Warburg will sell you a de-luxe edition
of the Collected Works ...

The commercial success of the novel has been exceeded only |
by its critical success. When first reading the manuscript
Frederick Warburg described it as ‘amongst the most terrifying
books I have ever read ... a great book’; ‘a brilliant and
fascinating novel’ wrote Diana Trilling. The novel’s place in
Orwell’s oeuvre is rarely doubted. For Dame Veronica
Wedgewood it was ‘the most valuable, the most absorbing, the
most powerful book that he has yet written’; for Herbert Read
it was ‘undoubtedly his greatest’; for Philip Rahv ‘far and away
the best of Orwell’s books.” Its place in the genre of poli
fiction appears unchallenged in the same way. For the critic
Ruth Ann Leif it is simply ‘the political novel par excellence’; for
Philip Rahv ‘this novel is the best antidote to the totalitarian
disease that any writer has so far produced.” Anthony Burgess'
believes that it is ‘the most nightmarish of all the fiction
prophecies ¢ver written’, that if we ‘regard his N
Eighty-Four as competing in the Worst of all Imaginary Wor.
Stakes (it) has won by many lengths.” Bernard Crick argues th
Nineteen Eighty-Four is to the twentieth century what Thom:
Hobbes’ Leviathan was to the seventeenth’, and J.A. Morris
it is ‘the most political of the major anti-Utopias’. C
claims for the novel don’t end here. The blurb on the co
one recent edition describes the novel as nothing less than
classic novel of our time’. For one writer Nineleen Eight
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has earned its place — alongside Animal Farm — ‘in the scenery of
every civilised mind’; the novel demonstrates how the
materialist and rationalist idea of progress, the ‘hedonist
utopia’ had been ‘shattered’; for another ‘from the perspective
of literary and intellectual history, Animal Farm and Nineteen
Eighty-Four mark the close of an era that has lasted since the
end of the eighteenth century ... Nineteen Eighty-Four changed
the world by representing the past and present so as to modify
people’s expectations of the future.”!
~ What are we to make of all this? Is it explicable, or
Justifiable, in merely literary terms? Or is it just a book-seller’s
‘dream run riot? In particular, what response should the left
‘make to this commercial, cultural and political phenomenon,
quite without precedent in British literary history? The
\questions raised by the novel, and by its popular and critical
success, cannot be disregarded by the left, since the novel was
wmten by a declared ‘democratic socialist’ and supporter of
.. “the Labour Party, and since it deals with the ‘perversions to
whic] a centralised economy is liable’, dramatised through
ing called ‘Ingsoc’ and addressed primarily as a
ning’ to the ‘English-speaking’ left.
ch of the left’s response to Nineteen Eighty-Four, and to its
tical marketing has been simply hostile, going to great
ths to attack both the novel and its author.? Understand-
- though this may be, particularly during the worst years of
Cold War when many reviewers were recommending
teen Eighty-Four precisely as an anti-socialist novel and an
tk on the Arttlee Government, this has meant in practice
't_ﬂ.'oning.the novel to the literary right. And there is no
b@pg their enthusiasm for the novel, or the political uses to
it has been put.® There is a genuine tone to the outrage
h has greeted various belated attempts to ‘reclaim’ aspects
rwell’s thinking, even Nineteen Eighty-Four, for the left.

natching.

'.:551bly Nin'eteen Eighty-Four is no longer worth fighting
at least not in the political terms that have defined the
A€nts so far. Those arguments were fought and lost a long
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time ago.* If only we can take our eyes for a moment away
from the transfixing political influence and importance of this
one novel, it may be possible to offer some comparative literary
assessment of it; it may even occur to us that we don’t actually
need to keep on re-reading Nineteen Eighty-Four. It is this
essay’s contention that Nineteen Eighty-Four was a much less
original novel than it may seem today; that rather than being
‘the most nightmarish of all fictional prophecies ever written’
(my italics), it was only the tail-end of a more original and
important literary and political development in this country in
the late 1930s and 1940s, and that the novel’s extraordinary
reception and reputation have more to do with commercial
and political considerations than with literary ones. Arguing

endlessly about the political ‘message’ of this one novel only
serves to confirm its exceptional status. This at any rate is one
essay about Nineteen Eighty-Four which doesn’t intend to say

anything more about it.

2. Fantastic Realities and Fantastic Novels

There was nothing new, of course, in dramatising imagined’
systems of government some years in the future, not even in
dramatising the political worst. Orwell himself was, in

Anthony Burgess’s words, ‘an afficionado of cacatopian
fiction’.> H.G. Wells was a favourite boyhood author
Orwell’s, and A Modern Utopia his favourite Wells novel.
Samuel Butler, Jack London and Swift he read at school. Other
‘scientific romances’ that Orwell certainly knew, and which
‘may have influenced his writing Nineteen Eighty-Four at least
some details, were Chesterton’s The Man Who Was Thursa

(1917), John Mair’s Never Come Back (1941) and Robin

Maugham’s The 1946 MS (1943). Above all, as he made clear in
a comparative discussion about Huxley’s Brave New Wo
(1982), Orwell’s greatest conscious -literary debt in Ningt
Eighty-Four was to Zamyatin’s We (1920).°

The 1930s was an especially rich period in the developme
of utopian and dystopian writing in Britain. All sorts of wri
turned their hands in this period to writing at least one uto
or dystopian novel — Malcolm Muggeridge, Eric Linklater,
Forester, R.C. Sherrif, Harold Nicholson, Herbert Read,
Snow, Hilaire Belloc, John Buchan, J.B. Morton, Ste
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King-Hall, and of course, Wells and Huxley.’

The sheer ideological variety of these novels is significant
enough. They range from Christan utopias like E.C
Taunton’s If Twelve Today (1987), feminist utopias likt;
Gresswell’s When Yvonne was Dictator (1935) and G. Cornwallis
West's The Woman Who Stopped War (1985), to pro-fascist
utopias like The Shadow of Mussolini by Wilfred Ward (1931) and
Dennis Wheatley’s Black August (1934). The bulk of this fiction
was however negafive in tone, imagining their author’s worst
fears, from R.A. James’ anti-Catholic While England Slept
(1982), Julian Sterne’s anti-masonic The Secret of the Zodiac
(1983), Huxley’s anti-Taylorist Brave New World to a great

. many anti-socialist, anti-communist novels, like William le

Petre’s The Bolsheuviks (1931) and Morris Sutherland’s Second

Storm (1930).

-Glc;arl}:‘ sqmething happened to the British literary
agination in the 1930s, to turn so many novelists’ heads
ds the future. The fear of another war, especially a
hnologically-advanced one that would not exempt civilian
pulations, the enduring economic crisis and long-term
ployment, the increasing polarisation of European
itics, the seizure of power by fascism in so many continental
intries, the developing size and influence of the Communist
es —_-.all these factors seem to have stimulated, in various
this sudden and diverse imaginative effort to set
porary events in a long-term perspective.
Widdowson has argued that

E_:'al interest of fiction in England in the 1930s (and this
plains the literary judgement which disregards it) lies in the
ertainty of direction, the tense irresolution, the novels so
nmonly reveal. At the formal level this uncertainty expresses
fin fhe diverse modes of fiction employed and their operation
lfgcuce;- the structural and textual discoveries of modernism
ealism, documentary reportage, fable, allegory, satire and’
iz ....Faced with what Christopher Isherwood once called
tastic realities” of the ‘everyday world’, the novelist’s
M, acutely in the 1930s, was how to address them.

Widdowson asserts that this fictional dilemma of
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how to come to terms with the ‘fantastic realities’ of the period
is a manifestation of the ideological crisis of liberal
humanism.®? While this may go a long way to explain this
literary development, it disregards the most sizeable, subtle
and important part of this development — those novels
produced on the left.

3. Socialist Fantasy

It was in the 1930s of course that British socialists wrote and
secured publication for imaginative literature — poetry, plays,
short-stories, novels — on a scale never seen before or since. In
particular it was a time when the left began to produce fiction to
increasing commercial and critical success. Almost two
hundred and fifty novels appeared in print between 1930 and
1940 with clear (though of course different and often
conflicting) socialist concerns. There were socialist-realist
novels, historical novels, comedies, thrillers, detective-stories,
fantasies, fables, allegories, experimental novels, romances,
satires, bildungsromans, family sagas — and utopias and

dystopias.? Over thirty of these titles chose non-realist
locations, fabulous, mythical, futuristic or time-travelling;

over twenty were specifically set in the political future.

The first thing to note about these thirty or so non-realist
and fantastic novels is the variety of their authors, their
wide-ranging social and literary allegiances. Some were
already published writers with existing reputations, like Storm’
Jameson, Patrick Hamilton and Kennth Allot. Some had never

published fiction before, like Rex Warner, Barbara Woott
and Ruthven Todd. Some were well known for other activitie
like the poet Cecil Day Lewis, the nutritionist Frederick le G
Clarke, the art-historian Anthony Bertram. For some li
Joseph Macleod, Fenner Brockway and ‘Murray Constan
it was their only contribution to the canon of socialist fic
Harold Heslop and Leslie Mitchell were working-class writel
Terence Greenidge was a close friend of John Betjeman; Phill
Toynbee and Amabel Williams-Ellis both belonged to g
families of the English ‘intellectual aristocracy’. Some,
Storm Jameson, Barbara Wooton and Rex Warner, were @
in the Labour Party; Fenner Brockway was a leading men
of the ILP; many were Communists, like Maurice Richard
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Frederick le Gros Clarke and Edward Upward, or close
sy—mpa[hlsers., like Joseph Macleod, Amabel Williams-Ellis and
Bruce Hamilton. Some were published by the publishing
houses of the left, Gollancz and Lawrence and Wishart. But the
overwhelming majority were published by mainstream
London firms, large and small - Constable, Collins, George
Allen and Unwin, the Fortune Press, the Bodley Head, the
Hogaith Press, Cape, Boriswood, Faber, Heinemans, the
Cressett Press, and Penguin. ’
Despite the frequently recurring ideas, arguments, settings
even details, in this body of writing; despite its size, its authors:
seem to have had litde sense of being part of any sort of
common literary phenomenon. Ruthven Todd, for example
whose fabulous satire Over the Mountain (1939) contains a grea;
many specific correspondences with Rex Warner’s The Wild
Goose Chase (1937) (not least the hilarious and brutal ‘laughing

‘policemen’) claimed that his novel was

~ conceived and written before T had read Rex Warner’s ... and I

- was, I think, a little chagrined to realise that they were scions of
' the same ancestry, and that they both bore the same evidence of
. the political atmosphere of the period of their adolescence .19
"The second thing to note is the small number of these novels
pecifically dramatised a critique of capitalism. The only
‘€xample of this sort of writing was Amabel William-Ellis’s
Fell the Truth (1933), written after a visit to the Soviet Union.
n the 1940s it turned the conventional anti-Soviet
€logue on its head, by imagining the comic consequences
4 Soviet defector who visits a Britain of continuing
term unemployment and large-scale poverty, and who
y shgds his illusions about bourgeois democracy. In
Burning (1936) set in 1940, Barbara Wootton forsaw a
When unemployment might reach such terrible
ons that rioting erupts in British cities, when the
ment of the day loses control, and revolution is in the
18 significant however that in her autobiography Barbara
‘emqn'nber_ed the novel as an anti-fascist one, depicting
uprising m London and its effects upon a nice
peaceable, moderately intellectual an(i
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creation itself; and in whatever sphere life burst forth, they would
have received it gladly.'s
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socially-minded business man and his family.’"! This trick of
memory is symptomatic of the way in which the political §
emphasis shifts in socialist fiction during the 1930s. For it was

anti-fascism above all that informed the majority of non-realist A.L. Morton observed in the Daily Worker that the novel was
fiction in the middle and late 1930s, and largely contributed to | exciting ‘because it breaks through in a new place, leaving a
the development of socialist fiction as a whole.!? broad gap through which later assailants may march.’*

The third point to note is the small number of attempts at = Though there were a number of other ‘biological fantasies’
socialist utopias in these years. It cannot be incidental that over = written on the left in the 1930s, few exhibiting this sort of
half of those that were written appeared before 1935. By then optimism. If the example of the Soviet Union continued to exert
the full implications of events in Germany were clear to most a utopian pull on the political imaginations of many of the left
people on the left — the suppression not only of the in the 1930s, this had little or no analagous literary
Communists, but also of the Social Democrats and the trade W pepresentation. After all, if fascism posed a threat liberal

unions. The utopian spirit was, for the time being, on the defensive.
Even Robert Young’s The War in the Marshes (1939) and Richard
Heron Ward’s The Sun Shall Rise (1933), both vaguely socialist
novels about attempted revolutions in this country, end with
their failures, their military suppression.

It could also be argued that the millenarian vision of many
socialists in the 1920s and 1930s found a concrete political and
geographical location in the Soviet Union. For British
Communists there would have been little reason to project
their political aspirations into fantastic literary locations.
Indeed the one pro-Soviet science fiction novel of this period,
Frederick le Gros Clarke’s Between Two Men (1935) concluded
by turning against political fantasy, with a sharp reminder of
contemporary political realities, and of the utopian quality of
the international working-class movement. Here utopia is to
be found in the actions of those people struggling to achieve it.
A ‘biological fantasy’, it described the birth of a new
super-species which threatens to replace humanity as the next
evolutionary step. At the end of the book the embriologist
Sandraval, who is responsible for killing the new creature,
travels on the continent, doubtful of the rightness of his
decision. There he realises he acted properly, and that there is
after all a new kind of humanity, p

1imagination, it constituted above all a threat to the continued
existence of the Soviet Union.
One utopian novelist worth mentioning is the Scottish writer
- Leslie Mitchell (better known as Lewis Grassic Gibbon, the
- author of 4 Scots Quair), who produced two utopian novels in
~ the early 1930s, Three Go Back (1932) and Gay Hunter (1934). In
these Mitchell used the device of time-travelling to catapult a
political cross-section of contemporary society 20,000 years
the past and future respectively. In both the time-travel-
discover a golden age of primitive communism, unspoilt
y class, property, religion and marriage. The €ponymous
yine Gay Hunter finds her experience of the future
ms her worst fears for her own times. She remembers

* books of speculation she had read on the future — books of the
early Wells, of Flammarian, of their hosts of imitators: books that
. pictured the sciences mounting and growing, piling great,
crystalline pyramids of knowledge and technique unto alien skies,
. with men their servitors, changing and altering with them,
physically and psychically ... or the younger Huxley, with a
hine-made world of machines and humans undergoing a
tastic existence, conditioned by the bleak lunacy of their
or’s anthropological beliefs ... worlds without end that had
 foisted upon the future.
the men who toil at their machines and on the earth. G
workers with their throbbing ache of revolt against the shadow
the swastika — Russians with their Bolshevik energy that for
creation beneath the naked sky — they were the very pulse @

luch for the left’s ‘hedonist utopia’.) The old democracies,
learns, collapsed with atomic war, to be replaced by a
Federation and centuries of permanently warring fascist
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‘Hierarchies’ ruling vast numbers of ‘sub-men’. In the end an
international revolt by the ‘sub-men’ and global civil war has
all but destroyed humanity. Although the novel is largely a
celebration of the primitive communist society of the hunters
(‘neither prophecy nor propaganda ... though the Hierarchs
may never happen, I have a wistful hope for the Hunters’), it is
significant that the other two time-travellers are fascists (one in
Three Go Back is an arms-dealer) who try and introduce warfare
to the hunters, to re-establish ‘civilisation’. Even Mitchell,
whose (partly Trotskyite) Marxism was mixed with Diffusionist
anthropology, and whose fiction always contained a shining
vision of an inevitable communist future — even Mitchell could
not disregard the factor of fascism, its implications for ideas
about inevitable human progress. Gay realises the danger
posed to the hunter society by Major Ledyard’s appeal to
‘Service, Loyalty, Hardness and Hierarchy’.

Some seed of desire for safety, security, to poison the minds of
men and set them to climbing the bitter tracks to civilisations®
bloody plateau, lit by the whorling storm-shells ... war religion,
blood sacrifice, all the dreary and terrible mummery of temple
and palace and college. Kingdoms would rise again on the earth,
poets sing battle again, the war-horses stamp on the face of a
child, the women know rape and the men mutilation ...'*

The growing threat of fascism, the challenge it posed not only
to socialism, but to the liberal idea of ‘progress’, may explain
the small number of straightforward socialist utopias in the
1980s. The appearance of fascism constituted a decisive
interruption in the imaginative literature of the British left.
Another exception to this is worth noting, Fen
Brockway’s Purple Plaque (1935). In this highly romantic no
Brockway depicted a revolution on a luxury liner, quarantinet
indefinitely because of a ‘purple plague’. The third-¢
passengers abolish the class distinctions, the work, food
cabins are shared according to need, a newspaper, a univ
and currency are established (and nudism permitted).
The mutiny of the dancing-girls which precipitates
revolution was based on a real incident on a trans-Atl
liner in the early 1980s, when, on Brockway’s instigation,
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troupe had re.fused to dance only for the first-class passengers
Bx:ockway’s trips to the USA in these years were in part to meeé
with the.Trotskyite Jay Lovestone, recently expelled from the
leadership of the CPUSA. The ILP at this time, after a brief
attempt to work with the Comintern, was moving rapidly into
an ultr:a—Ieft Position, and Brockway in particular was
developing a critique of the workings of the Comintern alon
the lines of Lovestone’s.16 ¢

In the lnovel therefore, the leadership of the ship’s
revolution is split between ‘Nathan, the Revolutionary Socialist
and Wells, the Moscow-minded Communist’ (‘a difference not
so much of principle as of spirit and method’.) It is Nathan
who concludes that the ship is

only a microcosm of society. America and Britain had their
first-class and tourist-class, their third-class and crew — the
possessing class, the middle-class and the working-class. America
and Britain had their luxury for the possessing class and their
‘overcrowded poverty for the working-class. A revolution in America
and Britain ...""

In the same year that Purple Plague was published, the

If_@;@mintern at ir;s Seventh Congress finally shed the last
. remmnants of its ‘Class Against Class’ policy, and urged the

tion of ‘People’s Fronts’ against the threat of fascism. In
itain the Communist Party temporarily dropped the slogan
OF a Soviet Britain’. At the Soviet Writers’ Congress the
us year the cultural implications of the new policy had
largely anticipated, in the final suppression of the
ria prolet(,_'ult tendencies within Soviet literature, by
\-ks _co,nﬂation of the categories of ‘revolutionary’

essive’, ‘working—class’, ‘proletarian’ and ‘anti-fascist:
8, and by his call for ‘revolutionary writers’ to study

g ] :d spedﬁmﬂy, the fate of literature under the rule of fascism
: #fate of htera}rure under the fascist sceptre (sic) constitutes the
gravest warning, the ‘writing on the wall’ for all writers.1®

' tht.: British Union of Revolutionary Writers, founded
90n In December 1933, and part of the proletcult-
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dominated International Union of Revolutionary Writers,

became by its second meeting in February of the next year the
British Section of the Writers’ International (WI), a much more ‘
broadly-based non-Party organisation. The writers whom the
Section hoped to attract were primarily those who saw fascism

as

a menace to all the best achievements of human culture ... who are
opposed to all attempts to hinder unity in the struggle, or any
retreat before fascism or compromise with fascist tendencies.

This statement was published in the first issue of Left Rem,},fmfJ
founded later that year as the organ of the British Section f
the WI, and a replacement for the proletcult Siorm. In its i
six months the editors of Left Review decisively defeated an

Andy Croft =

.endmg,‘ when an underground Party cell is established in th
-_‘street. Th}f ﬁ_nal E:hapter seems odd and strained’ he 3
because it implies the conversion to Communj bger:
acceptance into a Party cell of such unlikely people azm aI}g
Foay?]%)é*ltable 1;f0rmisfh secretary and a little Nazi nl:;rk ’Ha'lr“lh‘;re
Is another ending to the novel, even more triumph 1: i
Wintringham did not mention, set ¢ ime henge ; e
Soviet Geman Republic has been es:;g?isht:filnecfllgﬁ;eh b
(;onm-}umst, the Vatican has been turned int(; a muse e
'Fh.e middle clas_ses survive — only in Britain. Both end'um, 0
the terms of Wl'ntringham’s criticisms mark the novel glgts}irand
E§?bsequent anti-fascist and anti-Nazi novels, and date 'uf w
time when the Comintern still expected Ll:le KPD toltsmn'ml
underground, and Lhe Hitler government to over-reach i:;gfl“;g
Yet at the same time the second ending of Haunting Eumjﬁe

ultra-leftist attempt to influence the magazine. As one of the B shows how far Slater caught, possibly Giglredl ¢ i
’ O Create, the

editors, Tom Wintringham, put it

our main work as revolutionaries is to get a ‘united front
common action among all those who are not revolutionaries, but feel
need to defend culture and literature against the effects of mods
capitalism, against fascism, war from the air, throttling of f

discussion.?®

This was a strategy that could have no place in th
increasingly ultra-leftist argument of the ILP, and one that
repeatedly criticised by ILP writers — including Orwell
‘reformist.” So simple a ‘revolutionary’ novel as Purple P
could only have been written from someone in Brockwa

increasingly isolated position.?!

4. ‘A Really Satisfactory Way of Writing About the Age’
The first of the great many anti-fascist novels written il
country in the 1930s was Montagu Slater’s Hauntng '
(1984). This was a careful realist account of G
working-class life from 1929 to 1983, of the inesc
involvement of one Berlin family in the political turm:
those years. When the novel appeared Tom Wintringhan
generally enthusiastic about it in the Daily Worker. Hi

however, unhappy about the novel’s rather triumpt

[1 We

e ;
dominating Imaginative feature of anti-fascist fiction — its

orking on the novel Slater also wr i
ork : : ote two anti-fasci
nesday. (1988) and ‘Cock Robin’ (1984). The ﬁﬁ:twfalzy;
_-ac(t"plcture of the future establishment of fascism in
. l.mdiﬁted to London’s Iron Heel’), in the second the
Egl: e:;‘c;_sﬂ "{13" hstruggli against (British) fascism while under
2 etic. he combination of anti-fascism
ﬂ_ndmg political defeat, a commitment to athien(sfe Of
T:iezrrxllddf}fl‘gat of fasas;l, the location of a native fascrl:zt
16, non-naturalistic form are all importa

3 - - nt
kﬂgﬂiea:)ures tcilf anuifasast British writing. V\I;hal: is n?gsci
Xable about these plays however, is th
i » 1s that they were never
ished, performed. Somehow in these

i - tw
_bl)yml;hk; first British dramatic attempts to degl Pﬁtﬁ
o ca)lh.'q and by several years, Slater anticipated the
realist qualities of most subsequent anti-fascist, anti-Nagzi

osley literature. e
th ai'"sollolv)vll_ng year Naomi Mitchison’s We Have Been
i ﬂ;ld ished. This long panoramic novel, with its 82

T De:ged charactc_ars was severely criticised by Reg
e whichm\% Worker, in terms significantly different to
o intringham had criticised Haunting Europe.
It pro-Communist sympathies, Bishop could
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find few positive things to say about the novel. For its first 547
pages the novel dealt with the contemporary political situation
in a fictional parliamentary constituency, its various political
activists and their domestic lives. The last six pages however
suddenly took on another quality altogether, when one of the
female and very pregnant characters has a vision of the future

of ‘Sallington’ — a fascist one.

First three armed Specials came out, and then the prisoners
bunched together, their eyes blindfolded already, and their hands
tied behind them. They were strung out along the wall. Nearest to
her was Taylor, the man who disbelieved in violence. Then Sam
Hall, with a scalp wound plastered with dark blood. Then
Dorothy’s Bill. Then Reuben Goldberg. Then Mason. But they |
hadn’t tied his hands because his arm was broken; his coat was
buttoned over it and he shook a little. Then Torm. With his trouser
cut off at the knee and his leg bandaged. Beyond Tom were two |
women. ‘Tom!’ she yelled suddenly. ‘Tom, we’ll remember, we'll |
— " And then there was a hand over her mouth, she staggered and |

was shoved back, gagged ...%

Reg Bishop was quite clear about the novel’s ending — “The -
best thing in the book, a picture of England under fas
terror’.26 And when was this last chapter written? According to
the novel’s foreword, ‘before the events of summer 1938 in
Germany, and before the counter-revolutions of 1934 in
Austria and Spain.’

Why did anti-fascist novelists invariably turn to non-r
ways of writing? Firstly, non-realistic writing was the ea
way for British writers to deal with a subject of which they b
little personal experience. Realist anti-fascist fiction
generally written by those who had direct contact with fascis
either German — Edward Fitzgerald’s Crooked Eclipse (1
Patrick Kirwan’s Black Exchange (1934), Phyllis Bottome’s
Mortal Storm (1937), Christopher Isherwood’s Mr Norris
Trains (1984), Goodbye to Berlin (1989) — or British — Si
Blumenfeld’s few Boy (1986), They Won't Let You Live (19

For those whose acquaintance with fascism was
derived from books and newspapers, the realist no
clearly a difficult medium in which to write about fascis
Lewis described this phenomenon thus:
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the slump and the rise of European fascism compelled writers to
look over their garden walls ... to divert some of their attention
‘From the bed, the subconscious and the drawing room to the
impact of unemployment, political and economic insecurity, upon
the lives of ordinary people. And since most middle-class ‘,vriters
Iackeq any idea about life outside their own class, this dearth of
experience outside a class they have rejected has turned

Communist writers to allegory. 2’ -

Even Isherwpod, the most understating of naturalist
novelists, wrote in 1939

Like many other Europeans, I have come to feel that Franz Kafka
alone among modern novelists, discovered a really satisfactoq,r
way of writing about the age in which we live. As, amidst the
thickening shadows, we wander farther and farther down the path
from r.he Reichstag to Madrid, from Madrid to Munich W{;
recognise in_him the Virgil who will be our guide Lhroug}; the
unfolding horrors of the contemporary inferno. Prophetically, he
has described it all - the vague, overpowering sense of terror; ,the
?ifcmn-events vividly and simply remembered but only later seén as
iverted and insane; the crisis indefinitely delayed. His is the
~ nightmare world of the dictators.?
\ chafel Roberts in a study of T.E. Hulme had argued that
tragic view’ was the only possible one to take in the late
s, and that Kafka's The Trial (published in English the
Vi ;Js year) was one of the best examples of this ‘tragic
Samuel Hynes has argued that this essay in particular
Fhe interest in Kafka in general reveals a shift away from
tical commitment to despair in the late 19305,

revolutionary view had come to seem, for most writers
able, and the tragic view one that history and obsewation’
] .ed -« In such a time politics — men’s efforts to govern
nﬁﬂy— becomes a tragic acuvity; and so political parables are
€ parables, ending in defeat and death.

afglourse another variation on the Orwellian judgement
€ whole the literary history of the 1930s seems to
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justify the opinion that a writer does well to keep out of
politics’. It is also to limit our understanding of who ‘most
writers’ were (Hynes refers of course to the plays of Spender,
Isherwood and Auden), and it is to misunderstand the
presence of Kafka and socialist fiction of the time. No matter
how ‘tragic’ and superficially pessimistic were the anti-fascist
dystopias of the late 1930s, almost all were written as politica]
interventions, as warnings about what might happen. This is for
example clearly the sense of Naomi Mitchison’s title.

In the 1940 Left Book Club edition of Swastika Night (1937)
by ‘Murray Constantine’ — a dystopia imagining Europe after
seven hundred years of the Third Reich — a publisher’s note *
indicated that the '

picture painted must be considered symbolic of what would ‘
happen to the world if Hitler were to impose his will (as he must
not) upon it ... While the author has not in the least changed his
opinion that the Nazi idea is evil, and that we must fight the Nazis
on land, at sea, in the air, and in ourselves, he has changed
mind about the Nazi power to make the world evil.®!

For others a certain authorial disingenuity served to |
their readers in the right direction. Terence Greenidge noted:
the beginning of his dream-story Philip and the Dictator (1
‘It should hardly be necessary to state with a story of thi
that the characters and Institutions contained in it
fictitious’, though just in case any of his readers might miss th
similarities he added, ‘General Carstairs has nothing to @
with General Franco’.* ‘Shamus Frazer’ prefaced his sati
Shroud as Well as a Shirt (1935) with the admission that ha

finished the novel

it was brought to my attention that there already existed in G
Britain a fascist party. I should like to take this opportunit
saying that there can be no possible resemblance between
Cricketshirt Party and those ardent, patriotic souls who ar
present striving to make this country — ‘that we love so
worthy of the Blackshirt policy.®*

As well as being a self-consciously imaginative resp
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fascism, this sort of writing was secondly a hi ;
response. There seems to have been a strogg p:;cggﬂéfltigcciual
British intellectuals of the implications of fascism fng
intellecrgual and academic life.* This was demonstrated mo(:;
c.learly In Rex Warner’s The Professor (1988), the sto of on
liberal mtellec_tual’s fate at the hands of fascism loosrgi baseg
on the events in Austria of that year, The epon:ymous )}(mro
{";Iasslcail scholar of international standing and a WCH—](DOV,VI?
liberal, is gsked to serve as Chancellor of his small landlocked
state, poh-ucally divided and lying in the shadow of 2 powerful
fascist neighbour. The story of his betrayal by the fascists

~ within the country, his flight, ca i

" > A, capture, torture and execution i
‘ff'ull 9f long spee'ches, political and philosophical argum(e)rrllt;S

* classical soliloquies, yet it also contains a lot of physical action.

" The Profess i i
or refuses his son’s advice to arm the

-T working-class districts of the city, he trusts his Chief of Police

thnel C?yrimm, and f}e believes that the conﬂicting interests
the social-democratic forces in the country will be resolved

power and asks for the assistance of th

ACross t!_le bgrder; the National Legion is given i{Es gﬁ% 33311
-_,_Umversuy ‘library and round up the opposition; the
13 —democrau_c leaders are forced into hiding; the Profzessor
1 ay'ed by his wife, and he is finally shot as he is released

sa sEudy_in liberalism as much as fascism, a critique of the
or’s failure to understand the implications of fascism
jeemocracy. The ideological climax of the book s 2 lon

ment between the Professor and his old academic rivagl
 Vander, now a leader of the ‘National Legion’. Vander
8 t}m Professor’s “ethical idealism’. This, he ar- es is a
based set of values that never had real universal ﬁpport

:i:faﬂ}:?dyou 1l [ell_ me exactly what you’re doing yourself about
Ider Morality”?* ‘Love is the highest value we know.’
How many people do you love?’ ‘All men are brothers.‘ 1
.tabliloz‘; Is it then that you are living so much more
g y 3.;1 th'e other members of the great family? Those
yours, for instance, they’d fetch a good price. Enough to
nigeger for several years, I daresay. Oh, come off it
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Professor. Why not admit that you’'re living off other people just = struggles in East London , . i
as I am, and tlZat you like it? ... You have succeeded in imposing tem]gs’ since this might tf;"]i?i’ﬁﬁlenlth‘éliiii :;dfviiadnd, in these
on the man in the street, your “wider” or “higher’” morality, and the men and women involved in those stru Ieangers run by
the man in the street, who is not a half-baked philosopher, loathes A number of writers clearly sought to Og gUIs. - -
it ... however, the ordinary man has a natural and healthy distaste politics in the early 1980s by setting the}:n pin a];lse fs —
for all this business of love and brotherhood ... In fact only one popularly-readable novels, for example, Ellen W-ﬁ(_e orm of
thing has, in the past, saved people like you from being hustled off Division Bell Mystery (1932), Harold Hesio ’s Th lC' inson’s The
the stage of history for good and all, and that thing has been your Ropmer (1934), Montagu Slater’s Second gity (1; 3 I?;mi} fg; ﬁ:ﬁ:

Gr'eel-lﬂ',s Itsa Battlefield (1984), and some of the Coles’ novels
This is worth remembering, since the thriller, count -house:
mystery and detective-story genres in the 19205 and 19?05 were
,pverwht?lr'mngly used by deeply conservative, often ‘anti-
Bolshevik’ writers. And there was, at the same tirgle a suspici
enAthe lef; towardIs these sorts of writing. 3’ , i
A popular novelist who used political id

~ give his writing greater immedia(:}lf) and urgeni;irswizciheeve?ﬁii;(c)

. gupert Grayson. Gun Cotton — Murder at the Bank (1939) a'as his

. enr_h‘ novel. In many respects it is of a piece with the other

velve ‘Gun Cotton’ novels, pitting the predictable hero
nst predictably impossible odds. What is remarkable abo

- novel however, is that the villain is of a new kind: %

characteristic timidity and hypocrisy. You have never made any
serious effort to carry your principles logically into practice, and |

very lucky for you, too.” .

The novel, and Vander’s character in particular, is the most
sustained fictional examination of fascist ideology in this
period. The argument between the Professor and Vander &
serves the same horrifying purpose in the novel as the interview
between Winston and O’Brien in Nineteen Eighty-Four and
much of O’Brien’s argument is couched in Vander’s terms.
The difference between the two novels and the two scenes is
that Warner gives Vander a specific political location, gives the
‘National Legion’ a social, cultural and philosophical content,
and that Warner offers an alternative to fascism’s too-easy
success. At the end of the novel the Professor is recovering

from a bout of ‘interrogation’.

Gun had been u‘fatching Relff carefully, and he realised that the
xmm was something more than a mere criminal. His self-restraint
"was admirable; his geniality a splendid cloak — but beneath all that
‘Gun could see in the glint of his eyes and the note behind his voi
t Ehe lfellow was a fanatic. Fanatical in his hatred of En lanf}le
L ucal. in his devotion to, as Gun felt Pretty certain, the caise of,'
“International Fascism ... And all the more dan, er,ou for ih
i thought to himself, PR
] We have behind us almost unlimited resources. For, though it
.r-. :ll?-t b.e generally _rf:c.ognised, practically every capitalist in the
1s with us! Capitalism has been tottering for some years as a
°m, and the_only thing that can save it is world fascism, And so
ﬁ: nliostfly in secret, almost every capitalist is a fascist at hf.‘artj
s of them — many of the wealthiest of them — are quite

Then he remembered that abject and broken moaning of the
prisoner in the next cell, and he thought of the countless innocent
and obscure men and women who at this moment were be
tortured and lacked any means of hope or relief. His mind w
out to Jinkerman and his son, and he wished them success, even
enterprises that would involve violence or civil war, so long
there was any hope of abolishing what to him seemed now
worst thing of all, a lawless and irrational oppression ...*

5. A New Sort of Thriller _
A third reason why anti-fascist novelists chose to write

the political future rather than the present, in fabulous
than immediately pressing settings, is that this permitted @
of them to write in popular forms, to introduce co
thriller elements to their work. It would have been

possibly even in bad taste, to describe the real anti-I2 and . '3
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That even a professional thriller writer like Grayson should
choose to characterise his villain as a fascist, that it is a British
fascism he depicts, that Relff should connive to articulate a
basically Marxist analysis of fascism — this is all testimony to
the extraordinary developments within the thriller genre in the
late 1930s, and the penetration of anti-fascism into our literary
life.

Cecil Day Lewis’ (as ‘Nicholas Blake’) in The Smiler with the
Knife (1939) pitted his well-connected heroine Georgina
Strangeways against the dastardly Chilton Canteclo, leader of
the fascist ‘English Banner’ stockpiling arms beneath
Nottingham Castle. In Eric Ambler’s The Dark Frontier (1936)
the quiet and non-political physicist Henry Barstow, himself
reading a spy-story about ‘Conway Carruthers’ suddenly
becomes ‘Conway Carruthers’ and dashes off to the Ruritanian
country of Ixania, and he engages in the anti-fascist struggle
there. Amabel Williams-Ellis set her Learn to Love First (1939) in
a similar geography, in ‘Carolia’ in the mid 1940s. There her
aristocratic heroine Renata zu Lichtenhof is driven by love to
murder the fascist leader Stecker and make contact with the

Communist-led resistance. In Andrew Marvell’s science-fiction
Minimum Man (1938) a fascist coup by the ‘Party of New
Freedom’ in Britain in 1950, is only resisted by the socialist
underground joining forces with the telepathic and flying
foot-high mutants, the ‘minimum’ people. The narrator of
Storm Jameson’s In the Second Year (1936) is on the run fr
fascist ‘National State Party’ police in Britain 1941. Bruce
Hamilton’s The Brighton Murder Trial: Rex v Rhodes (1987)
purports to be a case history of a trial of an anti-fascist in 194~
The story is written in 1950, in ‘these days of expectation and
activity’ when ‘the eyes of Soviet Europe are turned towards the
future’, and when the fascist tyranny of the ‘National Youtl
government has been overthrown at last. '

Finally in Bruce Hamilton’s Traitor’s Way (1988) and Grah
Greene’s The Confidential Agent (1939) the left produced
the best chase-thrillers of the decade. Greene’s novel was sé
Britain during the (unspecified) Spanish Civil War, wh
agents for the Republican and fascist forces are competing
a crucial coal-contract. As the Republican ‘D’ is racing
time, and his opposite number ‘L’, he is on the run from

Andy Croft
203

f,:éi?ﬂ p?llcg_l on a framed murder-charge. Through an
g plot that doesn’t stop turning till the last page, ‘D’
never sure whom he can trust. W 5

:sserc;?idw;r:;: nol;ody but yourself, and sometimes you were
- er after all you could trust yourself. They didn’t
medafoti,;rzen;ote }t]hill-ll they had trusted the friend with the holy
5 re right then, and wh
not right now? You - you were a p(:*e‘;::;it:e(sia};’);}tl;#l dizt'}iley ‘i\’ere
o2 complex affair; heresies creptin ... He wasn’t ;e . tel;) "
wasn’t watc_hed at this moment; he wasn’t certain Lhrz:im'1 s h’e
right fo_r him to be watched. After all, there were alt by =
economic materialism which, if he searched his heart hsp;'iits =
accept ... And the watcher — was he watched ? He was h e d for
a moment by the vision of an endless distrust .. .39 R

In Traitor’s Way, set in the earl
: y 1940s, the h
escapes from Parkhurst, only to find hims;?ifoliuhgtatsign

possession of evidence about 2 fasci
: : cist plot to e i itain i
a war with the Soviet Union. i uhroll Britiin

lla:::,t t(Iilt::wn on the edge of the bed and sweated, It was to come at

Eul;o e tsﬂecc'nddgreat world war which had hung like a cloud over

=urope for a decade and more. That Gre itai

: . ! : at Britain should

5::13(; lgned Epfm the ranks of the tyrants surprised me les(snt]hanbii
_ ave belore I went to prison, for thin

- . i gs had changed si
then ... we were on the very brink of the pit. In two shorigmosrllntli:

the world
. would be at war ... hazard made me, an escaped convict

with eve § i
. Itr‘z man’s hand against me, a participant in this deadly
: prevem as | a]clane who had, if fortune favoured me, a chance of
ing the hideous consummation. The idea was a terrifying

~ D¢, and for a few moments I felt dizzy and shaken ... I ran to the

basin and i
E tmmersed my head two or three times in icy cold water
; or passed, and I could think once more. 40 '

Wanted by the police, hidi
. ) ing from th .
erground network, not knowingg whom toetrilasl;ge .
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he has come to the fascist headquarters ...

There was of course, a good deal of comedy in all this, as the
authors could not always resist drawing attention to their sense
of the genre, and characterising the fascists as stage devils.
There were at the same time a number of anti-fascist novels
whose main emphases were comic. Shamus Frazer’s picaresque
A Shroud as Well as a Shirt’ (1985) was a sustained satire on the
absurdities, vanities and brutalities of British fascism. The
“True Born Britons’ model their uniforms on cricket shirts,
their idea of political ethics are based (at first) on public-school
games, and they come to power on a wave of nationalism
created by a Test Match at the Oval.

Easy targets for the satirists were the uniform fetishes of
fascist organisation. In The Virgin King (1986) by Francis
Warson, a whole Ruritanian fascist movement is inadvertantly
started by a dress-designer with a passion for yellow shirts and
jodhpurs; in Terence Greenidge’s Philip and the Dictator (1988),
the dandy Francoist party on the island of St Michael are
known by their dress as the ‘Silver Coats’; in The Rhubarb Tree
(1987) by Kenneth Allot and Stephen Tait, the absurd British

Nazi ‘Sons of Empire’ wear red, white and blue shirts; ]oseph-
Macleod ended his Quverture to Cambridge (1936) with a vision of
the world permanently divided into antagonistic but identical

fascist camps, the ‘Blues’, ‘Yellows’, ‘Oranges’, and ‘Purples’.

The inanities and contradictions of fascist rhetoric were a

recurring joke too. In The King Sees Red (1936) Anthony

Bertram inverted the race theories of Nazism in his Ruritanian
dictator Rosenbaum. A new salute has been introduced in
Steinbergen, ‘shoulders raised ... the arms being kept close to
the sides ... the hands were bent outwards with the palms

raised.’

‘Oy, oy, oy,” Rosenbaum had begun. Thunderously
Steinbergians had answered ‘Oy’. ‘Men of the Lost Tribe
Steinbergen, what have you done with your birthright? Wh
the freedom your fathers won with their shining swords and
we shall win again with our indomitable will to victory. Whe
it? It has been given away. It has been given to effete parlia
of uncircumcised dogs. Who gave it? Who are the traitors
cannot answer. But I can. I will tell you. I, your leader, who
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a]wa)(s rigI.u. Tam right in what I think; T am right in what I say; I
am right in what I do. (Oy, oy). I speak with the voice of )t(f’le
peop_[t-. Yoy are my people. I am your leader. I am you. In
'mysncal union from my cradle in Whitechapel my soul has bl.Jrnt
in a pure white flame with the souls of the people of Steinbergen
One people: one race; one blood: the standard-bearers of culfure.
and the sharp sword of the hero and the irrevocable will to victo

I tell you that it is the men of the impure race who have betraygi‘

£l

us.

In Steinbergen it is not Jewishness but virginity that is a

Crime.

The fiay after next will be a National Fertilisation Day. After that
all VITgIns, or anyone having more than one grandmother who
Was a virgin, or any man committing racial disgrace with a virgin

would forthwith be deprived of their civic rights #! .

None of these novels however lost sight for a moment of the

seriousness of their subject matter. As Bertram put it, ‘apart
:ﬁ’p.m the shooting, beating, mutilating, imprisonin or,ex'fl)'ar
of 11_1d1v1duals, Rosenbaum had so far avoided using forcel’l?g

ch case the jokes turn sour before the end. Ii Mau-riclt;1

on's The Bad Companions (1936) two con.

son with a plan to establish a bogus fascistotiglrggl{lsaltgz‘r;e
nted_ by a_dlstinguished-lookjng lunatic they have found.
eir 1dea' 15 to make money out of all the retired-
o-fascists in the Home Counties. Unfortunately the plan

 more successful than they had ever imagined, and the real

1es of the British Nazis, gives way at the end of the novel
p;lcture,o.f her working in a tin mine, a political prisoner of
€W régime she supported too late. The opportunist
ﬁrtfxtI}ll A Shroud as Well as a Shirt, whose Cynicism provides
jﬁe i Jokes about the Cricketshirts he has joined, realises

:.w at hel1s mnvolved in. He tries to make a pacifyin
to defuse international tension, but is assassinated; thi%

lamed on the Soviet Union, and world war breaks out. ‘A
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marble Rupert Might stood in front of the Horse Guards at
Whitehall — its arm raised in eternal salute. It was one of the
few things in London that remained standing after the Great

Air Raid ...’#

6. The Sources of Fascism
Part of this writing about fascism and a possible fourth reason

why anti-fascist writers should chose non-realistic, ‘prophetic’
forms, is that it permitted them to make connections between
existing political practices (of the BUF or the National
Government) and events on the continent. In other words, to
satirise what they saw as the latent fascism of elements in British
society.

This, for example, was clearly the intention of Ruthven
Todd’s Over the Mountain (1939). In this short novel, the hero
climbs an impassable mountain to arrive in a strange and
terrifying, but familiar country. Its inhabitants ‘seemed to be
emphasised versions of the sort of people that I could vaguely
remember in my country. Everything they said seemed to be

slightly in excess, they seemed to be caricatures of their types

and professions.”*® The police in this place are dangerous
mental defectives, the press and the Church entirely in the
pocket of the nakedly fascist government, and public schools
run on paramilitary lines. He eventually escapes, climbs the
peak and returns to his own land, only to realise of course that
he has never in fact left it ...

By putting fascism in power in Britain in 1940, Storm
Jameson in In the Second Year (1986) was able to make a series of
such connections. As the title indicates, Jameson examines the
consolidation of fascism in its second year of real power, the

concentration camps, the purging of the Universities,
public anti-semitism. In particular she describes the govel
ment’s clash with its more radical supporters, clearly based
the events in Germany in 1934, when the idealists within |
‘National State Party’ are brutally exterminated. The
proposes a pattern of events likely to lead to a
government in Britain — the failure of industrial milit
without political leadership, the collapse of the trade-
movement, large-scale unemployment, the acceptance
Labour Party of a patriotic and fiscal consensus

Andy Croft

continuing ineptitude of the
isuni ‘ i
garh‘a rtgenoti r;h;OIl.eét, a;;[d a growing disillusionment  with
iucs. Moreover James
L Poics on suggests some of
t likely to succour fasci i
: ascism — fin i
Sir Thomas Chamber] i -
ayne, young idealists like E
by-standing intelle i i
ctuals like Tower, careeri i :
. : » Careerist social democrats
like Sir Alexander Denham, anti-Communist trade-union

leaders like George Body, men of act; . ;
and not least those like H{;bde; of action like Richard Sacker,
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National Government, the

inrf] vilolent and vicious sub-life depicted in ... a certain kind of
[ hCI'lCE-l(Iil nove-l and ﬁlr_n steps off the page or the screen and plays
1ts horrid part in what is called the regeneration of his country )J;\

disgusting cinemato h
- graph psychology becomes actual, as in a

fIn The Brightan.]l.{urder Trial, Bruce Hamilton used the device
z wipgﬁen% wlrltmlghfrom the future to pass comment on his
o €. 1he legal historian who is ostensibly th
g : j . e auth

gm Brighton Murder Trial explains that British feytscism ?aileo(g F)f
‘the late 1930s because it had its thunder stolen X

.zhf? final retiren}ent of_' Mr Baldwin, the purging of the National
Col:f.emmcnt of ‘the ta.mt of socialism’, the introduction into the
abinet of the Churchills, Amerys, Lords Lloyd, Rotherme d

* Beaverbrook, had seemed to provid , i

sufficient ‘strength’ € an administration of

,_ .akle overt _fasci_sm unnecessary. The case Rex v Rhodes
e I{)uage whl_lle t_hl§ government is in power, and although it
& rder trial, it is apparent from the Attorney General’s

W . . . .

E&n:m;x;usm is not on trial here. If it were, I have little doubt as to
: c;yB 1-; ;ierdlit as responsible citizeris would be. However. it is
augh Rhodes who is on trial, and th : ,
€s Br ) : ; e only question of
15 01; how far t(_eachlx}gs imbibed from that gregt oriental
it tﬁ;‘rcl)r, Anti-Christ in modern dress, the Soviet Union
ely that James Bradlaugh Rhodes should have’
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is cri hich he belongs, a party
itted this crime ... the Party to whi
ﬁari[:;lnfotir perhaps too easy-going political system has so far

1 45
permitted a legal existence ...

The inconsistencies of the police ev1flenc§,the 5;1?1;? t}c}f
of the fascist witnesses, the judge’s misdirec 1 e
EfDmerh litical allegiances of the Attorney General, amou
" etp;?ordinary indictment of the contemporary British
o] vt sible to make if the novel had not been set
legal system, impos
i th'Elclf}lr_ltlme-ason why anti-fascist writers chose future and
f: . tic lOI(;fltiOIlS for their novels is that these enable.d them tltlo
- long-term analysis of fascism. By casting fascism in the
Flilljfea z?sni successful and permanent force of govermcrlze?:s,
r:)veli;ts were able to examine its political content an
eal. ‘ N
ﬁoiuidlggﬁf like Swastika Night (1987) by MUH?YNEEI'H:“LT??;
imagining Europe after seven hundred yearsi IcT)l N 198 =
able to offer a feminist crlth}fx‘i l;)va é\;iﬁlzr;lthe Eovel le
tional circumstances. ' leg
gg;\iigxf the Nazi and Japanese Empires, Pelnr}an(z}rllélycm;;r;ilgf
over their sources of labour and matgru;l s 1dns e o
cle i, Gkensway at eigheeen montha; serval c
N Chﬂd?enortl;;kegoi:\irﬁfeaaxfclrlir the cover of darkness, and
géiln:lnzrxlltlielaﬂ?)nships not permitted; rape is not recognised

as a crime.

To love a woman, to the German mind, V\_fould be equal to lga\;m_g
orm ... Women like these, hairless, with naked shaven scalps,
aw

the wretched ill-balance of their feminine forms outlined by them

tieht bifurcated clothes — that horrible meek bowed wai tl;eugi
oig walking and standing, head low, stomach out, buttocks

behind - no grace, beauty, no uprightt.iess, all thes}f \»\:::ﬂ
qualities. If a woman dared to stand like a man she

beaten. | vl
In the novel a young English ‘dissident’ is ex‘ltrus,tt;gsl:g
of the Knights with the only existing copy .of a truemDt s
the world. Alfred learns from this that Hitler was !

2 3

that Germany had suffered military defeats in the past, that
there had once been something called ‘Memory’ and
something called ‘Socialism’, and that women were once
considered beautiful and equal to men. Above all he learns
that the Nazi Empire faces a demographic crisis.

For the Knight knew, what the women themselves did not know,
all over Germany, all over the Holy German Empire in this year of
our Lord Hitler 720, more and more boys were being born. It had
been a gradual loss of balance, of course, but now it was causing
acute uneasiness if women were to stop reproducing
themselves, how could Hitlerdom continue to exist? It seemed as
if, after hundreds of years of the really whole-hearted subjection
natural under a religion which was entirely male, the worship of a
man who had no mother, the Only Man, the women had finally lost
heart ... every German of the literate knightly class had nightmare
dreams of the extinction of the sacred race, but it was a truth that
must not be spoken freely, above all not spoken to the women
themselves ... If they once knew that the Knights, and even der
Fuehrer, wanted girl-children to be born in large quantities; that

every fresh statistical Paper with its terribly disproportionate male

births caused groanings and anxieties and endless secret

conferences — if the women once realised all this, what could stop

them developing a small thin thread of self-respect? If a2 woman

could rejoice publicly in the birth of 2 girl, Hitlerdom would start

to crumble .. 46

% Orwell and Anti-Fascism

lika Night is a powerful and unique criticism of fascism, an
gument that it was originally mysoginist and ultimately
f—-destructive, and that its racial theories had roots in sexual
BLeria. Swastikg Night remains undoubtedly the most
histicated and original of all the many anti-fascist dystopias
late 19805 and 1940s. Needless to say, it is wholly
ten today. In a number of specific details ~ the
Ograph that is seen by the ‘dissident’; the party leader who
ins the true history and workings of the Party; the book
Proves that change is possible, and memory mnviolable;
cial rewriting of history; the permanent vilification of
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the enemy (‘the four arch-fiends” Lenin, Stalin, Roehm and
Karl Barth): the abasement of sex and the outlawing of love;
the state of perpetual and unwinnable warfare (‘we’re dying,
both the huge Empires side by side, of our own strength’) —
Swastika Night clearly anticipates Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four
by several years.

There is no evidence that Orwell ever read Swastika Night, or
indeed that he read any of the anti-fascist novels mentioned
above. Whether or not he was influenced, either in general or
specific ways by this body of writing is not important. What is
important is that, with the exception of Isherwood, Greene
and Day Lewis, these anti-fascist novelists have been
disregarded by literary history, and their novels are long out of
print. Anti-fascist fiction in this country was a much more
varied, original, widely-based and influential body of writing
than is generally allowed. Pessimistic in the short term,
committed to a victory over fascism in the long term,
addressed primarily as a warning, a call to vigilance, looking to
the future as a way to talk about the present, drawing upon all
sorts of styles and forms — there is just space for Nineteen
Eighty-Four on the end of this shelf-full of novels. But that
novel begins to look a lot less original, a lot less clear and
important a contribution to the dystopian tradition, to our
imaginative understanding of tyranny, when it is put alongside
all these other titles.

And it must be remembered of course that Orwell had no
access to any of this earlier dystopian writing, since it was
product of a literary culture he rejected. This lite
phenomenon arose out of the arguments for a Popular Froi
current in the late 1930s in parts of the Labour Party and in
Communist Party, and influential far beyond them both. Not
all the writers discussed above were socialists, few belonge:
any political party, but all were participants in a remarkat
anti-fascist literary alliance that Orwell went to Tep
lengths to abuse.

As late as July 1939 he was characterising the anti-

movement as a

sort of monstrous harlequinade in which everyone is co:
bounding across the stage in a false nose — Quakers shoutin

M - |
gl:"CVOIUUOH and ‘Social fa
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poi?n; a;?:,dCOmmunlsts waving Union Jacks, Winston Churchill
oilite in em?ﬂ"at ... How can we ‘fight fascism’ except l:l:
there b € Up a far greater injustice? ... What meanin : IY
¢, even if it were successful, in bringing dOWHgHW;u ,d
14er s

Sy 1
1 d mn d €rent
stem to Stablllze SO E!h llg t.hat 1S [ar [)lggtfl an 1ts 1H €

For Orw is ti
ell at this time the struggle against British Imperialism

abroad and the rey 1
olutionary stru 1
e ) ggle agains itali
home took priority over the threat cf)arf fas%ism i

A couple of years earlier he had argued

I do not see how one can oppose
overthrow of capitalism, starting,

If one collab i itali
orates with a capitalist-imperialist government in a

struggle ‘against fascism’, i i
: : m, 1.€. against a rival i iali i
simply letting fascism in by the back door.*s M

fascism except by working for the
of course, in one’s own country.

' : ell had recentl
e ol n}?i:snngl fractlonhof its earlier size ang
£ € to what they sa
‘gar:‘m(;m (;lf the Popular Front idea. Even af‘te}; the“:)ui:) o
f Twell was to describe the late 1930s thus: i

Comintern slogans suddenly faded from red to pink. ‘World
. - ‘Wor

1.3y 1937 the whole of the
wing thought had narrowed

aITGWCd'qOWn’ ? ‘Narrowed down’? Th

_political development able to
61:1}2? Snd diverse literary culture i
anti-fa,sci;:wz” writing in Inside the Whale in 1940 the
oo anon could be reduced to the collected
n, Spender, MacNeice and Isherwood, in

s is a hard phrase
generate such an
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Stuart Hall

Conjuring Leviathan: Orwell on the
State

Orwell was a representative, as well as controversial, figure —
Just as Nineteen Eighty-Four became a ‘representative’ as well as
a prophetic book. Both came to ‘stand for’ something
significant in the political and intellectual life of the age. This is
not surprising. Though Orwell was only forty-six when he
died, he lived through tumultuous times, was personally
ivolved in events which became turning points in
twentieth-century history, and engaged directly with themes
and questions which have dominated much of our political
thinking since. He saw, at first hand, the ‘twilight of Empire’
the Burma police), the ‘Hungry Thirties’ and the
pression. He witnessed the rise of fascism and made the
etypal anti-fascist response — he went to fight in Spain. He
80 saw at first hand the grim impact of Stalinism on the
ocialist movemnent in Europe. His political outlook was deeply

ped by the Second World War, and then by the ‘Cold War’.
-~ In addition to ‘being there’, Orwell also wrote about these
ents in that direct, plain-spoken, self-expressing ‘documen-

" style which became characteristic of him and of his
od. Through this witnessing of events, he helped to define
t those events meant as political experiences — giving each
Stamp of his peculiarly ‘English’ point of view. In trying to
to terms, now, with what those events ‘really meant’, we

we keep asking, ‘Was Orwell right?’ A hopeless approach,
e he was 5o often right and wrong, sometimes in succession,
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more often in the same moment. Despite the claims on moral
clarity and political honesty which his style makes for him, his
political writing was shot through with ambiguities and, in the
final analysis, deeply contradictory. For example, the best case
of these ‘boiled rabbits of the left’ who are hesitant about
sinking their differences with the right simply because they are
both against fascism (and whom Orwell excoriates in that
inexcusably casual brutalist phrase, ‘My Country Right or
Left’) is, of course, none other than Orwell himself, writing in
exactly that sceptical vein about the dangers of sinking
differences only a few months earlier in ‘Not Counting
Niggers’. He was almost always partial: but the parts he saw,
he saw info with an astonishing penetration. Even when wrong,
he makes us think again about our certainties. That is why
there are so many ‘Orwells’. There were so many to choose
from. In addition, there are those we have felt obliged to make
up for ourselves. It now seems wholly wrong to read Orwell for
his ‘correctness’. We read him for his coniradictoriness, for his
vulnerability, his gift of exposure. Of the mountain of critical
observations, favourable and dismissive, which exists about
Orwell, the one observation which in my view comes closest to
the truth is that of Raymond Williams:

Instead of flattening out the contradictions by choosing this or
that tendency as the ‘real’ Orwell, or fragmenting them by
separating this or that period or this or that genre, we ought to say
that it is the paradoxes which are finally significant.!

That, at any rate, is the approach adopted in this sketch of
the evolution of Orwell’s ideas about the state, which
eventually found such powerful expression in the nightmare

vision of Nineteen Eighty-Four.

Despite his socialism, Orwell was instinctively an
individualist. He held independent, sometimes idiosyncratic

views; he was always ‘his own man’. George Woodcock.
anarchist friend, called him ‘an iconoclast’. He fought
others for causes he believed in — but always in his own
He hated to be told what to do, bossed around, regiment
made to toe the party line. He belonged to the libert
socialist, rather than the collectivist socialist, tradition.
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had consequences for his instinctiv '

authority, discipline and power — and heflcea;ct)l: Llll?seffiei:r) ‘g? 35115
state. What he hated about the fellow-travelling left-wine
mtellectua!s was their willingness to subordinate thémselves tg
the party line and to give up thinking for themselves. What he
}oved about Catalonia was the spirit of radical egalitarianism:
no mlhyary,ranh -~ Mo titles or badges, no heel-clicking and
no saluting.’? One of the greatest strengths of the Englisglrl he
argued, was the weakness of its militarist tradition: the
sergeant-major was a universally hated figure. ‘Fascism; and
totalitarianism’ came to signify the jackboot, the torture
chamber and the rubber truncheon: the jconograiahy of naked

vllolent, unqualified state power, with the individual at its
disposal - the basic structure of imagery in Nineteen Erghty-Four

The proles are unable to become the basis of the opposi{ion to
tyranny, apd Winston and Julia go down alone, holdin aloft
the ﬂlckerlqg candle of individual liberty, privat:? emetiogn and
personal dissent. Orwell’s individualism gave him a basic
orientation to politics which was fundamentally alien to the
statist notion of ‘bringing socialism to the masses’ through the

immposition of state dictatorship and, indeed, to the %vhole

tradition which identified socialism with colle(:;ivism and state

control. Nineteen Eighty-Four owed a great deal to Orwell’s

instinctive libertarianism.

Orwell also had a very independ iti i
~ Or : a) pendent political format
Socialist, which distinguished him ffom the ma}lolr(:?yaso?

- intellectuals who turned to the left in th

g ) € 1930s. For where
;hey fell under the orbit of the Communist Party and rtf?z

- Popular Front, Orwell’s formation was mainly in the orbit of

the ILP, an independent party of the left, opposed to the

*;ra.ti'sm of both the_Labour Party and Stalinism: ‘the only
s:msf pz,lr?'ty whu;h alms at anying 1 should regard as
OCalism’;® which Crick describes as ‘left-wing, egalitarian, a

Mge x.mxt,l.;re of secularized evangelism and non-Commun-
arxism . His route to Spain was via his ILP contacts —
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non-joiner. Though he admitted that, in England, there was
only one socialist party that ‘really mattered’ in a mass sense —
the Labour Party — he never wrote or spoke of it seriously as a
political vehicle which could bring about a fundamental shift
of power.? It was to the short-lived Commonwealth Party that
he looked for leadership of the popular movement he thought
was developing during the radicalizing years of the war.

On his return from Spain, the anarchists tried to recruit
him, but he never formally joined them. However,
undoubtedly, his experiences in Spain strengthened the natural
‘anarchism’ of his politics and this, too, carried with it
implications for his attitude towards the state. Catalonia
remained with him as a radical, egalitarian utopia. POUM’s
brand of oppositional communism and anarcho-syndicalism,
and the egalitarian working-class character which Barcelona
assumed under its inspiration, strongly appealed to him. It was
the destruction of POUM and the imprisonment of anarchists
and others, including many of his ILP friends, which
conclusively demonstrated to him the consequences of the
Stalinist betrayal of the revolution. These events deepened his
anti-Communism. But they also set in motion one of the most
powerful themes in Orwell’s thinking (and in Nineteen
Eighty-Four): the idea of the growing convergence between the
fascist and the Stalinist dictatorships, and of totalitarianism as
the basis for a new type of state formation.

When he tried to tell the truth about Spain as he saw it, once
he had returned to England, he encountered a wall of silence
and hostility: the left did not want to hear. It preferred to
believe what he saw as a falsification of history. This is why, in
Nineteen Eighty-Four, the question of ideological control (the
control of thought and language), the erosion of historical

memory, the falsification of records and the re-writing of
history are so basic to his view of the essential mechanisms of

the totalitarian state. It is why Winston — when he drinks a toast =
— puts ‘the past’ above all else. Subordination to the party
could make intelligent people accept ludicrous ideas. But
under ‘totalitarianism’ doublethink became a necessary way of

life: ‘2 +2=5".
Were Orwell’s views on the state ‘Trotskyist’? The Spa
communists and the Comintern labelled POUM ‘Trotsk
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When T.S. Eliot politely advised Fabers not to publish Animal
Farm, he labt_slled Orwell’s viewpoint ‘Trotskyite’. Warbur
who did publish it, was incorrectly described as ‘the Trotsk itgé
publisher,’® Yet Orwell was never a member of the Trotskyit
movement, had little connection with its sects and thog lfl3
impressed by some of Trotsky’s writings, expressed d,oubts is
to wheEher things would have been radically different had
Trots’kys opposition to Stalin succeeded. Goldstein’s ‘testa-
ment i Nineteen Eighty-Four is clearly modelled on Trotsk 8
writngs, as indeed was its dialectical style of argument and t¥16
descnpuor_l of Goldstein himself — ‘long, thin nose, near the
end o_f which a pair of spectacles was perched’. But ,Goldstein
and his testament are composite creations, with elements of the
American anarchist Emma Goldman, and the testament of the
POUM 'leader Andrés Nin, as well as Trotsky himself.
qudsteln’s position in Nineteen Eighty-Four and Orwell’s
attitude to him remain ambiguous. "
T?lough O_Iwell did not become a Trotskyist, he did take u
at different umes, positions not dissimilar from some of thoIch:
held by Trotskyists. One example of this is his waverin
adherex}ce to the thesis that the defeat of Franco and thg
deepeplng of the revolutionary process in Spain had to go
4 E}111..'¢tg1-11;i in }:M[-_l)d - E[lh position which he later transposed into gn
rgument about the war agai i
e against Hitler, and the development
| Orwell’s thesis about the growing convergence between East
and West and the emergence of a new kind of state based on
#lﬁ rule of a powerful élite and a collectivized group — what he
] I:altII:rd at first ‘oligarchical collectivism’ — has many similarities
'IW"I . thsz theories of ‘bureaucratic collectivism’ which some
s:ro_tsk},(lst.s later used to explain what had happened in the
| é;):st }Jm'on and to define the character of the Soviet state. For
e ]I; €, In the 1960s, a I.eading American ex-Trotskyist and
Otsky's translator and literary executor, Max Schachtman
, lz'shed The Bureaucratic Revolution in which he wied to

%-reaﬁcranc collect-ivism’. Even more directly influential
L. I‘;\é?t &\;vere the_ views of James Burnham who, in the
: 11_:1 it the American Trotskyist movement and produced

ianagenal Revolution, a book which depicted the drift
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towards a system of managed collectivism which,, he argued,
pointed up the growing similarities between Hitler’s Germany,
Stalin’s Russia and Roosevelt’s New Deal. e
Much of this reflected the evohlmon‘of Trotsky’s thin 1}111_g
about the character of the Soviet d1c§atorsh1p. After is
exclusion from power, Trotsky had described the SO\J.’le_tl statg
as ‘degenerated’ through thn.s_ growth of a p1:1v1s eglF
bureaucracy which found its political representative in ;a tl}r:
Economic backwardness, shortages and the isolation o . e
Russian revolution had produced, not a new type of capblta ;ISt
ruling class but a bureaucratic caste. The state was drawn y]t e
need to extract forced surpluses for modernization to exploit
and coerce its own class. But from 193‘9 onwards (.Schachr_ma{l
gives as a critical reference Trotsky’s “The USSR in the Wai :
published in the New International in November) Trotsky
advanced the proposition that the ,Stahnlst (.hctatorshq;f was
not, as he had supposed, a workers. st,ate which had‘ :1111 eﬁred
temporary bureaucratic ‘deggner,atlor_l , but rathgr ) ef txl;s_t
stage of a new exploiting society’ which, on the basis o | e
nationalization of property, the party and state bu_reaucrac’y
had become a new exploiting and dictatorial rulmg_ class’.
Splits between the different.Trotskyist sects depended in part
on which of Trotsky’s theories were r.h_ought to ble correct. |
Orwell’s thinking did not follow the intricate tw15t§ of these
internal sectarian debates. But he bega.n to envisage a ‘new type
of social system’, with its roots in, b_ut by—passmg,‘ 1ts.
revolutionary and democratic origins, whlf:}_l would contum:;=
to exploit the masses on the basis of collectlwzec.l propc.ari[y’ia.n
the oligarchical rule in a repressive state of a dlctaFoi‘Ia_ é 1};::5
The lineaments of this system we glle;;h; discernible in hi
ipti Oceania in Nineteen Eighty-Four 4
de%f}:;};s ci)snajcl)ct;ther way in which Orwell related to the question

of ‘Trotskyism’. In order to secure his rule, Stalin obliged the

left opposition groups to confess that they had ac'ted in wg:
which were ‘objectively’ inimical to the Soviet Union or were

actually agents of Western capitalism. In Stalinist language, the =

term ‘Trotskyite’ became synonymous with .‘e:nen}t};l 'Ef
state’: and the assault agains_t these _enemies w1. }mﬂi"
exported into the Communist parties andh movg i
throughout Europe - including Spain where i
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encountered it at first hand. Professor Crick in his biography
records that Alba, a historian of Catalan Marxism, reported
that three days before the POUM leader Andrés Nin was
expelled from the Republican government (the beginning of
the drive against POUM), the Soviet newspaper Pravda
announced that, ‘In Catalonia the elimination of Trotskyites
and anarcho-syndicalists has begun. It will be carried out with
the same energy as it was carried out in the Soviet Union.’’

In a remarkable Passage on the manipulation of political
language, which carries echoes down to our own day, Orwell
reflects on how this particular syllogism - Trotskyist =
revolutionary socialist = traitor — has been reworked by the left

(as later the term ‘Trotskyist’ was to be mercilessly worked over
by the right):

And what is a Trotskyist? This terrible word ~ in Spain at this
moment you can be thrown into Jail and kept there indefinitely,
without trial, on the mere rumour that you are Trotskyist - is only
beginning to be bandied to and fro in England. We shall be
hearing more of it later. The word ‘“Trotskyist’ (or ‘Trotsky-fascist’)
15 generally used to mean a disguised fascist who poses as an
ultra-revolutionary in order to split the left-wing forces. But it
derives its peculiar power from the fact that it means three
separate things. It can mean one who, like Trotsky, wished for
world revolution; or a member of the actual organization of which
Trotsky is head (the only legitimate use of the word); or the
disguised fascist already mentioned. The three meanings can be
telescoped one into the other at will. Meaning No. 1 may or may
fot carry with it meaning No.2, and meaning No. 2 almost
invariably carries with it meaning No. 3. Thus ‘XY has been heard

to speak favourably of world revolution; therefore he is a

Trotskyist; therefore he is a fascist.’ In Spain, to some extent even

in England, anyone professing revolutionary socialism (i.e.

professing the things the Communist Party professed until a few

Years ago) is under suspicion of being a Trotskyist in the pay of
Franco or Hitler.?

Otwell thought that the Depression and the war had

demonstrated the rottenness of capitalism and the need to

- The war not only made the case for planning: it had
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advanced it practically. Many did see, in rationing and
production for the war effort, the emergence of a sort of ‘war
socialism’. Planning, however, was not a straightforward
question for Orwell, because of its overtones of regimentation
and state control.

This may explain why so many of the stark images of the
Oceania landscape in Nineteen Eighty-Four reflect, not some
grim Soviet future, but ‘the drabness and monotony of the
English industrial suburb, the “filthy and grimy and smelly”
ugliness ... the food rationing and the government controls
which he knew in war-time Britain.”® The picture of society
given in Nineteen Eighty-Four, Julian Symons noted in his review
in the Times Literary Supplement,

has an awful plausibility. In some ways life does not differ very
much from the life we live today. The pannikin of pinkish-gray
stew, the hunk of bread and cube of cheese, the mug of milkless
Victory coffee with its accompanying saccharine tablet — that is the
kind of meal we very much remember ...'°

This has the effect, as Symons noted, of involving us more
directly, since so much of it is only an extension of familiar
things: a ‘near future’.

But was it only the stylistic requirements of naturalism which
made Orwell express the totalitarian nightmare through the
imagery of Britain’s war-time rationing, planning and
controls? It may not be far-fetched to see this in the context of
. a deeper ambiguity in the novel - the position he ascribes in
1 Nineteen Eighty-Four to INGSOC, whose sacred principles are
ﬁ; ‘Newspeak, doublethink, the mutability of the past’: even
' though INGSOC is clearly an acronym of ‘English Socialism’ —
the term used very positively in 1940 for the kind of socialism
which Orwell himself evoked so positively in The Lion and the

Unicorn.
There is also the question of how much Nineteen Eighty-Four

was a caricature of Soviet totalitarianism, and how far it is
pointed at totalitarian tendencies latent in all the superstates,

including Western capitalism. Orwell himself, in the statement
he dictated to Warburg to clarify his intentions about Nim:’tfmi
Eighty-Four, not only gives the latter reading his posiive
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warrant, _but links it with the final elements in the chain of
1c¥eas: which went into the making of Nineteen Eighty-Four and
his ‘last thoughts’ about the state. This final phase w.
dominated -by the descent into the Cold War, the givision gi"
the world into the armed superstate blocs ’each with thei
spheres of influence, the state of ‘permaner,lt war’ generateé
between them as a requirement of thejr survival, the
fjependence of each on the arms race, and the frozen o;mre
imposed by the advent of atomic weapons. Here Orwgll is 0 X
the edge of a theory of ‘exterminism’ — to use E.p. Thom son’l;
phtrase — where 1tfhe military complex has acquired a sI())rt of
autonomous, self-sustaini i i ithi

| ning impetus of its own within the

Ggorge Orwell assumes that if such societies as he describes in
Nineteen Eighty-Four come into being there will be several super
states. This is fully dealt with in the relevant chapters of Nz'neti.:en
Eighty-Four. Tt is also discussed from a different angle by James
Burnham in The Managerial Revolution. These super states will
naturally be in opposition to each other or (a novel point) will
-pretend to be much more in opposition than in fact they are. Two
of the principal super states will obviously be the Anglo-Amt;rican
world. and Eurasia. If these two great blocs line up as mortal
enemies it is obvious that the Anglo-Americans will not take the
name of their opponents and will not dramatize themselves on the
scene of history as Communists. Thus they will have to find a new
name for themselves. The name suggested in Nineteen Eighty-Four is
of course Ingsoc, but in practice a wide range of choices is open

In th.e U:SA the phrase ‘Americanism’ or ‘hundred per Izent-
Ame_rlca.msm’ is suitable and the qualifying adjective is as
totalitarian as anyone could wish.!!

Clarification of this kind w
I as necessary because e
;:’lzzirburg, when he first read the draft of Nineteen Eigh@a‘Fo:f E
b unknown to Orwell — had gained precisely the impression
- Which Orwell was so anxious to avoid:

'IT}E? [;otillt;ical system w?u'ch prevails is Ingsoc = English Socialism.
- c;] faxecto be a deliberate and sadistic attack on socialism and
: ISt parties generally. It seems to indicate a final breach
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between Orwell and socialism, not the socialism of equality and
human brotherhood which clearly Orwell no longer expects from
socialist parties, but the socialism of Marxism and the managerial
revolution. Nineteen Eighty-Four is among other things an attack on
Burnham’s managerialism; and it is worth a cool million votes to
the Conservative Party; it is imaginable that it might have a
preface by Winston Churchill after whom its hero is named.
Nineteen Eighty-Four should be published as soon as possible, in June

1949.,,

Warburg was by no means alone in interpreting Nineleen
Eighty-Four in this way. Sillen, in the American Communist
journal Masses and Mainstream, might have been expected to
gloss Nineteen Eighty-Four an ‘anti-socialist polemic’. But more
sympathetic critics, like Diana Trilling in The Nation, did see
Nineteen Eighty-Four as ‘an assimilation of the English Labour
government to Soviet communism’, documenting the thesis
that ‘by the fourth decade of the twentieth century all the main
currents of political thought were authoritarian. Every new
political theory ... led back to hierarchy and regimentation.’
Golo Mann, the German historian, tried to separate Orwell
from the charge of crude anti-communism — since Life, Reader’s
Digest and other American magazines had ‘pounced upon
Nineteen Eighty-Four and given the book the widest possible

publicity as an anti-Communist pamphlet.” Shortly before his

death, Orwell was obliged to clarify his intentions again to the
United Automobile Workers, who wanted to recommend
Nineteen Eighty-Four to their members. In the press release
quoted above Orwell had emphasised that the book was a
warning rather than prophecy: ‘The moral is ... Dont let i
happen!'3

Orwell hated everything to do with fascism from the
beginning. Everything in his life to that date predisposed him
to do so. After the emergence of Stalinism in the Soviet Union,
the purges and the Moscow Trials, he came to hate everything
that Stalinism stood for, too. He became convinced that the
‘reign of terror, forcible suppression of political parties, a
stifling censorship of the press, ceaseless espionage and mass

imprisonment without trial” which he had seen perpetrated by
both the fascists and by some Communists in Spain meant that, -
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paradoxically, Communism too had bec ;
revolutionary force’.!* His concept of ‘togln;;rizmzﬁgnss;
born out of this equation: the growing similarities in the
tendencies and character of types of state which a
superficially to belong to different species. .
. Orwell knew thgt fascist Germany and Stalinist Russia had
d;f}"erept economic, political and ideological systems and
subscribed to totally opposed political philosophies:. the
record (.)f anti-fascist struggle by Communists throug;rﬁout
Europe in t.he‘ 1930s was well documented. Orwell argued that
the two societies had begun to reveal striking similarities at the
level of their underlying tendencies. Later, he came to include
:west.er?—style monopoly capitalism as belonging to the same
family’ of states, exhibiting the same underlying dynamic. It
therefolrehl?ecarpel possible to speak of ‘totalitarianism’ as a
general historical moveme istincti
e nt towards a distinctive, new, -
For Orwelll‘, ‘totalitarianism’ was a loose, general concept:
more a political image than an analytic construct. Yet itpis..
interesting that when he reviewed a book about Lhe Soviet
Union called Assignment in Utopia by Eugene Lyons (a United
States Agency correspondent), Orwell began with what he now
f‘egarded as the difficult but key question: ‘Is it socialism or is
it a peculiarly vicious form of state capitalism? ... The s stem
that Mr Lyons describes does not seem to be so very diﬂYerent
f'rpm fascism.’*® This statement, however, did not lead Orwell
On o an analysis of the similarities and differences in
economic, social and political structures between the three
types of state. The discussion pivots instead around a set of
images dom_mated by a single element: the repressive character
and the reign of terror on which totalitarian states are
Jf‘ount.ied. ‘If you want a picture of the future of humani
Imagine a l.)oo_t stamping on a human face - for ever.’ i
Another indication of the drift of his thinking is found in his
m@sdof the wosz.of Franz Borkenau. In July 1987 he
cviewed Borkenau’s justly famous book, The Sparish Cockpit
fzq'.ourably because it matched his own experiences in
taJQm.a. At that time he thought Borkenau was simply a
g‘ulsheq observer of the international scene. In falztyhe
an Austrian Communist who had been a Comintern agent.
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Borkenau’s history, The Communist International, which Orwell
reviewed in 1938, documents the impact and working out of
Comintern policy on other European parties, including the
Spanish. Orwell’s review of Borkenau’s The Totahiarian Enemy
(1940) explored a new set of themes: the ‘striking resemblance
between the German and Russian régimes’, the friendships
between opposites ‘cemented in blood’ (the Hitler-Stalin pact),
and the fact that ‘The two régimes, having started from
opposite ends, are rapidly evolving towards the same system ~
a form of oligarchical collectivism.”'® One of the main forces
driving these two régimes towards one another, he added, is
the ‘socialistic’ effect of preparing for war.

‘Oligarchical collectivism’ is a term which belongs to a
‘family’ of concepts which were used, especially in Marxist
debate, to define the character of the Soviet Union and,
sometimes, other types of social system. ‘Oligarchical’ refers to
the fact that power is held in and wielded by a small, compact
but powerful éite. ‘Collectivism’ signifies the ‘corporate,
planned, centralized and integrated nature of the economy,
and the massive and direct involvement of the state in a much
expanded role in the economy and society. ‘Collectivism’ was,
historically, an ambiguous concept, linked with but by no
means identical to ‘socialism’. It was assumed that ‘socialist’
states would be planned, centralized and integrated, with
expanded state regulation, and therefore they would be
‘collectivist’ in character. But historical ‘collectivism’ had also
been at the turn of the century a programme for national
regeneration sponsored by the social-imperialist right asa way
of integrating the classes into an organic conception of the
nation, and as an alternative to both classical laissez-faire and
redistributive, egalitarian socialism.

At the turn of the century, imperialists and tariff-reformers,
as well as the Fabians, were collectivists without being
egalitarian or democratic. Many believed that the need to
make society more efficient, followed by the need to organize
for war and to achieve national mobilization, were the factors
which most powerfully shifted the old laissez-faire capitalism in
a ‘collectivist’ direction. !

The term ‘oligarchical collectivism’ thus raises a number of
questions about Orwell’s ideas about the state at this time. For

Stuart Hall
229

in addition to characterizing the [ i
propositio& thalt ‘advanced’gor ‘n?g;§;;f;feéagi:51€§$ tcOOLE}Ilg
move, at the planning/collectivist level, in the direct:
socialism and yet preserve its most ‘capitalist: ¥ features,
nd pitalistic’ features
Eil;mﬁ(pl?lfamn‘ of \jva,ged labour; and that so~c;ltlz:egd.
state{;ﬁgﬁé V;ra ;gcu}hst Zot_:leties could similarly become
anned In i iveri
socialism, in the sensepof ending thcnzil g?)iﬁi&ﬁﬁﬂ%?ﬂ? ehvermg
In his BBC broadcast ‘Literature and Totalitaﬁ'mqsse?.
g?:;ll_ rernarl?ed that “When one mentions totalitarian;:rll]ll Sor?u;
m; Stsf;mmglhate.ly of Germzfmy, Russia, Italy, but I think one
ce the r1§k_ that this phenomenon is going to b
WOI‘I‘d‘WIC']e " This is the second part of the equatio ; Oh' y
the totahtar'lanism’ thesis was based: the pro olsl'(')ler i
fascism, Stalinism and capitalism in its morlfo gl ltlﬁﬂ o
belonged to a new and distinctive species of totIi;iIityarP v
One of the_plz.lces where this line of argument is nian SfEate.
developfl:d 15 1 Orwell’s essay on James Burnh s o
ﬂtﬁg;z_c;gegal Rﬁvolutian, a book premissed precisely oanmsflchT h:
some things b tha, i s emraos B2l xaggerated
=tendencies' across the globe, Burnh:rt;m‘ir;f Eérlts);cdirends =
i?;tz(;ll Cthd nc({)t, gf course, share Burnham’s &)f%slc;lr:gffz
titude towards the 5 iali
summarized Burnham’sg:l?;zit? a;) ﬁ‘olﬁiﬁ?gerlahsm,.) e

g?;twa];i?;ils d.1sappeariqg, but socialism is not replacing it. What
o t;}lg Is 2 new kind of planned, centralized society which
e f;hcapltlahst 10T, In any accepted sense of the word
effecﬁve] C e Iru ers of this society will be the people who,
execuﬁve}sf t:CrIlltr(‘). the means of production: that is, business
b Bumh;m u;léaané; bureaucrats‘ and soldiers, lumped together
e €r the name of ‘managers’. These people will
e thczfltpal;?l;)s; Vslass, Sirush the working class, and so
; : T and economic privilege remain i
millrm C())\:'lnm}:;r;iss}.ﬁl’ru%te property rilghts will be abgolished, b:.::
e P Will not be established. The new ‘managerial’
1 1"l not consist of a patchwork of small, independent

states, but of
. 4 great super-s .
Centres .13 per-states grouped round the main industrial
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Burnham himself gave an account of the evolution of the
managerialism thesis in his Preface to The Managerial Revolution.
He had been a member of a Trotskyist organization in the
1980s — the ‘Fourth International’ — and originally subscribed
to the analysis of the character of the Soviet state which at that
time carried Trotsky’s imprimatur. This was that, though
Stalinism represented a bureaucratic dictatorship, the Soviet
Union was still a ‘degenerated workers’ state or proletarian
dictatorship, and therefore the Soviet régime still had to be
defended by those who wished to preserve the victories
achieved by the Bolshevik revolution. Burnham says that the
thesis began to disintegrate for him as soon as he attempted to
fit the formulas to reality. For the workers, as far as he could
see, were as far away from wielding power as they had been
under the Tsar, the country was ruled by a dictatorial party
apparatus backed by the police, and the country did not
appear to be moving in a socialist direction. How, then, were
Marxists to understand and analyse the nature of the Soviet
state ?
In classical Marxist terms, there could only be two possible
es of state in the modern industrialized world: a
capitalist/bourgeois state or socialist/workers’ state (leading
eventually to communism and the withering away of the state).
Burnham came to the conclusion that, since the Soviet Union
was neither of these, there must be in embryo a ‘new form of
society’, perhaps combining features of both but representing
a novel line of development. This he christened ‘mana-
gerialist’. Once established, there was no reason to restrict its
application to the Soviet Union. It became possible

to interpret long-term structural developments in other major
nations as moving, though by different paths, towards the same or
a similar form. The analogies were especially convincing in the
case of Nazi Germany and New Deal America. I thus arrived at a
general hypothesis that world society is in the midst of a major
social transformation that may be called ‘the managerial

revolution’.?

The most novel aspect of this formulation is that Burnham

considered Roosevelt’s New Deal to be also a very primitive
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movement in the ‘managerial’ direction. By the end, ¢
future of th'e US’ (as his final chapter was called) h ?:lnb, i
the centrepiece of Burnham’s preoccupations TR
no[Tholf] Jtyh{::;ftl;?re connects the debate, and OI"W{?H’S thinking
. attempts to understand the evoluti f the
exceptional fascist and communist states s it 8
analysis qf the developed capitalist indfgzril;r[s i;ISeCI)HWIVt\I;'thd'Ie
Marxist ClI‘C]fES‘.EhlS debate began with Lenin’s a)litern ¢ il
2}51;(;)1?_1 }(:t;\;he imperialist’ stage of capitalist developllji;erllri htlos
e ml(fn 31ixlst terms fpr analysing the post laissez-faire ph’ase
‘ nopoly capitalism, drawing on such work
Hllferdl_ng s studies of finance capital, Bukharin’ rdi is
concerning the fusion of state and p’rivate cam' SI nd
H%?ls:n ff stuc‘{y of capitalism and the imperialist SI;':;I;I .
1he phrase “state capitalism’ w: icte
this analysis of twegtieth-cemd:r;lo?agtfﬁil;];e, IEStr'lCted ¥
favourably characterized his New Economic Poli e h?d
retreat from full collectivization in the Soviet Uni((;y _-fa G
= as state capitalist’, on the model of the Gf.'rlr'lnal i 192’1
;?};frl;mind?‘lce of private capital in the interest of tir; r::tiitg;
-bdievid : }el-at urd;s; V}(]orld War._Bu't the Menshevik critics who
I dac phase of.caplta_hst development could not be
circuited in the Soviet Union used the term to describe

capitalism had been restored in the Soviet Union through the

;l;;:)t:ts gf);gol:a Sgcx;]? I;l;l:;l;gh industrlial_ization 1s one of the
'ﬂnt;f‘ﬁfoge progressively acquirigp; chirtliacglogc?;e e o
g eth :bg:slv}tfvg?ver, was not restrict_ed to Marxist circles,
B T of an deconomy dominated by large-scale
e IIP 1ses, and the development — in the period of

eal’ under Roosevelt — of much greater state

inte ' i
' szEmzﬁgsnt];on and federal regulation of the economy as a
: ¥ for recurrent economic crises, there also developed

ongst ¢ is’ i

Chgaraggurgfms gconomlsts and theorists a debate about
. I of modern capitalis inci

m. The principal i

i der . principal ways in
dassrﬁgo;a@ capitalist economies were said topdiffer %rom
el ags)se;lﬁzre model were in a) the extent of state
] ; ¢ decreasing role of the private capitalist
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entrepreneur and of the ‘private ownership’ of industrial
property; c) the growth of ‘corporate’ property, sometimes
including the state ownership of basic industries; and d) the
separation of ‘ownership’ from ‘control’. The effective control,
it was argued, now rested not with the capitalist class as such
but with the managers, who may or may not own large chunks
of corporate property, but who have a massive stake in the
long-term accumulation of capital, the strategic management
of corporate policies and enterprises, who derive immense
wealth, privilege and power from their control of the means of
production, and who share a ‘collectivist’ and ‘capitalist
planning’ ideology with their counterparts in the expanding
state bureaucracy with which they are increasingly connected.

In support of his rather speculative and ‘Machiavellian’

propositions. Burnham developed another important aspect to
his theory: namely, a critique of the classic argument that
ownership of capital and property — capitalist ‘property-rights’
— is the sufficient guarantee of a capitalist system; and that,
therefore, the abolition of those property rights is a sufficient
guarantee that the society is becoming socialist. Burnham
argues against this syllogism. It is possible, he says, for
property rights to be abolished — as they have been in the
Soviet Union and in those parts of capitalist economies with
large, nationalized or state-owned sectors — and yet for the
conirol over the means of production to continue to be
concentrated in the hands of a small élite, with no passage of
power to the working class.

Another intriguing aspect of Burnham’s case is how he deals
with the ‘New Deal’. For, though the New Deal did mark an
important transition point in the development of American
capitalism, it clearly differed radically from the line of
development of either Nazi Germany or the Soviet Union. He
recognized the New Deal as ‘the most primitive and least
organised’ of the managerialisms. But, he argued, there was a
historical bond, even if not a formal identity, between

Stalinism, fascism and ‘New Dealism’, in their common
} ;

movement away from competitive capitalism, their reliance on
planning and the state and their corporate, managerialist,
‘anti-capitalist’ ideologies. Above all, he argued, ‘the direcuon

is what is all-important; and New Dealism points in the same
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dl;t:fC[lOIl as the others.’” Thijs may seem far-fetched in

;ef (‘)ri}p_ect‘:.1 But it may not be so clear to us now, after decades
. ] €

1xed economies’, ‘welfare capitalism’, corporatist

pollltical ideologies which cohered around it. It was the first
real attempt to set Keynesian theories to work in a practical
way, in a largf:—scale advanced capitalist €conomy, as a remed
ag;llmst' recession, unemployment and slump. Its planning ang
‘(ic')b ectlngst 1deolog_ry was a radical modification of the
iberal- ttaﬁ-enterpnse’ ideology which has always been so
strong in the US. It did appear to be f
between capitalism and social; i
cialism or, like Keynesianism i
_ : m itself,
the refo_rms required by the system to prevent and forestall
m}?re wrde—rangilng structural changes. The difference is that
Y}\;j ereas, accordmg to the latter view, the New Deal was a

Storic compromise .between two fundamentally alternative
Systems — a compromise sealed by the evolution of the new
corporate capitalist forms — Burnham saw such a hybrid not as
re:f}t:rtmg to one or other of the fundamental models, but
rather as going forward. i ’

e gong forwards to the evolution of a new type, a new
his“:lrl;insgrwt;ll ;an;}f b;VCkltD) Burnham, in 1947 (in a review of
_ uggre jor the World), it was to note and ref]
major development of the ‘ma ialist’ r Salita
B r e € nagerialist' or ‘totalitarian’
A ook, Burnham proijects hi i
theses about the state o g oo
n to the world stage. It concer
- : n
wl;orld of rival armed blocs, of Fast vs Wgst, the Cold :Ntzge
i ove all the shadow of atomic weapons and the arms race.
: Eﬁn:},] ;]( Parali}c;ls, 0 some extent, the direction of Orwel]’s-
ng, though he continued to have a quite d;

. uite different
;Fntude t?wards the developments which Burnh(:qirn described.
amurnhﬂ am's argument here - a familiar doomy prediction
was :‘lrislslt the t(;lold War converts — was that world Communism
: vell on the way to world dominat i
g ation. This would mea
10t 50 much conquest by Russia as conquest by a special fomlu1

of social organization’ 1
ganization’ — a system which is ‘technically

OPponents by means of terrorism. ’22
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It does not take a moment to see that the managerial/
totalitarian society, which Burnham was predicting as the
future of all major societies, has now been conveniently
assigned to Communism alone; and that, unpredictably,
Burnham has — as Orwell wryly noted — under the pressure of
the Cold War, reverted to the position of ‘champion of
old-style democracy’ which he believes has somehow survived
all the transitions he described and is still alive and well in the
United States. Indeed, ‘old-style democracy seems somewhat
optimistic a description, because Burnham, with his char-
acteristic intemperateness, now recommends that the only
option open to the US is to seize the initiative and establish
‘what amounts to a world empire now’; the first move of which
should be a pre-emptive nuclear strike against the Soviet
Union. It was a strange and unpredictable place for the theory
of ‘managerialism’ to end. It must be added that a number of
ex-Trotskyists, whose anti-Communism became their whole
political raison d’étre, coupled with their overwhelming
antipathy to and hatred of the Soviet Union, did, under the
multiple pressures of the Cold War, tread a very similar path,
and end up on the extreme right of the American political and
strategic-policy spectrum.

Orwell did not go in Burnham’s direction in this respect. He
reported that he had heard many conversations in Britain
about the division of the world between two camps dominated
by the USA and the USSR, which ended with the reluctant
admission, ‘Oh well, of course, if one had to choose, there’s ne
question about it — America.” He himself moved increasingly
into the position of feeling trapped between these alternating
and competing world systems, with much that he believed in
crushed out of existence by both. This is another way of saying

that Orwell remained more faithful to the pessimistic

conclusion that there might be very little to choose between

‘Eurasia’ and ‘Oceania’. That is what ultimately defined the =

structure of thought, the play of concepts and the deep

pessimism which underpinned Nineteen Eighty-Four. The novel =
was predicated on the stark proposition: ‘what if totalitarian-

ism is the future of all societies?’
The centre-piece of this conception of a general totalitarian

form of the modern state was the concept, not of class, but of
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power. Power came to have tfwg principal dimensions for
Qrwell: terror and torture - the apparatus of organized
v;o?ence and ‘thought control’ or what Orwell ca]ledg in his
review of Bertrand Russell’s Power, ‘the huge system of
organized lym_g upon which dictators depend’.? In another
review on Soviet government, Orwell concluded a discussion
of aspects of Russian modernization and the standard of livin
?f the average Soviet citizen with a very strong emphasis ox%r
;lc?methmg entirely unprecedented’ about modern dictator-
ships:

The rachc_:e, press-censorship, standardized education and the
secret police have altered everything. Mass suggestion is a science

of the last twe; .
e nty years and we do not yet know how successful it

The ideological dimension thus playe i i
important role in Orwell’s use of theptoty‘;tl(iitailignuc]giamtlg?tl
was alsq, subsequently, elaborated in theoretical tEI‘;lpS .b
o.r_her writers of whom, at this stage, Orwell seems to have hag
little or no knowledge. Theorists of the neo-Marxist ‘Frankfurt
School’, such as Herbert Marcuse or Theodor Adorno for
example, who were expelled from Germany by the Nazis and
emigrated to the USA, argued later that the manipulation of
propaganda. and the exploitation of the mass mentality b
p'ow?rful élites had been substantially enhanced by thetynevz
media of propaganda and communication. The Nazis
particularly had brought the art of mass propaganda to a high
pitch of _deyelopment. But, they argued, this danger was algo
pre§enF, if in a different form, in the mass culture of Western
cgplmllst societies like Britain and the USA. This argument also
drew dttention to the concentration of power in the hands of a
-.gqlall élite, lthe breakdown of older, class-based social systems
nto new kinds of division between ‘élites’ and ‘massez’, the

B eit . . . :
Power of élites in manipulating mass consciousness through

the use of authoritar: :
‘Big Broth:?’_ oritarian symbols - like the Fuehrer, Stalin, or

- Orwell wrote a great deal — and with insight — about popular

‘@ulture. But when he expanded on the thought control aspect

i 4
of ‘¢ ianism’ i i
f otalitarianism’ he did so less in relation to ‘mass culture’
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and more in terms of rather more traditional themes: the place
of the writer in a totalitarian world; the threats to the writer’s
individual voice; the corruption of political language; the
falsification of historical records, the obliteration of the
memory of the past and the ubiquitous presence of doublethink.
His essay ‘Looking Back on the Spanish Civil War’ (1942)
contained a lengthy reflection on the fact that ‘the very concept
of objective truth is fading out of the world’ and ‘the chances
are that those lies, or at any rate, similar lies will pass into
history’.?® It toyed with speculation about a ‘nightmare world’
in which ‘the Leader or some ruling clique controls not only
the future but the past.’?® By 1947, when Orwell’s plans for
Nineteen Eighty-Four were developing fast, the ‘organized lying’
is conceived as ‘something integral to totalitarianism’, which
demands the ‘continuous alteration of the past’, and a
‘schizophrenic system of thought, in which the laws of
common sense ... could be disregarded’ by some, and people
would see nothing wrong in ‘falsifying an historical fact.’?” The
idea of writing books by machinery which crops up again in
Nineteen Eighty-Four is already here — and on this occasion the
description of totalitarianism steps over very easily into a
caricature of contemporary culture in the West.2® The
distinctions — fascism, Stalinism, capitalism — were beginning
to break down.

Interestingly, there was a passing encounter between Orwell
and someone who did espouse a view close to that, not from
the ex-Trotskyist right, but from a classic liberal position. The
theme comes through very powerfully in Orwell’s review of
Hayek’s Road to Serfdom, which appeared in 1944. This book,
by the distinguished European liberal philosopher, was a
vigorous denunciation of the drift into ‘despotism’ taking
place in all directions, and an eloquent restatement and
defence of laissez-faire capitalism and liberalism, which has
become a locus classicus of modern neo-liberalism. In the 1970s
and 1980s Hayek became one of the most powerful ideologues
of the ‘New Right'" and a philosophical precursor of
Thatcherism.

Orwell summarized his argument thus:

By bringing the whole of life under the control of the state,
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socialism necessarily gives POWer to an inner ring of bureaucrats
who in almost every case will be men who want power for its owr;
‘sa.ke and will stick at nothing in order to retain it. Britain, he says
15 now going the same road as Germany, with the left—wing,
intelligentsia in the van and the Tory Party a good second. The
only salvation lies in returning to an unplanned economy- free
competition, and emphasis on liberty rather than on secur,ity.29

Underlying Hayek’s argument is the premise that the
freedor_n_s of the individual (liberty) and free market
competitive capitalism (the market) are identical, mutually
interdependent and indivisible. Any movement away from
them is a small step on the primrose path to totalitarianism.
Hayek accepts the Orwell/Burnham thesis that fascism and
communism have come to resemble one another more and
more. But Orwell thought that it was Hayek’s aim to show that
the post-war attempt to introduce the welfare state and
centralized planning into a liberal-democratic type of system
also opens the floodgates to a totalitarian future.

Hayek argues that in order to ensure the wide consensus
necessary for planning, the state will need to use the means of
education and information to create a unity of purpose. As it
replace:s‘ the hidden hand of the market — the ideal way of
reconciling competing interest for Hayek — processes of
plannm_g will progressively spill over, from the strictly
economic, into all other aspects of society. Planning must, for
thf:se reasons, become ‘total’ — and, pivoting, so to speak, on
this double meaning of the word, Hayek says that democratic
planmr}g will thus become increasingly totalitarian. So, from
the lofuf:‘st of motives, the attempt to supercede the mark,et will
i‘havevdrl.ver{ us slowly down the same path as the other
totalltarlal_usms’: ‘The road to serfdom’. The similarities
between _th1_s argument and Mrs Thatcher’s charge of ‘creeping
State socialism’ are obvious.

Orwell’s response is to argue that there is little evidence of
t&%le Qld ‘free market’ existing, even if that were what we wanted
since the predominant trend in capitalist economies was no;‘
towards liberty, competition and choice but towards
vmncent.l'ation and monopoly.

Considered in the way outlined here, we can see that
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Orwell’s ideas about the state evolved against a rich theoretical
and political background, and engaged questions and issues
which, more than ever, lie at the centre of contemporary
preoccupations. This sketch of the evolution of his ideas
should also help us to approach Nineteen Eighty-Four and
Orwell’s controversial position in the closing years of his life in
a way significantly different from that which has become
conventional wisdom on the left. Nineteen Eighty-Four was, of
course, a work of imaginative fiction, a ‘book of anticipations’,
not a text in political theory; and Orwell’s characteristic mode
was deeply antipathetic to anything overtly abstract, analytic or
intellectual. (His overt anti-intellectualism is one of his most
consistent, and least attractive qualities.) One cannot therefore
expect to disinter fully-formed explanatory theories from
Orwell’s fictional and journalistic writing. On the other hand,
Orwell was a deeply political animal and Nineteen Eighty-Four,
right or wrong, was no mere exercise in literary utopianism.
He was always thinking about the big, roubling questions of
his time, trying to record and explain the contradictory
pressures of being alive as a certain kind of socialist at one of
the cross-roads of history. His work, therefore, gives evidence
not of theory but of thinking.

It is clear, for example, that although Nineteen Eighty-Four
had deep roots in Orwell’s anti-Communism, his experience of
Stalinism and his conviction of the revolution betrayed, its
_central impetus is not exclusively an attack on Soviet
Communism, or even the failure of the promise of socialism,
but something else: a general historical tendency in modern
states — the collectivizing impetus and its fateful consequences —
which he regarded as well-advanced in Communist and
post-liberal capitalist societies alike. This led him to depict, not
a country or even a continent, but a whole world system in the
inexorable grasp of a new type of authoritarian system. Also, if
it is true, on the one hand, that Orwell was driven by his

experiences to the very edge (and some would argue over the
edge) of ‘cold warriorism’ as the world sharply polarized in the
great freeze of the 1940s, he was also one of the first people to

stare the grim realities of the modern arms race in the face, and
one of the first to see how the Cold War would strengthen and

underpin the authoritarian tendencies in both major camps as j
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an inevitable consequence of that mutual interdependence in
the great dance of the dead we call deterrence.

What, then, of the general accuracy and cogency of his

ij’ thinking on the question of the state? On a whole host of
. points Orwell’s thinking can be shown to be interesting,
insightful, even original, in some ways prophetic — but deeply
flawed, one-sided, or just plain wrong. For example,
convergence theory had its hey-day but quickly lost its
explanatory power. Overemphasizing the common features
arising from the process of technologically-advanced industrial
development, it flattened out all pertinent the historical
differences which are required to explain the linked but quite
distinctive historical evolutions within the capitalist and
communist ‘families’ of state.

Even more flawed was Orwell’s isolation of the power
| principle from the whole complex of social relations which
'l‘ make up an actual, working social formation. Social relations

have a reduced, abstracted, disembodied character in Nineteen
Eighty-Four. The system works by the exercise of power and
violence alone, as ends in themselves. This is a useful
imaginative licence or exaggeration to make a polemical point,
but of course it is not an adequate account of any society or
state. Even the most totalitarian state we know is rooted in a
complex of class and other social relations and cannot be
adequately explained as a system of power alone. There is
! sOmet!]jng, after all, to Isaac Deutscher’s complaint of a lack of
. (-g:n_alyﬂc or explanatory complexity in Orwell’s thinking, in
*spite of the ‘testament’ — of a totalitarianism abstracted out of
its ernbe_dding within a set of social relations or a well defined
€conomic or class system. A criticism which led Deutscher
unfairly, to say that Orwell tells us ‘how’ totalitarianism works
EJut not ‘wl}y’ — an absence which leads, Deutscher argued, to a
‘ disembodied sadism’. This is something more than the usual,
| accurate complaint that, though Orwell used some of the
. ‘anguage and concepts of Marxism, his analysis of the state was
o .de,eply informed by it. The criticism of ‘disembodied
S points to another, related, weakness: the concentration

L coercion as the principle modality of the totalitarian state,
the abs::—:nce of the equally puzzling and in some ways more
al question of the consent of the masses to power under the
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‘normal’ régime of the liberal democratic capitalist state.

All that and more having been conceded, one is also obliged
— taking his thinking about the state in its wider context — to
acknowledge how piercingly Orwell penetrates to the heart of
some of the key questions for the left, not just in his time but in
ours. The problem of the state and the linked questions of the
disciplinary power of the state apparatuses and the
bureaucracy is the great unsolved question both of
actual-existing socialism and of democratic socialism itself. The
great paradox remains: it is only through the intervention of
the state that the great processes of capitalist accumulation and
the market can be modified or transformed; but then the state
itself becomes a weight of authority and power resting on the
backs of the people, an instrument of their disciplining and
exploitation, with a life of its own. The failure of the Soviet
model, the disintegration of the reformist tradition and the
monopolistic, corporatist and authoritarian tendencies within
modern capitalism all, from their different and opposed poines
in the political spectrum, come back to rest on the unresolved
enigma of the state.

Orwell may not have been correct to follow the line of
thought which traced all these divergent paths to the same,
mono-causal point of origin — totalitarianism; but at a less
literal level he was not wrong in what he glimpsed of certain
historical tendencies in the advanced societies of the world,
and of the fatal incipient trend toward authoritarianism built
deep into the very competitive process itself in post-liberal
capitalist societies, which has become more, not less, apparent
as the century advances. The stafist character of socialism, in
any of its actual-existing varieties — East and West — remains
one of the greatest unsolved problems for the left, one of the
greatest inhibitions to the renewal of socialism in our time —
and the right’s greatest, most persuasive weapon.

Orwell did not ‘solve’ the problem, either; but he pointed

straight at it and hence enables us to learn from him — even, as
Brecht put it, from his ‘bad side’.
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Christopher Norris

Language, Truth and Ideology: Orwell
and the Post-War Left

‘“The limits of my language are the limits of my world” wrote
Wittgenstein, drawing the conclusion that we had best not talk
about matters too deep for our language properly to
comprehend. George Orwell’s thinking about language and
politics might well provoke a similar reflection. The limits of
that thinking are plain enough in the puzzles, perplexities and
downright confusions which critics have often pointed out.
More specifically, Orwell’s homespun empiricist outlook — his
assumption that the truth was just there to be told in a
straightforward, common-sense way — now seems not merely
naive but culpably self-deluding. Raymond Williams sums up
this line of attack when he writes of Orwell’s ‘successful
impersonation of the plain man who bumps into experience in'
an unmediated way and is simply telling the truth about it’.!
Williams’s point is that this plain-man role was closely
bound up with Orwell’s failure of political and moral nerve.
Claiming as he did to demystify politics, to speak up for the
average ‘decent’ character against all those typecast leftist
intellectuals, Orwell was unable to see beyond the blinkered
common-sense ideology which shaped both his politics and his
language. This role started out as 2 handy polemical device for
debunking what he saw as the chronic bad faith of party-line
Communists and self-styled ‘left’ intellectuals. It ended up as
second nature, not only for Orwell but for a whole genera
of collusive Cold-War ideologues, anxious to disguise the
breakdown of political nerve by retreating into postures of
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cynical indifference. All this in the name of a painfully honest
endeavour to simply speak the truth as perceived by a mind
disabused of all fashionable creeds and ideologies.
Such, in rough outline, is the case against Orwell mounted
by Williams and others who have sought to explain the Orwell
henomenon. It is an argument complicated by all manner of
sharp ideological tensions and disagreements. Orwell cannot
easily be lumped together with the run of socialist defectors,
those (like many of the group around Auden) who simply
switched sides like a new suit of clothes. He remained, if
confusedly, a spokesman of the left, and one who could
moreover look back and declare that every word he had ever
written had been in the cause of ‘democratic socialism’. This is
what makes him such a difficult figure to come to terms with
for anyone writing, like Williams, out of that same socialist
tradition. It is not just the fact that Orwell was kidnapped by
the forces of reaction, his style taken over as the basic currency
| of what E.P. Thompson has aptly called ‘Natopolitan’
doublethink. Neither is it simply that the ‘good’ bits of his
* writing — the occasional sharp-eyed socialist perceptions —
need to be winnowed from the great mass of obscurantist
rhetoric and prejudice. More urgent is the fact that Orwell
arrived where he did by clinging to an attitude — call it the
“common-sense’ outlook — which few British socialists are
willing to break with, revise and refine it as they may. This
\ tension remains deeply inscribed within the discourse of those
' who have artempted — like Williams and Thompson — to think
their way beyond it.
Put simply, it is the issue between ‘British’ and ‘Continental’
s of Marxist debate. On the one side stands the empiricist
nviction that reality exists independently of the mind which
ives or interprets it. The unmediated Sfacts of real-life
rience are appealed to as a bedrock guarantee that we can,
all, tell the truth of that experience by sticking to
ghtforward accurate description and not letting words or
lt?gies get in the way. It is an argument familiar enough in
of British commonsense responses to rationalism,
and other such threats to decency and truth. With
Gnlt takes a particularly bluff and dogmatic form. If you
iy his position — so the rhetoric implies — then you line up
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effectively with those, like the craven state functionaries in
Nineteen Eighty-Four, who treat the factual record of history as a
mere ‘text’ to be erased and re-written at whatever latest whim
of political command. Hanging on to past truths provides the
one small hope that commonsense and decency may prevail
over the powers of totalitarian mystification. Letting go of
those truths is the mark of an intellectual treason linked to a
last-ditch phase of political decline. It is a knock-down
argument against those who would object that truth is not such
a simple matter, or that Orwell’s plain-dealing common-sense
line produced a potent mythology all the more mischievous for
its widespread appeal. Only a fool or a villain (or maybe a
‘clever’ left intellectual) would cling to some sophisticated
theory of truth in the face of Orwell’s arguments.

So much for the empiricist politics of language bound up,
with Orwell’s characteristic style. It is a position — as his critics
ruefully admit — which evokes certain powerful ready-made
sympathies among readers brought up on the ‘British
ideology’ of native common-sense empiricism. As the left has
come to question that rooted tradition, so it has moved toward
a more articulate critique of the ideas and assumptions that
sustain it. Such is the strain of ‘Continental’ Marxist theory
which Williams and others of a broadly New Left persuasion
have increasingly taken into account.? To summarise its main
lines of argument — as I shall over the next few paragraphs — is
to show how they comprise, in effect, a very pointed critique of
Orwellian thinking about language, politics and ideology. The
desire to get a critical, diagnostic view of the culture which had
thrown up such an ambiguous ‘radical’ spokesman was no
doubt a part of William’s motivation in turning to these new
theoretical sources. But there remain certain unresolved
problems and tensions. More specifically, there is a residual
pull toward the native, ‘commonsense’ tradition which leaves
Williams himself ambiguously placed with regard to that
complex of ideological motives which he terms ‘the Orwell
character’. Williams cannot entirely divest his writing of @
homespun individualist-empirical style which animat
Orwell’s prose. He can certainly acknowledge the weigh
implied ideology which goes along with the resistance
theory in its cruder, neo-Orwellian forms. But the sa
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resistance is at work in his own way of treating theoretical
issues as part of an evolving social experience, a combination of
documentary record and personal work-in-progress. And it is
this deep ambivalence that gives such a sharply paradoxical
edge to his dealings with Orwell over the past two decades.

The Orwellian malaise can be understood straightforwardly
from the standpoint of an Althusserian Marxism secure in its
own theoretical rigour. Orwell represents the confused and
self-destructive motives of a liberal humanism finally run
aground on its own bankrupt ideology. That the individual
subject is a fiction sustained by that ideology, held in place bya
process of imperative socialization, is a message not to be
found in Orwell’s writing. Or rather, it is there to be found
easily enough, but in the guise of a warning against what could
happen if ‘democracy’ gave way to the forces of totalitarian
social control. Orwell, one could say, perceives the mechanism
at work but projects it onto an alien and feared political
‘system’ by way of preserving his own deluded belief in the
sufficiency of human (individual) dignity and truth. What
Nineteen Eighty-Four thus documents - reading symp-
- tomatically, or ‘against the grain’ — is the nihilistic horror
- unleashed upon itself by an ideology wedded to the values of
 liberal humanism but forced to acknowledge their precisely
ideological character. Winston Smith’s revolt, like those of a
- long line of Orwell heroes, from Flory in Burmese Days to
Bowling in Coming Up For Air, becomes a kind of grim
king-out of the paradoxes attendant on humanist belief. It
s with a gesture of faith (however muted) in the
tonomous individual as preserver of truth against the forces
political repression. It ends with the wholesale destruction
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dividual’ voice wholly reinscribed within the slogans of a
eign doublethink.

thusserian Marxism holds that this is the enabling
ition of all ideology.®* The autonomous, self-acting
ct’ of humanist discourse is in fact a mere figment of the
fied political unconscious, a symbolic realm where
s of power are both inscribed and effectively disguised.
tllusion of autonomy - of independent selfhood — is
sely what ideology requires if subjects are to keep their
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place without recognising what holds them there. Ideology is
that which ‘interpellates’ the subject, inserts him or her into a
dominant order of social relations. This order is ceaselessly
produced and confirmed by the various agencies of power
which define all available subject-positions. Thus language
operates as the first and most basic socializing structure,
consigning the ‘individual’ to a certain clearly-marked role
within the discourse of family and institutional life. As the
child learns its place wvis-d-vis the authority of parental
language, so the subject gains access to a larger realm of
symbolic interaction and mediated social relations. The power
thus acquired — the possession of language and, along with it,
social identity — also entails an unconscious adaptation to the
role laid down by that pervasive ideology. This ambiguous
sense is inscribed within the very word ‘subject’: on the one
hand the locus of (imaginary) selfhood and freedom, on the
other the seat of all subjection as imposed by whatever
socio-political constraints.

Such, in rough outline, is the core of Althusser’s theoretical
programme. He declares a total break with those varieties of
. ‘humanist’ thinking which assume that men and women create
their own history by coming to understand the forces at work
in that same complex but intelligible process. Such thinking,
even when found in the early texts of Marx, betrays (according
to Althusser) a strain of pre-critical ideology which it is the task
of Marxist ‘science’ to expose and criticise. Only thus can
theory lay claim to a wholly demystified (or ‘scientific’)
knowledge whose concepts are sufficiently rigorous to validate
its own production. Otherwise thought remains trapped within
a purely imaginary order of discourse where subjects fail to
recognise the ideological character of their own (spontaneous

or common-sense) modes of understanding. This strain of

‘theoretical anti-humanism’ is the aspect of Althusser’s
philosophy which sets it most firmly apart from the
mainstream of Western Marxist tradition. It entails what man
would regard as a thoroughly disabling break with the id
potential human self-knowledge and fulfilment held out by the
‘early’ Marx. It denies that human agents have the power
comprehend their own present role in the ‘overdetermined
structures of historical cause and effect. Again, it is the
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inveterate delusion of humanist ideology which places ‘man’,
the self-conscious willing individual, at the centre of his or her
own political destiny. Rather we must recognise, says
Althusser, that ‘man’ is the product of a certain (mainly
nineteenth-century) ideology, a figure whose imaginary
essence is wholly bound up with that superannuated discourse.

Marx remained captive to that same delusion so long as he
subscribed to a generalized notion of human fulfilment as the
end-point and redemptive upshot of historical change. Then
occurred what Althusser terms the ‘epistemological break’ in
Marx’s thinking, the decisive shift of analytical terrain which
signalled the emergence of a genuine ‘scientific’ Marxism.
Subjectivity must henceforth be conceived as an effect of certain
partial and distorting ideologies, rather than a cause or
self-sufficient ground of historical self-knowledge. To think
otherwise is to collude with ideology by supposing that there
might exist zones of private (or relatively private) experience
untouched by the structures of political power. It is precisely in
such activities — family, schooling, religion, etc. — that
Althusser locates the more subtly coercive effects of social
conditioning. These are the ‘ideological state apparatuses’
which keep subjectivity in place by holding out an illusory
promise of autonomous self-fulfilment.

It is not hard to imagine how Orwell might have reacted,
had he lived to witness this phenomenon of a Marxism which

~ repudiates every last vestigé of ‘humanist’ sentiment. And

indeed, in E.P. Thompson’s ‘The Poverty Of Theory’, we have
‘what often reads like a latter-day Orwellian riposte, albeit on a

~ level of argument more intricate and sustained than anything
1 Orwell.* My point is that Thompson takes over something of
 the plain-speaking, common-sense, empirical ‘line’, even while

deploring what it led to in Orwell’s case. His attack on

- Althusser is conducted in the name of a socialism which

properly refuses to write off its own past history as so many
‘ des of ‘ideological’ misrecognition. For Thompson, the
e creaking edifice of Althusserian theory is nothing but a
cies of abstract mystification, a means of keeping real
and politics safely at bay. Worst of all, in Thompson’s
, 1s the arrogant intellectualism that reserves ‘scientific’

i

wledge to a tiny minority while consigning the great mass -

Vgl
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of socialist efforts and activities to the region of mere ‘lived’
ideology.

Thompson writes, of course, as a chronicler of working-class
movements and events whose own best efforts have gone into
reconstructing that active pre-history. He likewise argues
against Althusser that individuals can achieve a consciousness
of their historical situation, such that they can act collectively
to change the institutions that shape it. To treat those
institutions — whether schools, churches or labour movements
— as mere emanations of a monolithic state ideology, is to
throw away the entire history of working-class experience in a
gesture of sovereign ‘scientific’ contempt. What is more, that
‘science’ — as Thompson most tellingly argues — amounts to
little more than a congeries of empty abstractions resembling
the worst excesses of scholastic philosophy. All in all - and in
default of any convincing responses from the Althusserian
camp — it may be said that Thompson’s robust empiricism
carries the day.

The Orwell comparison seems apt in two main respects.
There is the air of a knock-down common-sense argument, an
exasperated appeal to what anyone must recognise unless they
are in the grip of some half-baked ‘theory’ or other. It is the
tone of some of Orwell’s best journalism, and also some of his
worst — most prejudiced and obfuscating — tracts for the times.
In Thompson, to be fair, the style is more tightly disciplined
and never blurs an argument by taking a line of plain-man
‘honest’ bluster. What Thompson does is to turn against
Orwell the same kind of powerful tu guogue argument that
Orwell employed against his own targets. The following
passage (from Thompson’s essay ‘Outside the Whale’) shows
the similarity clearly enough:

Somewhere around 1948 the real whale of Natopolis swam along.
this way through the seas of the Cold War. After watching the
splashing about of the disenchanted, with mean speculation in its
small eyes, it opened its jaws and gulped ~ not, indeed, so that the
intellectuals could sit in a dignified posture in its belly, but in
order to add nourishment to its digestive system ... The

Natopolitan intellectual was disabled by self-distrust no less than
the Stalinist intellectual was disabled by fear of reverting to
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bourgeois modes of thought ... The Western disenchanted
delivered themselves over, by their own hand and in confessional
mood, to McCarthyism, just as an earlier generation of
communist intellectuals had, by their capitulation before the
‘infallible’ party, delivered themselves over to Stalin and to Beria.5

This argument is Orwellian not only in symmetrically reversing
Orwell’s charges, but also in the way it appeals to
straightforward honest self-evaluation as the means of seeing
through political fraud and doublethink. The politics and the
rhetoric are inseparable here. The force of Thompson’s riposte
comes from his agreeing with Orwell to this extent at least; that
‘intellectuals’ (whether Stalinist or ‘Natopolitan’) are in no
ood position to act wisely or learn from experience.

What Thompson chiefly objects to in Althusser’s thinking is
the pitiless divorce between theory and experience, the latter
reduced to a mere reflex of prevailing ideology. The result of
such high-handed intellectualism is to sidetrack ‘theory’ into a
dead-end of arid dialectics, and at the same time to evoke
sinister echoes of a Stalinist dogmatism on matters of method
and principle. These charges, explicit in the essay on Althusser,
are also present more ambiguously in Thompson’s writing
about Orwell. There, it is the Stalinist ‘intellectuals’ who are
seen as ideological dupes, victims of a passive conformist
mentality which precisely mirrors Orwell’s brand of confused
reactionary sentiment. This amounts to a partial endorsement
of Orwell’s anti-intellectualism. It is qualified, of course, by
Thompson’s insistence that Orwell got everything upside down
when he came to draw the lessons of his own political
experience. What Thompson cannot do, on the other hand, is
take the line so readily available to Marxists of an Althusserian
persuasion: that is, the argument that Orwell’s blinkered
ideology — his commonsense empiricist stance — was precisely
-what led to his chronic political confusions.

nce the nagging problem that Orwell presents to thinkers
rking in the broad tradition of British socialist politics. He
ed against that tradition while persistently claiming to
 for it; took over its most rooted assumptions in the
Cé of antagonistic aims; and produced, in short, a
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point-for-point travesty of socialist argument. This confusion
is worse confounded by the marked convergence between
Orwell’s critique of totalitarian thinking and the case which
Thompson and others bring against Marxist intellectuals like
Althusser. The appendix on Newspeak in Nineteen Eighty-Four is
precisely an account of how language ‘interpellates’ the subject
by dictating his or her role within a clearly-marked order of
juridical limits to the power of independent thought. The
destruction of freedom begins and ends — as Orwell repeatedly
insists — in the more or less systematic corruption of language.
Winston Smith’s short-lived revolt is finally snuffed out when
he comes to accept the mind-bending paradoxes of Newspeak.
That the individual can resist such pressures — hold out for
decency and truth — is a hope which the novel in the end shows
up as sadly deluded. Thompson might take it as a warning
example of what intellect may get up to when divorced from
the empirical checks and remembrances of communal history.
Certainly this is where Orwell places the one tiny hope of sanity
redeemed. Hence Winston’s efforts to recover the past through
scraps of evidence and folk-memory as yet undestroyed by the
wholesale re-writing of official history. But this revolt in the
name of empiricist wisdom ends up in abject failure as the
forces of ideological coercion reassert their hold. Truth-te-
experience can muster small resistance against a state

‘apparatus’ that controls the very terms by which to make sense

of ‘experience’ and ‘truth’. There is no line of exit from
Nineteen Eighty-Four that doesn’t lead back to a message of
out-and-out cynicism and despair. This thoroughly undercuts
any remaining belief in the strengths and virtues of a
‘common-sense’ opposed to the abstract machinations of
political theory. )
Perry Anderson has offered a persuasive account of how this
impasse developed within the broad tradition of Western
Marxism. It began, he argues, with the chronic divorce

between theory and practical politics imposed by thﬂ

beleaguered situation of left-wing intellectuals in a deep
entrenched liberal-bourgeois culture. This led to an incre
concentration on issues of method and principle, as op
to the kind of strategic activist thinking which might
issued in a genuine revolutionary politics. ‘Where Marx
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successively moved from philosophy to economics to politics
in his own studies, Western Marxism inverted his route.’s
Theoretical questions — notably those of epistemology and
aesthetics — came to monopolize the high ground of Western
Marxist debate. In Anderson’s words:

Major economic analyses of capitalism, within a Marxist
framework, largely petered out after the Great Depression;
political scanning of the bourgeois state dwindled away after the
silencing of Gramsci; strategic discussion of the roads to a
realizable socialism disappeared almost entirely. What increas-
ingly took their place was a revival of philosophical discourse
proper, itself centred on questions of method - that 1s, more
epistemological than substantive in character.’

And the upshot of this development, Anderson argues, was a
state of theoretical deadlock within the discourse of Western
Marxist reason. This had to do with the rival claims of subject
and structure, or — more generally — ‘humanist’ and ‘scientific’
modes of explanation. The conflict was signalled in Marx’s
own writings as a matter of shifting emphases. On the one
hand texts like the Communist Manifesto laid stress on the ways in
which human agents could engage collectively in the
class-struggle and thus influence the historical course of events.
On the other, such writings as A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy insisted that priority be given to causal
explanations in the structural mode, chief among them the
conflict between ‘forces of production’ and ‘relations of

* production’. The one line of thought leads directly to a
humanist Marxism founded on the notion of man as the

‘more-or-less conscious or willing agent of his own historical
:‘Elzfsnny. The other renounces such residual elements of
{:bourg601s’ individualism in the name of a scientific theory
‘opposed to all humanist (‘ideological’) motives. It is this latter
dency which receives its most extreme formulation in
sser’s structuralist reading of Marx.
Anderson finds this problem epitomised in the finally
Tuve project of Sartre’s Critigue of Dialectical Reason. In his
tory essay (‘Search For A Method’) Sartre focuses on the
stion: what kinds of knowledge can we bring to bear
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nowadays on the task of reconstructing an individual
life-history? His proposal involves a complex assemblage of
ideas from Marxism, psychoanalysis and a refined, socialized
form of existentialist philosophy. This amounts to an assertion
that classical Marxism is inadequate, as it stands, to
comprehend a life in all the vivid contingencies of actual,
historical experience. As Sartre famously put it, Paul Valéry
may have been a petty-bourgeois French intellectual, but not
every petty-bourgeois French intellectual was Paul Valéry.
Socio-economic modes of explanation had a real but limited
efficacy. They were concerned with large-scale structural
determinants which had little bearing on the lived project
which made up an individual ‘case’. Such theories required the
supplementary evidence of a knowledge more finely attuned to
existentialist psychology. Only thus could Marxism avoid the
charge of abusing its explanatory powers in pursuit of a
crudely reductive determinist creed.

Such was the argument of Sartre’s polemical preface. But the
major part of the Critigue is devoted to its other, more
‘structuralist’ project: to describing, that is, the complex
ensembles of socio-economic relationship which make up the
objective conditions of human existence. The ‘Search for a
Method’ had pointed toward biography — albeit a new and
sophisticated form of biography — as the touchstone of
historical understanding. In the Critique proper, as Anderson
describes it, Sartre aimed to provide ‘a philosophical account
of the “elementary formal structures” of any possible history,
or a theory of the general mechanisms of the construction and
subversion of social groups.”® The two projects were intended
to generate a unified totalizing method, a synthesis of Marxist
explanatory science and existentialist biography. In the event
this ambition failed to materialize and Sartre never produced
the promised second volume of the Critigue. What followed was
the fashionable swing toward structuralism, a theory which -
in Anderson’s view — abandoned any genuine attempt to arrive
at a workable mediation between subject and structure,
experience and knowledge. ‘The unresolved difficulties and
deadlocks within Marxist theory, which structuralism
promised to transcend, were never negotiated in detail within
this rival space.’”® The result was another, more extreme
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disjunction between reified ‘structures’ on the one hand, and
anarchic subjectivity on the other.

Anderson’s diagnosis is open to question in its reading of
the current post-structuralist predicament. Nevertheless it
offers a useful hold for understanding what exactly it is, in
Orwell’s thinking about language and politics, that continues
to vex his socialist commentators. The painful antinomy of
‘subject’ and ‘structure’ is present with a vengeance in Orwell’s
writing, not least in the confused philosophy of language that
runs through his fiction and journalistic essays alike. Anderson
undoubtedly puts a finger on this same problem when he
argues against the structuralist habit of adopting the
Saussurian language-paradigm by way of explaining all
manner of cultural phenomena.!® The relation between langue
and parole is, he writes, ‘a peculiarly aberrant compass for
plotting the diverse positions of structure and subject in the
world outside language’.!! This because the terms of Saussure’s
distinction create a polarized contrast between the long-term
stability of language-as-systemn (langue) and the short-term,
volatile character of speech (parole). Neither provides a very apt
analogy for the complex, many-levelled interplay of time-
scales which operates elsewhere in human society. Linguistic
structures, Anderson points out, ‘have an exceptionally low
coefficient of mobility’ compared with other social institutions.
And this structural immobility of language has its obverse in
the sheer inventiveness of speech, the freedom of the subject to
improvise at will within the broadest constraints of meaning
?_.nd context. Yet this very freedom, as Anderson sees it, is
curiously inconsequential: that is, its effects on the structure in
return are virtually nil’."? In short, the nemesis of structuralist
thinking is a constant vacillation between unworkable extremes
of determinist rigour and subjectivist illusion.

- Of course I am not claiming Orwell as some kind of
.hﬂme-spunlproto-structuralist stumbling toward the light. His
Muﬂ empirical stance was all too proof against anything
mbling a worked-out theoretical ‘position’. Yet that very
aesire to stick with the facts of commonsense experience
ayed Orwell into a version of the same double-bind that
erson so shrewdly diagnoses. Its effects are most evident in
' various pronouncements on the relation between language,
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politics and ideology. Basically Orwell subscribes to the
straightforward empiricist view that language in a normal,
healthy condition simply hands over the raw stuff of
experience. Abstractions are bad (like clichés and ‘dead’
metaphors) if they get in the way of this primary purpose.
‘What is above all needed is to let the meaning choose the
word, and not the other way around.’** Or again: ‘probably it
is better to put off using words as long as possible and get one’s
meaning as clear as one can through pictures and sensations.’!*
It is an attitude familiar enough from the long tradition of

{@ f.C ho? British common-sense philosophy.No ideas but in things, or
in words that retain as much as possible of the lively
impressions which summon them to mind. Hitting off the
right form of words is simply a matter of hunting around until
the language fits whatever you want to describe.

As Orwell sees it, the main threat to this healthy state of
language is the habit of letting words choose meanings, or relaxing
the vigilant referential grip which prevents language from
conjuring up phantom realities. Such is the fundamental ethics
of style which Orwell expounds in ‘Politics and the English
Language’. The writer’s plain duty is to think without words as far
as possible, and then to make sure that they do an adequate
job by simply handing over the sense of what he thinks,

" Abstraction is a sure sign that language is getting in the way. As

Orwell puts it:

When you think of something abstract you are more inclined to
use words from the start, and unless you make a conscious effort
to prevent it, the existing dialect will come rushing in and do the
job for you, at the expense of blurring or even changing your

meaning.'®
That is, the writer sets out with a clear enough sense of what he

or she means to say, and then works hard to prevent language
from distorting what those thoughts turn out to mean. The

problems with this are more than just a matter of local

ambiguity (‘meaning’ = either ‘sense’ or ‘intention’). What

exactly can Orwell have in mind when he conjures up a

pre-linguistic stratum of innocent, original thought as

untouched by the malign influence of words? How can the
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writer’s ‘meaning’ begin to take shape before tho
intelligible to itself in the proceEs of achievil;lgghtat:ie; OS;:
expression? These are crude formulations, but nowhereqnear
:}jea;gz — or hopelessly confused — as Orwell’s way of stating
What creates this confusion is the same sharp dichotom
between _langue and parele that Anderson detects in thz
structuralllﬁt paradigm. On the one hand language is a set-u
O_f prevailing significations which threaten to invade anIc:i)
disfigure whatever one wants to say. “The existing dialect’, as
Orwell puts it, ‘will come rushing in and do the job for y¢;u i
On the othg, mere honesty requires that the writer ‘make ;1
conscious etlort to prevent it’, opposing his or her vigi
truthful parole to the langue of 1'deglf())gicai%rnrxysti{‘i(:atic)n.1 gllglrtllﬂz
way of d?mking there is no middle-ground between language
as an alien structure of ready-made, mindless clichés and
language as a purely voluntarist expression of the individual
will-to-resist. And the upshot of this drastic dualism, as
. Anderson argues, is a failure to conceive how language could
- possibly withstand the drift toward systematic reification. For
. there is no real effect of parole upon langue, such that the
. Wter’s individual efforts might exercise some long-term
«;mﬁuence. iqr the good. The ‘structural immobility’ of language -
at large is indifferent to the great multiplicity of speech-acts
niwhpse conditions it determines, in an abstract way, without
g r.the1.r being able to reciprocally act back upon it. As Anderson
so rightly observes, ‘Even the greatest writers, whose genius has
ﬂufsnced.whole cultures, have typically altered the language
ia_txvely litle.’t6 What structuralism fails to reckon with is tl;gis
-asymmetry in the relation between langue and parole. To
{;rapolate directly from language to politics is to end up with
a stark C(,)nfrc')ntation of determinist and voluntarist creeds.
Q-rwe!l s thinking about language is closely bound up with
I I.’c-:idmg‘(_)f political history. ‘Prose literature as we know it’
‘writes, ‘is the product of rationalism, of the Protestant
es, of the autonomous individual.”!” There is a morality
style, Orwell.insists, and its truth-telling virtues have their
gy spr_:cxﬁc historical sources and conditions. The
nomous individual’ is the last fragile hope that language
‘Tescued from the traps and snares of collective ideology.
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(One recalls, in this connection, that ‘The Last Man In Europe’
was Orwell’s first working title for Nineteen Eighty-Four.) The
empiricist matching-up of words and experience requires a
well-nigh heroic effort of individual will if the untruths of
language are not to insinuate their hold. “‘Unless spontaneity
enters at some point or another, literary creation is impossible,
and language itself becomes ossified.”’® Spontaneity (or
sincerity) is the precondition for cutting through the swathes of
conventional verbiage and simply telling things as they are.
This has been the attitude of a long line of literary critics, from
Dr Johnson to F.R. Leavis. Catherine Belsey sums it up as the
doctrine of ‘expressive realism’, and describes it as follows:

This is the theory that literature reflects the reality of experience as
it is perceived by one (especially gifted) individual, who expresses it
in a discourse which enables other individuals to recognize it as

true.!?

Orwell’s morality of style conforms closely enough to this
general description. What sets it apart from the mainstream of
liberal-humanist ideology is Orwell’s attempt to think out the
consequences in political terms. This attempt may have ended
in a state of deadlocked despair, but its lessons are pointedly

relevant still.

Orwell never faced up to the deep contradictions in his

thinking about language and politics. The Orwellian persona
was a means of holding them at bay, warding off doubts and
perplexities by an appeal to straightforward common-sense
knowledge. A bluff disregard of theoretical problems has
always been the hallmark of that ‘English’ ideology which
thinkers from the ‘other’, Continental tradition have treated
with alternating wonder and despair. Unconsciousness, as Basil
de Selincourt remarked, is the great virtue of the English,

though also — he might have added - the source of mx;ecg

ideological mystification. In Orwell unconsciousness i raise
as a guard against the kind of critical self-knowledge

might create problems for his homespun empiricist outlo
Yet the symptoms of that repression are there to be read in th
twists and complications of Orwell’s writing, fiction and
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jc?urnali.s:m alike. I have suggested how they bear on a
diagnostic reading of Nineteen Eighty-Four and his essays on
language and politics. It remains to analyse more specificall
th_e relation between Orwell’s political ideas and ch
i)hrtld—spots of mystified ideology to which they give rise in his
exts.

A good case in point is ‘Politics Vs Literature’
§wift which Orwell published in 1946. It is a rem;lr%cr;lfls;j)yie(:::
in several ways, not least for its apparently unconscious
bearmg on Orwell’s own predicament as author and
ideologue. Politically, says Orwell, ‘Swift was one of those
people who are driven into a sort of perverse Toryism by the
follies of the progressive party of the moment.’? If Swile can
hardly be labelled ‘left’, still he is a kind of Tory anarchist
‘despising authority while disbelieving in liberty’. The
g‘_enerahzed misanthropy of Gulliver’s Travels is strangely allied
to a passionate defence of individual rights against the
ma?1fold abuses of state power. It makes sense to think of Swift
as ‘rebel and iconoclast’, though only if we recognise the
perverse element of right-wing ‘totalitarian’ thinking which
went along with his confused populist sympathies.

Up to thi:s point Orwell’s version is pretty much in line with
sLax}d.ard critical thinking on the matter of Swift’s ambivalent
politics. There are two things, however, which work to

- complicate Orwell’s reading. First is the fact that he tends to

equate Swift with Gulliver, assuming (for instance) th
equat t wi ; at th
Eltt_er s admiration for the cold, calculating Houyhnhnms ma;
safely be u_nuputec% to Swift himself and called upon as evidence
of his political views. Second — and connected with this — is

o ’ | i
f}!rrwell 5 doul?tless unconscious investment in a version of the
. same contradictory ideology that he discovers in Swift. With

Prwell likewise, there is a strain of ‘perverse Toryism’
fﬁrﬁd.uced — as he wants us to believe — by honest
Cha’ntment with ‘the follies of the progressive party of the
ment’. Orwell sees Swift as a problematic case, a writer
Bd Into tragic isolation by his keen understanding of the
y tElntfl corruptions of his day. What he fails to grasp is the
to which his own reading both mirrors and intensifies
atent contradictions in Swift.
thus Orwell can write, as if stating the obvious, of ‘the
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“Reason’’ which he [Swift as well as Gulliver] so admires in the
Houyhnhnms.” There is no allowance here for the way in
which Swift — like all inventive satirists — manipulates his
fictional narrators so as to keep a firm distance between their
views and his. By collapsing that distance Orwell is giving voice
to the same ideology of ‘expressive realism’ that determines the
logic of all his thinking on language and politics. He is more
clear-sighted at the outset of his essay, where the point is made
that Gulliver is a far from unitary ‘character’, his viewpoint
shifting drastically in the course of the narrative from
down-to-earth, homely practicality to a well-nigh imbecile
misanthropic hatred. ‘These inconsistencies’, Orwell remarks,
‘are forced upon Swift by the fact that Gulliver is there chiefly
to provide a contrast.’*' Quite simply, it is necessary — in the
light of Swift’s satiric design — that Gulliver should appear
sensible in Part I and increasingly erratic or unbalanced
thereafter. But this formalist attitude in Orwell turns out to
have sharp limits. “‘Whenever Gulliver is not acting as a stooge
there is a sort of continuity in his character, which comes out
especially in his resourcefulness and his observation of physical
detail.’?? This supposed continuity, or ‘depth’ of character, is
the source of Orwell’s implicit belief that Gulliver speaks for
Swift in admiring the Houyhnhnms and their inhuman
socio-political arrangements. And what precisely is the
‘Reason’ that Swift so admires? Orwell defines it as consisting
for the most part in ‘either common sense — i.e. acceptance of
the obvious and contempt for quibbles and abstractions - or
absence of passion and superstition.’”® Swift assumes in short
that ‘we know all that we need to know already, and merely use
our knowledge incorrectly.’

The trouble with this, as Orwell goes on to argue, is that it
leaves no room for rational disagreement, since the truth is
always self-evident to- those with sense enough to see it. The

Houyhnhnms have reached ‘the highest stage of totalitarian =

organization’, the stage where dissent is simply unthinkable
and reason coincides perfectly with public opinion. Swiit
according to Orwell, approves of this kind of thing ‘because
among his many gifts neither curiosity nor good nature was
included’. But this is to ignore what most readers perc
readily enough: that Gulliver’s attitude in Book IV is bj
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means endorsed by Swift, but represents a crazy extreme of
cynical paranoia. Orwell concedes that ‘Gulliver’s horror of
the Yahoos, together with his recognition that they are the
same kind of creature as himself, contains a logical
absurdity.”** What he won't acknowledge is that Swift may be
n.lampulam'ng Gulliver’s (and the reader’s) responses with a
view to I:mdermining precisely that absurd misanthropic
over-reaction. And it is here, one suspects, that Orwell’s
reading b.ecomes skewed by his own disenchantment and
general dim view of the hopes for political progress. The
despallrmg message has to come from Swift’s real-life
experience, rather than from Gulliver’s merely fictional
awareness.

This essay drives home the same grim conclusion, the same
paralysis of intellect and will, as afflicts Winston Smith and the
other protagonists of Orwell’s novels. Swift becomes a
spokesman for the rock-bottom cynical commonsense which
cleaves to the ‘facts’ of unmediated experience and admits of
nothing beyond them except the contortions of ‘totalitarian’
intellect. Most readers will see that Book IV of Gulliver’s Travels
is a species of elaborate narrative frame-up which exposes the
absurdity of Gulliver’s choice between ‘Houyhnhnm’ reason
on the one hand and ‘Yahoo’ common humanity on the other
Orwell is intermittently aware that the case has been framed in.

~ a highly prejudicial manner.

In comparison with what are the Yahoos disgusting ? Not with the
.Houyhnhnms, because at this time Gulliver has not seen a
Houyhnhnm. It can only be in comparison with himself, i.e. with
a human being.?

-i'hﬁre may be something odd, this concedes, in taking so lofty
‘@ view of human values and reason as to exclude all humanity
m properly claiming to possess them. Yet this is the logical
urdity that Orwell wants to attribute to Swift, rather than
g Book IV of the Travels as a brilliant device for exposing
drastic and fallacious choices of attitude. In the end
1l 18 unable to conceive of any path between brutish
ular’ instinct and the dictates of pure ‘totalitarian’ reason.
the same stark dichotomy in Nineteen Eighty-Four that
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separates the mindless existence of the proles from the cynical
acquiescence of Party ‘intellectuals’ like O’Brien.

What this finally comes down to is Orwell’s deep-grained
empiricist conviction: that intellect can only corrupt and
distort the certitudes of common-sense knowledge. Yet
common sense itself proves incapable of rising above the
errors and delusions of unreflective experience. Houyhnhnm
society has reached that stage, as Orwell describes it, where
‘conformity has become so general that there is no need for a
police force’. The habits of unreflective thought have been so
bedded down into common-sense lore that the Houyhnhnm
language has no word signifying ‘opinion’. Within such a total
ideology there is simply no room for dissenting views. The
Houyhnhnms represent all that is rational and virtuous, while
the Yahoos serve as convenient foils by embodying the lowest,
i.e. the ‘human’, aspects of animal nature. Orwell was to make
his own use of this topsy-turvy logic in Animal Farm, published
just a few months after the essay on Swift. He was evidently
drawn by its capacity to turn the moral tables on anyone
claiming superior insight on behalf of whatever ideological
creed. But along with the manipulative skill of Orwell’s satire
there emerges a perverse and self-defeating logic born of
political despair. Thus he remarks of Gulliver,

One feels that all these adventures, and all these changes of mood,
could have happened to the same person, and the inter-connexion
between Swift’s political loyalties and his ultimate despair is one of
the most interesting features of the book.?®

This constant equating of Gulliver and Swift — thus muffling
some of Swift’s most effective satirical points — is symptomatic
of Orwell’s confusedly personal reading. The essay is a curious

mixture of blindness and insight, most revealing as regard;s:-
Orwell’s motives in writing it where it seems most perversely

off the point about Swift.

I have argued a connection between Orwell’s politics, his

ideas about language and the narrative forms in which those
two strands of thought were closely intertwined. I have
suggested that Orwell’s predicament is that of a pecu
‘English’ ideology forced up against its limits by a last-
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adherence to empiricist habits of mind. This is why he remains
very much on the agenda for Marxist critical debate What
Orwell represents — albeit in a distorted perspective —-is th
clash between ‘common sense’ and ‘theory’ which thinkers liljl :
Raymond Williams have striven to surmount, or at least t(f
articulate more clearly. With Orwell it takes’the form of
desperate alk_?giance to factual self-evidence, along with théel
grim recognition that ‘facts’ can be manipulated out of
existence by those with the power to impose their own version
of truth. From the standpoint of ‘Continental’ Marxism 111:
case can be diagnosed as displaying all the blindspots and
irrational regressions of empiricist ideology. Williamspre isters
the force of this argument when he writes of ngell’s
Plam-r_nan, common-sense style: his air of perpetuall
bumping up’ against the straightforward facts of experienceY
Yet Lh.e commitment to empiricism — as a mode of historical
experience, if not as a full-blown ideology — continues to
exercise a rival claim in Williams’s dealings with Continental
Marxism. For him, as for Thompson, it acts as a constant
quah_fymg check on the powers of theoretical abstraction

It s this, perhaps, as much as his renegade politic; that
constitutes the standing provocation of Orwell’s ‘case’ in the
context of present socialist debate. In Politics And Letters
Wﬂlla{n_s says that he now finds Orwell just about unreadable
Ins_.wr]tmg — as well as his politics — so repugnant as almost to
resist further comment.?” The causes of that reaction. in one of
Orwell’s most acute commentators, make up a whole compl
chapter in the history of post-war British socialism. 5
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Antony Easthope

Fact and Fantasy in ‘Nineteen Eighty-
Four’

Nineteen Eighty-Four, after two decades in which it was read with the
utmost seriousness as a political prophecy, is now taking its place
... as a science-fiction story.

Patrick Parrinder!

When Peter Sutcliffe, the Yorkshire Ripper, was convicted, the
‘BBC showed footage shot through the front window of a car as
it ranged at night through the backstreets of Bradford,

~ Barnsley and Leeds. In Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty- Four Winston
Smith sees a similar townscape:

Were there always these vistas of rotting nineteenth-century
houses, their sides shored up with baulks of timber, their windows
patched with cardboard and their roofs with corrugated iron,
their crazy garden walls sagging in all directions? And the bombed
sites where the plaster dust swirled in the air and the willow-herb
straggled over heaps of rubble .. .2

itain in 1984 is like that, ravaged not by war but by five years
Of Thatcherite recession and deindustrialisation. These are the
landscapes not so much of Dorking and Basingstoke but of
on, Manchester and Rochdale.

-Four has sold over eleven million copies round
blished by Secker and Warburg in 1949, it has
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gone through forty-one impressions since appearing as a
Penguin in 1954. More than any other novel this century —
certainly more than any English novel — this book has come to
pervade general consciousness. ‘1984°, ‘doublethink’, “Big
Brother is watching you’ have become shorthand figures,
collective images for the fear of bureaucratic, state-controlled
totalitarianism.

Nineteen Eighty-Four is very widely known and almost
everyone seems to think they know what it is and what it says.
One way to begin to unpack the text is to discriminate between
fact and fantasy, to move forward from reading the text as a
discourse of knowledge to reading it as fantasy in a certain
fictional mode (novelistic realism), as literary discourse for
which truth or falsity is no longer the most applicable
criterion.

Considered as a prediction of the actual political situation in
1984 AD the book has sometimes, but not always, prophesied
correctly. Right that the world would be divided into three
blocks (Soviet, Chinese, North-Atlantic), each living under
continuous threat of war; right also that the purpose of the
Cold War is not really a matter of classic nineteenth-century
competition for markets, but not quite right to regard war as
mainly a means to eat up the surplus of consumer goods
(rather than as politically motivated in the military-industrial
complexes, East and West). Right that the Cold War functions
ideologically for the international benefit of the super-states
‘to preserve the special mental atmosphere that a hierarchical
society needs’ (p. 161). Dead wrong that the ruling groups used
atomic weapons for a while after 1945 but stopped when they
saw that such use ‘would mean the end of organized society,
and hence of their own power’ (p. 158).

Of course Britain in 1984 is not a totalitarian dictatorship.
But in the past five years it has moved closer towards that
formation and away from democracy. By letting unemploy-
ment rise from around one to four and a half million (the real

figure), Thatcher’s government has strengthened the hierarchic

and undemocratic power of capital (both state and private). In
the past five years the army and police have been powerfully

reinforced and now sometimes act in coalition: on 30 Octobcf,_?"
1983, in an unprecedented step, some women at Greenham
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Common were arrested by soldiers.® Special riot police in shin
new visors now enforce shiny new laws against trade uniog
acuvity. Central government has effectively taken over the
powers of the regionally elected local authorities and js now
moving to abolish the county authorities. Poverty has
increased. While in 1979 11.5 million people were living below
the official poverty line the figure had risen to 15 million b
1981.* Under Thatcherism Britain in 1984 is getting morz
s!:ecly, more run-down, more unhappy, a zone symbolised b
silent people waiting in lengthening queues for the bus ch
post"ofﬁce, the hospital, the dole. Five years have witnesseél th
explicable death of social-democratic England.’ :

As Orwell foresaw, secrecy and surveillance have increased
In Britain freedom of information is restricted by the use of D
Notices, the Official Secrets Act, laws regarding libel and sub
Judice. Althou_gh the television screen does not Spy on us
Onw.al'l was right to anticipate the central importance of
television in manipulating public opinion. A secret committee
of the BBC, the Director News and Current Affairs Committee
meets every Tuesday morning in Room 7082 at Lime Grove t(;
fix the political line to be followed in news broadcasts. © Durin
the past f_ew years the state has greatly extended its capaci tg
monitor individual behaviour electronically, for exam letyb
hstenn}lg to transatlantic phone calls. And vyes, we d(P; r’lou)rr
Eggezam}lr) .use a biro, ‘an ink-pencil’ (p. 9) rather than a pen
Totalitarianism

To read Nineteen Eighty-Four for its accuracy and inaccuracy as a
political prediction — look here on this picture (Oriyvell’
;cgount? and on this (the world in 1984) — is to read the tex:
rgfex:e_nna.lly, as a matter of facts proved true and false. But
traditionally there is another, more general level at wh-ich a

text may be read as truth. For Aristotle the historian differs

m the poet in that the historian tells us about fa

iat has happened’ while the poet tells us ‘the kinds of ﬁlii::ng(:
4t might happen’ at a level of typicality.” Read as a text
. ;nsg some general truth about reality, Nineteen Eighty-Four
# €EN as anticipating and in some way leading to the
Yelopment during and after the 1950s of a particular area in
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political theory (I would reserve the term political science), one
which identifies both communism and fascism as fofalitarian. In
1965, in a chapter called ‘The General Characteristics of
Totalitarian Dictatorship’ C.J. Friedrich and Z. Brzezinski list
six features of this form of society: ‘an ideology, a single party
typically led by one man, a terroristic police, a communi-
cations monopoly, a weapons monopoly, and a centrally
directed economy.”® S.E. Finer later defines ‘the totalitarian
type’ of state according to two features: ‘that the entire society
is politicised’ and that ‘the viewpoints which so politicise it are
reduced to one alone, from which no dissidence is tolerated.™
On this basis the Soviet system under Stalin during the 1980s
and Hitler’s Nazi Germany can be equated.

Nineteen Eighty-Four aligns itself with this conception,
explicitly so in the section which contains Emmanuel
Goldstein’s ‘The Theory and Practice of Oligarchical
Collectivism’ (pp. 151-174). Noting that the conditions of life
in the three super-states of Oceania, Eurasia and Eastasia are
very much the same, Goldstein affirms that ‘Everywhere there
is the same pyramidal structure, the same worship of a
semi-divine leader, the same economy existing by and for
continuous warfare’ (p. 160). The rest of the novel seeks to
illustrate this view in detail, for instance by making Goldstein
himself a composite scapegoat, both the Stalinist’s Trotsky and
the Nazi’s jew.

As a concept ‘totalitarianism’ depends more upon ideology
than upon science. As Leonard Shapiro says, ‘Perhaps as a
concept totalitarianism is elusive, hard to define, liable to

abuse by the demagogue, and, if wrongly used, a source of

confusion when we are trying to find our way through the maze
of the many forms which a polity can assume.’'® His qualifying

‘perhaps’ is over-cautious. Firstly, because any definition of

totalitarianism must efface major social differences between
specific examples, even when they may seem as close as
National Socialism in Germany and Soviet Communism
during the 1930s (for example, while capital was state-own
in the USSR it remained largely privately-owned in Germany
Secondly, because by abstracting and universalising 2 poli
system the concept of totalitarianism makes it impossible

understand political effects in terms of specific his-toﬁeﬁl
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causes, causes as diverse as the develo ini i
out of Tsarist absolutism and of Nazi génn?;n(;fﬁs"(t)arﬁl:hlt 111{;31;:1-
:jemocracy of_ the Weimar Republic. Accordingly, Goldstein’s
_Theory of Oligarchical Collectivism’, despite its sz;tirical force
is pretty short on explanations. It is left for O’Brien to say that
it all comes about because ‘The Party seeks power entire}( for
its own sgke -« The object of power is power’ (pp. 211 ;12)
21:}1) b}ése 1sh not so IJHUCh;[ anticipating Foucault as re’viving.
: the general inclinati ind i §
ot Ofpowegaf[er powz ;.r’liiltlon of mankind is a ‘restlesse

Liberalism

The political theory of totalitarianism is deeply penetrated b
an ideological commitment to liberal-humanism, as evidencegl(
in the way it works to hypostasise and privilege the
liberal-democratic system as summum bonum and ideal : e of
government. Liberal democracy is complicit mélyp the
totalitarianism it would condemn in that it supports the
undemocratic structures of corporate capitalism and state
paternalism. As usual, freedom for the individual really mean
ﬁee}(liom from social control for the private corpZ)rationS
cs::; pzp;de;glgygeme mnstance this, yet no discourse can wholly
A number of somewhat unrelated areas of recent theoretical
worls,llr'lcludmg the Anglo-American philosophic critique of
empiricism, the philosophy of science since Kuhn coqntrib—
utions by Althusser in historical materialism and,, within a

- contrasted problematic, by Derrida, can be summarised

fblzt\:rvever firs}snca}ly, in a single statement: since the distinction
ﬂlér:en sglence and ‘ideology’ is not absolute but relative

. . - 2
~EI€ can be no corresponding, pure distinction between the

. cognitive and affective effects of a text, between the text as fact
Eldd the text as _fa-ntasy. While this may work to the
» disadvantage of political theory (disablingly so, I would have

L&hou_ght, in the case of the theory of totalitarianism), it works

o the advantage of Orwell’s novel. It can and has been read in
s of 2 discourse of knowledge, as a political tract or
imphlet aiming to give access to a reality beyond itself. But it
. to kn.ow what one is doing in trying to refute or bring
~SHCE against Nineteen Eighty-Four. And if it were compelled
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to survive as a text only within the discourse of political theory it
wouldn’t last very long.

Nineteen Eighty-Four is subtitled ‘A Novel’. Among other
things this means that whatever is read as the text’s assertions at
the level of knowledge (and no text can wholly escape these even
if it is only the assertion that Sophia is the capital of Bulgaria),
they will be ‘enacted’ or ‘dramatised’ or ‘realised’ or ‘supple-
mented’ by a fictional narration such that these assertions
become re-installed within the category of ideology rather than
science. In Nineteen Eighty-Four the novel’s abstractable and
discursive ‘statement’ about totalitarianism becomes insepar-
able from the pseudo-biography of Winston Smith, his love
affair with Julia, his betrayal by O Brien. Inevitably this fictional
narrative becomes dream-like, a vehicle for fantasy.

An argument that opens up at this point is whether the device
and artifice of the literary text defamiliarises ideology or natur-
alises it. While Althusser claims that such artifice enables us to
‘perceive’ ideology, Macherey tends to argue that it naturalises
and neutralises ideological contradictions. I suspect that the
literary text does both at once, according to its own specific
economy, in a simultaneous movement that is ultimately self-
cancelling; I am sure that it is up to a progressive reading to
make visible the foundations on which the ideological assertions
of a text depend.

Certainly the explicit tendency of Nineteen Eighty-Four is to
affirm a liberal notion of the freedom of the individual against
all totalitarianism. It aims to do so both thematically, in discuss-
ion of the nature of reality, subjectivity, and language, and
formally, by offering itself to be read as a realist text. And yet
(one reason why it is such a good novel?) this liberalism is
worked through so thoroughly in the novelistic forms of dia-
logue, narrative and the dramatisation of character, and brings
into play such a range of heterogeneous discourses that the
effect of the text — at least in this present reading — is to
undermine precisely the liberal assertion it proposes for itself.

Nineteen Eighty-Four is committed to advocating and defining,

sometimes even hysterically, a view of human nature. Or rather

one view of human nature against another. Against O’Brien’s
Hobbesian apology for tyranny the book passionately and
explicitly proclaims a notion of self-conscious individuality as
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definition of man and source of all value

re_ndel‘rmg of Winston Smith and his fictional woﬁgr&?sgll}btelf
ahsm 1s explored and extended in relation to epistemological
ethical and ontological discourses. Like a good Cartesiaf (or’
more surprisingly, like a Beckett hero) the first thing Winston
SrmLh becomes certain of is his own inner speech, ‘the inter-
mmabl'e restless monologue that had been runnin’g inside his
head, llterauy for years’ (p. 10). Rather than attributing this to
I;h.‘.i' internalisation of various outward discourses, the novel
Ew1th Smith) claims it as the private property of the i’rldividual -
Nothing was your own except the few cubic centimetres inside
your skull’ (p. 25). Individual self-consciousness js validated b
contrast_when the word “unconscious’ is applied to the bod anc}l,
the soc1_al. ‘Orthodoxy’, says Syme, Smith’s colleag‘ug ‘is
unconsciousness’ (p. 46, but see also the use of the worci on
pp. 82, 83, 35, 46, 55). Throughout the novel the individual is
accorded value as transcendental subject of knowledge. Winston
_?mlth feels vindicated when he discovers by accident a fact
concrete evidence’ that the Party has lied (p. 66). He returns
obsesswely_to an empiricist conception of truth as pregiven once
and for all in the real such that the individual may be present to
himself as bearer of that truth. This underlies Smith’s horror of
what the Party does, and it is constantly reaffirmed by the text’s
references to doublethink and N ewspeak: ‘The empiricist
method of thought, on which all the scientific achievements of
the past were founded, is opposed to the most fundamental
principles of Ingsoc’ (p. 157). Significantly (it is an issue to which
we shall return), Smith cannot interest Julia in becoming a
l;rhanscendeptal subject for knowledge as “She did not feel %he
tmysls’ ?g_e;];r)l.g}?:]éii? her feet at the thought of lies becoming

Corresponding to this imputed priori indivi
sciousness are the moral valug Smit}li descgb(;f ;;1:3:)1::3;;1 I?vi-
(and friendship’, a sense of personal loyalty located in the ’r:amily;
Epr_.l 2;;3), values which are those traditionally subscribed to by the
§ glish gentry (and quite admirable they are as far as they go)
Jut which Smith later discovers among the proles: 5

They_were governed by private loyalties which they did not
question. What mattered were individual relationships ... They
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were not loyal to a party or a country or an idea, they were loyal to
one another. (p. 135)

This is no mere passing phase in Smith’s developing
experience. Right at the end, after he has tried to refute
O’Brien’s view that ‘Nothing exists except through human
consciousness’ by pointing to the pregiven truths of geology
(‘But the rocks are full of the bones of extinct animals ...’
p- 218), Smith’s liberalism is forced to admit its claim to
metaphysical guarantees. O’Brien rightly diagnoses that Smith
imagines ‘there is something called human nature which will
be outraged by what we do and will turn against us’; and he
speaks Smith’s epitaph: ‘You are the last man ... You are the
guardian of the human spirit’ (pp. 216-217). ‘Man’, for
Winston Smith and Orwell’s text, is an abstract essence
‘inherent in each single individual’ rather than a heterogenous
being constituted in ‘the ensemble of social relations.”? It’s fair
to add that O’Brien’s Hobbesian anthropology (‘The object of
power is power’) is no less humanist than Smith’s liberalism in
resting on a view of man as an abstract essence.

This informing liberalism can be easily recognised as
holding up one side in a series of well-known ideological
contradictions, each handing on a supposedly absolute
opposition: subject/object, mind/body, individual/social.

" Once the text has set up a prior conception of the individual as
self-constituted (outside history, language, the psychoanalytic
process) it follows inevitably that anything which threatens to
limit this will appear as unfreedom, all ‘Orthodoxy’ will be
‘unconscious’. Posed as abstracts, the couple freedom/totali-
tarianism generate and confirm each other, and in this respect
the novel only presents an extreme version of the social as itself
oppressive, a notion found everywhere from Jane Austen to
D.H. Lawrence. And what is thematically asserted in the
narrative of Nineteen Eighty-Four is also worked through in the
novel’s narrative form as a realist text.

A Science-Fiction Story

As Patrick Parrinder well argues, Nineteen Eighty-Four must now

take its place in the genre of science-fiction, ‘not because of the

future setting but because of the “estranged” and yet cognitive.
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status of the Thought Police, the two-way telescree
Newspea..k', and Oligarchical Collectivism.’!3 These distort:ci
transpositions from our own world become recognisabl
cognitively but also provide the pleasures of metamognh s,
play and wit. One minor example occurs when WinstoLpSr?ls!lths}
EXpECts wine to taste of blackberry jam and have ‘ag immedi lt
intoxicating e_ﬂ'"ec't’ (p. 140), and, his palate eroded by ear;aot;"
Victory Gin, is disappointed. Classic science fiction h}(;wever
presupposes the realist mode even if in some ways its pu ose,
like that of coherent meaning in the tendentiousp'orl?e -
analys_ed by Freud, is to defer and disguise the point . .
make it more suddenly effective. 5 A
But Nineteen Eighty-Four is not classic science fiction
Re]atwe]y lo‘_»v on fantasy situations and high on psychologic l
cc')mple)uty, it 1s much closer to the traditional realism ofgl thae
'mn.et_eenth-ce_nl:ury novel. On the basis of a renderin of
individuals situated in an mternally consistent WorIc% of
everyday reall_ty, 4 narrative is sustained according to the
conventional links by which cause and effect are ass%lmed t
hook together. This is Barthes’s proairetic code, for which ar?
example might be the way the arrest of Smith and Julia at the
end of Part Two is followed by his interrogation in Part Three
And the narrative also operates consistently through the
he@eneuuc code according to which, for exam lge the
1s]t?vfrnnngly unmotivated appearance of a rar jn thép lc;vers(i
h1deawa}_r to be greeted by Winston Smith’s words ‘Of all
orrors in the world - a rat’ (p. 119) is explained when ‘th
worst thing in the world’ in Room 10] turns out to be a cage 0?

- 1ats (p. 228). The consistent application of these codes within

the n, i I
i arrated, together with the psychological coherence of the
presentation of character, tends to efface the means of

‘ ;@f?reiﬁntatlon in the novel in favour of the represented, to
' e; € narrated as an object not constructed by writing ;,md
.an_sparent!y‘ accessible to the subject, the reader’thus

text. Yet within the water of its wo

_ he uld-be styleles 1

- e f(l}oat two ?ther distinct kinds of writing, the ltgng e;t:;ztg

I ﬂ; lOldst?n s theoretical work and the Appendix on ‘The
Pes of Newspeak’ (pp. 241-252), as well as various
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slogans (on p. 86, for example), the voice of t}}e smgm,c?r pg;l)e
(pp. 188, 175), slabs of newspeak from Smith’s Oﬂ:lle.: pl :
and a series of extracts (some un.puncruated and al bm Ox_fvft:e
case, as on p. 19) from Smith’s diary. In order to su stan(t;a ;
itself as a unity aiming to secure a unitary and trans:ic_? ent
position for the reader, the text esta}k?hshes‘ th_ese' 1lfererll
kinds of discourse and modes of writing within itself only
because it is confident it can bind them together into a

seamless whole.

‘Nineteen Eighty-Four’ as Wriling ' |
In this the text’s project necessarily fall.-S. There are Lg’arloust.
places where it begins to unravel bu.t possibly two are Fe mobs
manifest. One is the respect in which Nineteen Ezghty our by
directing its attention so forcibly at the topic of writing, C(t))rlrc}es
in conequence to place in the fqreground and make a pro Lhn;
of its own discursive origin. A{lother occurs hm
development and dramatisation of Winston Smith s ¢C ara(;i:.
Invited, or rather compelled, by ,the r_eahsg narrative to ﬁng
Smith as the main point of identification, readgr;
themselves entangled and led elsewhere by a body of fantasy
far exceeding the function the text means to assign to IEW‘ )

A feeling of falling into a Derridean abime afﬂ’lcts 1;;5 XE
Smith whenever he thinks of ‘lies becoming truth (p.;k‘? : F.
occupational hazard for him in his work on Newspeak at h':
Ministry of Truth, it becomes a main constituent in hi

neurotic obsession with the real:

As soon as all the corrections which happened to be necessarylg
any particular number of The Times had been asse-m'bled anlk

collated, that number would be reprinted, the orl.gu?al co;gr
destroyed, and the corrupted copy placed on the _ﬁles in its slteau;
This process of continuous alteratior} was applied not on zers

newspapers, but to books, periodicals, pamphlets, poskjn (i
leaflets, films, soundtracks, cartoons, ph.otographs-— to e\;;:q{d .,
of literature or documentation which might conceivably ho : a;tl‘z
political or ideological significance. Day by day and a]r.nos;tnl:vr;'s y
by minute the past was brought up to .date A]j hxstor};mn .
palimpsest, scraped clean and reinscribed exactly as often a

necessary ... (pp. 35-36)
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For Winston Smith and for the novel that endorses him, this
process of continuous alteration and reinscription is the worst
thing in the world (the rats, as will be argued, are but a
surrogate for it). Two issues should be separated here. One is
the undemocratic manipulation and suppression of informa-
tion, something which has got worse in Britain in the years up
to 1984. The other is the impossibility - in every sense — of a
reality which stands (to adapt some phrases from Derrida) as a
fundamental mmobility, a natural site, absolutely present
outside discourse and beyond the reach of the play of the
signifier.* And vet it is this impossible object which Winston
Smith desires.

In the concluding exchanges O’Brien says that ‘reality is not
external’ but ‘exists in the human mind, and nowhere else’
(p. 200), and again, that ‘nothing exists except through human
consciousness’ (p. 213). O’Brien’s idealism (truth exists only in
discursive construction) shares the same absolutist problematic
as Smith’s positivist empiricism (truth exists independent of
discursive construction). Winston Smith’s mind - his being -
begins to crack apart first at the encounter with the disjunction
between meaning and referent, then at the slide of signifier
over signified. The meaning of history is subject to ‘continuous
alteration’ since it is a meaning constructed in an ever-moving
present (though it would not follow from this that
historiography does not refer to its own verifiable object of
knowledge). And the meaning of a text is transformed if its
linguistic components are re-written, if, for example, the
Lockeian rhetoric of the Declaration of Independence is
translated into Newspeak (see P- 251). But the inherent
arbitrariness of the relation between signifier and signified
does not prevent a stable sign coming about within what
Saussure calls ‘the social fact’ of discourse. !5

By continually enforcing an either/or — ejther the absolute
immobility of the real represented transparently in language,
Or the abyss of words which are only words ~ the novel tends to
negate what it intended. Instead of confirming the truth of the
ext it subverts it Surely the conscientious use of a realist
nNarrative means us to overlook the means of representation in
favour of whar js represented, to accede to the prose style as
Something weightless and without origin? And what happens?
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Continuous insistence on writing pushes into the foreground
the text’s own discourse, making us ask what it is and where it
comes from. If it originates in the present, how can it have
access to this narrative from 1984 ? And if it derives from 1984,
how come it is not written in Newspeak, and what would it be
like if it were? Worse follows. For Winston Smith’s obsession
with finding a truth immune to discursive construction cannot
but call attention to the fictionality of this text we are in the
process of reading. Nineteen Eighty-Four, as a novel, consists of
meanings which do not refer to reality; as such, it can’t be
distinguished from the material in the Ministry of Plenty which
‘had no connexion with anything in the real world’ (p. 36). The
life, love and subsequent suffering of Winston Smith are
themselves nothing but a set of ‘lies becoming truths’.

Julia is less susceptible to the horror induced in Smith by the
way writing makes truth and lies ultimately though not
immediately indistinguishable. As far as he and the novel’s
avowed purpose are concerned, this counts against her. As
main representative of woman in the text Julia is essentialised.
She belongs to nature rather than culture (Smith finds her
breasts to be ‘ripe yet firm’, p. 112). She is imagined as all
woman, her ‘short hair and boyish overalls’ only making her
‘far more feminine’ (p. 117). She is seen as exclusively
heterosexual, exclaiming at one point ‘How I hate women!’
(p- 107), a feature strengthened in Winston Smith’s eyes by the
number of men she has made love with:

His heart leapt. Scores of times she had done it: he wished it had
been hundreds — thousands. (p. 103)

Julia, then, is a figure of masculine fantasy, not unlike
Honeychile in Fleming’s Dr No, the tomboy stereotype of
woman, less rational, less conscientious, less aware, less
committed to culture, less concerned with absolute truth.
‘You’re only a rebel from the waist downwards’ is Smith’s

enthusiastic assessment (p. 128).
Part Two follows the course of their love affair, Chapter 2

concluding with their escape from London and the Anti-Sex =

League into a clearing in the Berkshire woods. Smith 1"1‘:1‘1(3(2_3?_E
that ‘simple undifferentiated desire ... was the force that would
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:Ielzi éh[t; 5arz to pieces’ and his view is ratified when, after the
€, the section ends ‘It was a 141 g
: political act’ (p. 104
they may believe but we may recall Foucault’s mo?e SOH)'I.b?'(;

conclusion in The Histo ]
Ty of Sexualit ‘desirabili ’
B e i ij; s );tthat the deﬂrablhty of sex

&I;;ief]gtil:; O(I:i%l’ri ?pll;oduces the ideological Opposition
Sodal and the individual i
between politics and sexuality. U eleR i

EEI:,Z]E{S tl;f:eiif ‘:;ig ntéle l_lomant}c hero, expressively writing his
sﬁaw]’ofhis o s into emsten,ce via the ‘hurried untidy
| etk Dag{,j)lést as the hero’s represented identity at the
o p oppeg?equ seems hardly distinct from his

act of enunciation: ‘Whether I sha]] turn out to

.~ be the hero of my own life, or whether that station will be held

by an

Vzmioyonefelse, the;e pages must show.” And he is even a
- n of the existentialist hero. Since orthodoxy is
] nsciousness, individuated self-awareness itselflys a

~ thoughtcri iti
_ ghtcrime meriting death. By entering consciousness Smith

acknowle i ' ing i
dges his contingency, making it over into z motive for

|ction: ‘Now he had recogpi d hi
& : gnised himself as a dead i
€me important to stay alive as long as possible’ (pI.n;f;l) K

Through the rest of the text the reader is invited to follow

&ﬁt todjcf)iin tht? Brotherhood, hijs arrest, interrogation
the;’ a(n 241131 dlSSOIl:ltl'On into orthodoxy: ‘He loved Bj :
il i}il.t Oﬁ.But this psychic passage necessarily berrayg

0 2 discourse of the other, a scene for fantasy that
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: S 2
ineluctably unsticks the text’s avowed utrllllty ?nd 1tsfa1£; tc::ez?tal; :
themselves in the face o )
readers as present to 1selv _ Resie
i ithin it. Nineteen Eighty-Four do
Winston wants to be within i . g
i it seeks to disavow so curtly
more rtadically because i ) disay e
' ious by ascribing it to a soci
dynamic of the unconscious _
(gl?thodoxy is unconsciousness) or a b_odlly othem?ss. i
One way to envisage what can ﬁgure_ldn th}f pIacttz of an d }iow
1 i ith is to consider how often an
of desire for Winston Smi er g b
i fantasy of killing a woma
intensely he recurs to the ,
would gog her to death with a rubber truncheon (E}.l _16, b1..1[
examples also on pp. 84, 92, 99, 111, etc.). From | flis crtring
trajectory his love for Julia brings only a temporary mt }frou X
Traversing the ‘official’ narrative of the text% running 5 gl
1 ts, there is
i d concatenation of events,
and across its proferre atena o I
i nts in this other theatre i
another narrative. What cou . o
i than the order of their narr
narrative order of events _ _ it
i i ctice of reading will exc ¥
Winston Smith. Though a pra
programmatic analysis, attention can be drawn to some of the
f the text.
ore cathected moments o ‘ _ ‘ _
m‘The question, as always in classical realism, is oge .ohf
J - -
identity.’!” Nineteen Eighty-Four opens mil ijton eréugy
! i e of Big Brother and mowi
watched by the castrating gaze . : : -
O’Brien’sy‘curiously disarming’ trick of ‘resettling hl:
spectacles on his nose’ (p. 12). Admitted thus into co.nscu;)lllle
s}e)lf—idenrjty and starting a diary, _Smitiil;hwoul? rrslzglc];t(l)ztlt;z "
i ting its site as the mate .
castration complex by loca 7 o
i ill them, dreams that his mo
hates women, wishes to ki m, A e
i i ir lives for him (p. 27). In the passag
sister sacrificed their lives im assage
ity to distinct heterosexual p
olymorphous perversity ; prefER
Forznin;fure object the human subject neiver losis 1&? blsiyiis‘?i
. ; el
i Oedipus complex is both p
otential. For men the [ .
Edentiﬁcation with the Father leading to heterosexu

object-choice) and negative, a form in which a boy ‘displays an

. ) ol
affectionate feminine attitude to his father and a correspond

ing jealousy and hostility to his mother.”*® Insofar a:h 1;_2811:
plgced in the feminine position towards the Father, Smiu Is.

an ambivalent love towards O’I}rlen, one on z)v}l];cl:: [:hkil ;e::
constantly (and otherwise inexphcabl'y) insists. hri‘lm b
his thoughts (p. 17), O’Brien promiises to rnee’tB i
place where there is no darkness’ (p. 24), O’Br
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remarkable grace in his movements’ (p. 143). To the end Smith
experiences a ‘peculiar reverence for O’Brien’. Paranoia
(‘Always the eyes watching you and the voice enveloping you’,
p- 25) is induced by Smith’s attempt to foreclose his
homosexuality.

Against this negative form at a deeper level Smith’s
heterosexuality acts in a precarious counter-movement, He
discovers hatred towards Big Brother (p. 15); works through in
dreaming of her something of his feeling towards his mother;
while thinking of his failed relationship with his wife,
Katherine, he has intercourse with a female prole prostitute
(pp- 54 — 59), just — but only just — overcoming his horror of
her mouth (‘nothing €xcepta cavernous blackness’); writes that
If there is hope it lies in the proles’ (p. 59) — understanding of this
is deferred; and visits an antique shop owned by Mr
Charrington, ‘perhaps sixty ... with a long, benevolent nose’
{p. 79), from whom he acquires the phallus.

It is symbolised fetishistically:

It was a heavy lump of glass, curved on one side, flat on the other,
making almost a hemisphere. There was a peculiar softness, as of
rainwater, in both the colour and the texture of the glass. At the
heart of it, magnified by the curved surface, there was a strange,
pink, convoluted object that recalled a TOS€ OT a sea anemone,

This glass paperweight is ‘heavy in his pocket, but fortunately it
did not make much of a bulge’ (p. 80), even though it ‘banged
against his thigh at every step’ (p. 84).

Armed with the phallus (whereas O’Brien’s grace is
‘disarming’) and following her message to him, ‘I love you’
(p. 89), Smith in Part Two enters into his love-affair with Julia.

- They take a room over Charrington’s shop, where Smith keeps

the paperweight on a table, gleaming ‘softly in the
half-darkness’ (p. 112). ‘Inexhaustibly interesting’ (more
interesting in the text’s own estimation than Julia), it gathers

Anto itself the traditional symbolic resonances of Romantic
HOVe, an enclave of reciprocated narcissism, the heart of a

tless world, light, eternity, ‘a tiny world’, ‘eternity at the
it of the crystal’ (pp. 121, 124, 127, 131). For Smith love is
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represented fetishistically not only by the paperweight but also,

now, by the figure of the singing prole, the phallic mother. As

‘solid as a Norman pillar, with brawny red forearms’, she had a

mouth ‘corked with clothes pegs’. Her love-song echoes
through Part Two, and at one point she is watched by both

Smith and Julia (pp. 175-176). Having found this hope in the
proles, Smith is now able to recall his own mother, imaged not
as death but in terms of a similar phallicism. Working over his
earlier dream he sees in his mother a protective ‘gesture of the
arm’ (p. 181) and admits to Julia, ‘until this moment I believed
I had murdered my mother’ (p. 132). In identification (albeit
uneasy) with Goldstein and with the (deceptive) appearance of
O’Brien as member of the Brotherhood, Winston Smith starts
to take political action against an unjust society. But at the end
of Part Two Charrington turns out to be a member of the
Thought Police, Smith and Julia are arrested, the glass
paperweight is ‘smashed to pieces’ (p. 179).

Delusional jealousy in men is regarded by psychoanalysis as
a defence against homosexuality, a projection that can be
described in the formula: ‘7 do not love him, she loves him’.1?
In the more extreme form of persecutory paranoia ‘it is
precisely the most loved person of his own sex that becomes his
persecutor’,?® and the corresponding paradigm is: ‘I do not
love him — I hate him, because HE PERSECUTES ME’.2! [n
Nineteen Eighty-Four O’Brien is the focus for Smith’s paranoiac
sense that everyone is watching him and threatening him. At
points in the text Smith’s homosexual love for O’Brien and his
heterosexual love for Julia coalesce in a compromise
formation, for example when he fantasises that he might use
the paperweight to ‘smash her skull in’ (p. 84), or again when
he tells her, “The more men you’ve had, the more I love you'’
(p- 103). But for Smith the negative Oedipal trajectory wins out
in the end.

O’Brien in his role as member of the Brotherhood contacts
Smith in the same place and by the same means of a written
note as Julia first did (pp. 129-130). In Part Three with the
arrest, interrogation, torture and confession Smith finally

arrives at his long-promised rendezvous with O’Brien in ‘the
place where there is no darkness’ (p. 196), the constant electric

light of the prison-cell. ‘I do not love him, he hates me’
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O’Brien tortures Smith but st i
till he | ¢
' the tormentor, he was the protecio?’w(?; hllg:i,)saysdﬂ}at Hg by
‘ . . , and lat
He h:ad never loved him so deeply as at this momentzt F; 21(1)(;’

for Julia is not completed until the threat ¢
Jul : at of ion i
| ‘Télllr_liumted In Room 101 (pp. 227-231). Like Racr;rlrszgrzlmiﬁnﬂllg
| e nown case-history, he feels that other people, especiall
rien, kn.ow his thoughts. Like Ratman also, who farf)tas' c)i(
f around the idea of ‘3 specially horrible punishrilent used inlzﬁe

lady whom he admired’: 23 Smi i

ady _ *** Smith himself has the p]

victim. As u,su.al mlthe process of the unconsciouse LI;: f;e(ixjthe

castratltcl)n is displaced into a marginal s,igniﬁer tlr:g

aﬁi)aaren y arbitrary room number. 101, three dig‘its,in :

- rrg serlgs, Takes up the phallic number with absence at its
zin 4150 connotes the airship which crashed s

:}}l)'ecta_cu arly on 5th October 19302+ Faced with the worcz

re;:lgd il;ltetshij ‘:'(;lr;i (‘they alttack the eyes first’) Smith entirelsy
] frosexuality (‘Do it to Julia!’

drunk in the café, he ‘% i el

_ , roze with horror’ at the th ,
heterosexual intercourse (p. 234); his paranoia has c?il;sgcﬁlltv;if

with full relapse i t % o ;
Brother’ (p. 250}' nto the feminine position: ‘He loved Big

;;Et;;ifl m.literature .is _always imbricated with an ideological
._ fepreser?tr;,ﬁ becat:}sle it d1ls a function of literary fantasy to be
J V€ rather than idiosyncratic. Th i

o her than _ uc. There is space here
‘ mqre.f}llly ki 1rections in which analysis needs to be
‘taz/t\frl;ng not about Nineteen Eighty-Four but about the film
,,_Oc,iemag Day Afternoon, Fredric Jameson argues that the
o ensevnsxccl)n of dys!:f)pxa derives allegorically from ‘that
Imm and decentralised power network which marks the
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present multinational stage of rponpoly capitalism.”** While
older expressions in the utopmn{dysto_pxan mode gavellsll
personalised account of power as originating, for good or ill,
with individuals, this contemporary film renders a sense,
‘rarely accessible in figurable terms’, of power as hostﬂei
systernatic, and marked rather by the absence of persona

agency than its presence; a sense

inscribed in the spatial trajectory of the film itself as it moves from
the ghettoised squalor of the bank interior to that eerie and
impersonal science fictdon landscape of the airport ﬁnale: a
corporate space without inhabitants, utterly .tCChnOIOgIS?d and
functional, a place beyond city and country alike — c_ol]ecuve, yet
without people, automated and computerised, yet without any of
that older utopian or dystopian clamour ...%¢

Whether or not we go along with Jameson’s willingnesls to tie
back dystopia onto an economic cause, monopoly capitalism,
we may still accept that the modern dystopian mode
reproduces an ideological formation around anonymous
social repression rather than individual agency. ;
But the account of literature as ideology does not exhaust its
effect as fantasy, and for this we must turn to psychoanalysis.
Briefly: everyone has fantasies in the fo::m. of day-dreaxn§,
invariably of an undisguised and narcissistic nature that is
boring for others; the aesthetic text, bt_acause it prov1de;
‘forepleasure’ in the ‘purely foml:all’” (that is, the work/play o
the signifier), presents fantasies in such a way that n_la.kes it
‘possible for other people once more to derive consolation and
alleviation from their own sources o_f pleasure ,121: their
unconscious which have become inaccessible to them.’?® While
the fantasy in actuality tends towards the merely perspna.lfa;d
subjective, the aesthetic fantasy moves onto the terrain o e
transindividual and intersubjective. And so the fact that
Nineteen Eighty-Four has been widely read for nearly two
generations is itself evidence that the text can perform asi;
symptomatic literary fantasy for Europe and North America
the twentieth century. _ -
Nineteen Eighty-Four makes available the f.a.ntasy
persecutory paranoia (and it would be a misrecognition to say

Antony Easthope 281

that Winston Smith ‘really’ is being persecuted by Ingsoc). In
the course of arguing that ‘no meaning given to history, based
on Hegeliano-Marxist premises’ is capable of accounting for
fascism, for ‘the drama of Nazism’, Lacan has suggested that

paranoia should be referred to the operation of the death
drive:

the offering to obscure gods of an object of sacrifice is something
which few subjects can resist ... the sacrifice signifies that, in the
object of our desires, we try to find evidence for the presence of
the desire of this Other that T call here the dark God.?®

Again, the issue of historical explanation - monopoly
capitalism, Nazism — may be left aside in bringing together
dystopia and paranoia.

Just as polymorphous perversity is for utopia, so persecutory
paranoia — they are attacking me — constitutes the
psychoanalytic lining, the unconscious subtext, for dystopia.
As such it constantly recurs through images and narratives of
unjust imprisonment and Interrogation, not only in popular
culture, in film and television, but also in high cultural literary
modes: in Kafka (there is ‘a small, curiously beetle-like man’ in
Nineteen Eighty-Four, P- 52); in Pound’s Pisan Cantos, in
Solzhenitsyn’s - First Circle, and in Pynchon’s v (especially
‘Mondaugen’s story’). Linked to a state of global warfare the
dystopian/paranoiac fantasy appears in Catch 22 and Grauity’s
Rainbow; linked to the hospital or psychiatric ward in Clockwork
Orange, One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest, Woman at the Edge of
Time. And, in Norman Bryson’s description, it forms the basis
for one of the best-known paintings of this century:

Guernica, a specific reaction to a single (if emblematic) political
event, by raising the spectre of slaughter from the air, becomes a
generalised nightmare.30

The list could be extended. Despite the specific forms taken by
secondary revision in each of these different texts — the state
institution as bureaucracy, prison camp, Gulag, military base,
Psychiatric hospital, secret police (whether KGB or CIA) - all
€an be read for the fantasy of living in what Pynchon names
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‘The Zone’, subject to inls_titutitjlnalised surveillance and
tion by a wholly malign other.

pe:;gllyi?lg t}}l’is view tyo Nineteen Ez'gkty'-Four, mylargfumem
would be that the text makes the dystopian/paranoiac fantasy
more effectively available in Part One of t.he novel than la;f'r,
when, via Winston Smith’s affair with Julia and relations 1;‘:)1
with O’Brien, the text becomes increasingly psychologised f{m

denunciatory in the rhetoric of 'what Jameson speaks 0l as
‘dystopian clamour’. Continuous mternatlor‘lal warfare (re?.l L or
invented), the Thought Police, Newspeak, ‘the eyes watching
you’, the seedy townscapes of London unde_r Ingsoc, these state
institutional, cultural, linguistic and subjective apparatqse?
present in figurable terms what is arguably the most typica

contemporary fantasy.

The Novel as Paperweight t
uch a depth of it, and yet it was almost as wransparen
Zsh:ir:.‘fa:ssthough tlfl)e surface of the glass had. been the arch of the
sky, enclosing a tiny world ... He had the feehng_that he could get
inside it, and that in fact he was inside it, along w1tl.1 the ?nahogany
bed and the gateleg table, and ... the paperweight 1tse¥f., T.};e
paperweight was the room he was in, and the coral was Julia’s life
and his own, fixed in a sort of eternity at the heart of the crystal.

(p. 121)

Since persecutory paranoia is a defence against h0m0§exuallt;ri
Nineteen Eighty-Four may also achxev_e typlcahty_ in its sexu

politics. The homosexuality of Winston Smlth‘s negaluv?
Oedipus complex leads to reinfor.cement of the_ dlsa\:’owya h(i)

castration in the positive form, his love for Julia. Wlt!’lmfuus
fetishistic imaginary Julia figures as the phallus of hés L Bir
present heterosexuality. Unable to 11_Vt:' '..wtl? his own divi ed
sexuality, Smith must fix Julia’s femininity in pl_ace once arlf
for all according to the IIaditional‘ phallocenn_“xc scenario ho
Romantic love. Her own sexuality is o be denied so that 1: e
can become coral in his paperwelgh.t, natural rather than
human, mineral rather than organic, like the rpet?lllcd‘;vl(;mfl
that is Pynchon’s V or the Venus Anadyomene m' Medallion’,
the last poem in Pound’s Hugh Selwyn Mauberley:
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Spun in King Minos’ hall
From metal, or intractable amber

Hence the names: Winston Smith, stand-in for the
cigar-smoking warlord, Julia his jewel.

Julia in the paperweight, Julia as the paperweight, is meant
to be a mirror in whose reflection Winston Smith may appear
fully present to himself in the form he wishes to see himself, a
transcendent ego. The paperweight represents ‘a sort of
eternity’, a point at which being is infinitely present outside
temporal difference as well as spatial difference, a completed
circle. But also, in this variegated symbolism, because it is
‘almost as transparent as air’, this crystal would provide
unmediated access to knowledge, with no means of
representation acting to bring subject into relation with object.
Winston Smith sees himself inside the paperweight ‘along with
the mahogany bed’ and, in toral self-reference, ‘the
paperweight itself.

If sexual difference is taken up analogously with linguistic
difference, Winston Smith’s foreclosure of sexual difference (he
is to be all man, Julia all woman) corresponds to his denial that
meaning is produced in the process of the signifier. Absolutely
opposed to Newspeak, the paperweight for him is ‘a little
chunk of history that they’ve forgotten to alter’ (p. 120), one of
‘a few solid objects with no words attached to them’ (p. 127).
Even after it is broken, Smith during his interrogation
struggles like a tragic hero to retain his conception of himself
s a man and a sovereign consciousness able to grasp truth
outside words. In the name of the F ather, O’Brien in room 101
reinstates for Smith the persistence of human consciousness
only in words, text, writing. And the novel intends a reader to
take Smith’s return to the feminine position only as wragic.

Nineteen Eighty-Four tries to supplement its proferred
meaning with the guarantee of a metatext, the ‘Appendix’.
There, the principle of Newspeak is defined as the intention ‘to
make speech as nearly as possible independent of conscious-
ness’ (p. 248). Aiming to counterpose itself wholly against the
Possibility of Newspeak, to present to the reader a
consciousness as nearly as possible independent of writing, the
novel mobilises the realist mode as a would-be transparent
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means of access to the truth it would represent. In trying tc;ﬂ
refound the significance of the text not so much as a plfltull:;e o
reality, to be judged true or false, nor as a general trut about
totalitarianism, but rather as a typical form of mp_dem fantalsy,
this analysis has suggested hov.v the text as writing provo t}fs
readings beyond its overt intention. However hard it tries — the
more it tries — to tell the truth, Nineteen Eighty-Four cam_mﬁ
cover clearly and hold in place the process of r__he text on w}llmltd
it depends. Literally, a paperweight is something used to ho
down pieces of writing. Nineteen Eighty-Four cannot be such an
object. Nor, for that matter, can this present analysis.
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