Art and the Masses

Even before the Second World War began to wreadan a variety of social
systems as well as cultural norms, literature resshlithrough the mill of High
Modernism, as well as the politically charged test The cultivation of a healthy
disregard for traditional forms and structure wiasaaly well established. ldeas
concerning the nature of quality and value in atenstill in the chaotic flux that
characterised previous decades. These ideas aindrtdlleability were part of what
might be called the maturation of industrialisedisty, including the relatively recent
coincidence of near-total literacy and inexpengumblished material. The privileged
few were no longer the only segment of society position to appreciate literature; that
the vast majority of citizens now also had the nsemmd the time to consume art led to
the creation of a division between low and high especially by those believing
themselves to be defenders of the integrity ofdkter. Artistic value in the age of
burgeoning commercial culture has been an areat@fest explored in numerous critical
works. Specifically regarding periodicals, EzraiRad, in his 1930 essay ‘Small
Magazines,” argues that private journals with lediteadership perform a far more
valuable service than normal magazines, becauteinfwillingness to print what the
popular press would not: ‘Honest literary experitn@owever inclusive, however
dismally it fail, is of infinitely more value to éhintellectual life of a nation than
exploitation (however glittering) of mental mustdastiose habit’ These periodicals’
roles as forums for experiment and as places kametected from the whims of

publishers and the masses have been the primarg tdanany investigations of the
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‘little magazine’ phenomenon. As lan Hamilton eaipk, they were valued for ‘making
points, supporting gifts, promoting tendencies Wwhiould otherwise have been fatally
neglected,” and ‘nurturing literary growth at adégubtler and more crucial than could
ever be imagined by the commercial or “establish@ess? That these periodicals
served as agents of artistic edification in opposito commercialised culture has been
treated as a given in critical studies of the mediar much of the previous century, in
works ranging from Denys Val Baker's 194fitle Reviews: 1914 to 19430 Jayne E.
Marek’s 1995N/omen Editing Modernism: ‘Little Magazines’ andekiry History. The
idea that these periodicals were actually attetigpéngage society in artistic discourse,
and as much products of mass communication astberlperiodicals they are usually
set in opposition to, has been a more recent denedat. This forms the argument for
Mark S. Morrisson’sThe Public Face of Modernisrwhich focuses on the phenomenon
of ‘little magazines,’ arguing that rather than gigroeing the efforts of a group
‘publishing for coteries’ and serving primarily e printed defence against the hordes
of philistines and their popular print culture, tmedernists, in many cases, put out their
magazines in order to engage the public, and tgé&a more significant public function
for art.” The idea that these publications were also tteaengage with society at
large, in an effort to create a real artistic digle with the masses and expand the appeal
of artistic experiment, as Morrisson suggestswaléor a complete revaluation of the
public role of art in the first half of the tweeth century, and the nature of modernism in
general.

Morrisson’s argument is supported by the radicéitipisation of art in the

1930’s. Fissures in the Ivory Tower reading of Miodsm began to widen as a large part
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of the artistic intelligentsia began to adopt sheiig political ideals and to concentrate
on partly identifying with and defending the worginlass, often despite a lack of

comprehension of what the working class was or whahajor concerns were. This is
not to say that politicized modernist literaturd dot pre-date the Thirties. As Marina

Mackay points out, the idea of the ‘lvory Towesetf is somewhat false:

A characteristic tag used in the 1930s of the 19@@s‘lvory tower’ is,
most impartially, an attack on literary specialiaat But there’s a very real
sense in which the ivory tower was, to swap metepleostraw man. The
narrow class and metropolitan base of literary @oidical culture in
interwar England made it impossible for writers thave social and

familial connections with the political establishmé

In the ongoing literary discussions, the ideateiréiry quality could no longer be reliably
pegged to classical ideals, innovative structuoéfipal bent, or any other single
measurement. Even so, the discussion of the divisi art into high and low camps at
the end of the 1930s was unresolved and contesfeds culture was an undeniable fact.
That it was deemed worthy of consideratiorHoyrizon’sreaders and writers, as was the
role high art had for the masses, is surprisingmithe enduring label of snobbishness
applied to the magazine by numerous critics.

This chapter deals with the ways in whidbrizon’spages acted as a stage from
which a variety of commentators proclaimed thedifior debased nature of mass

culture. Of these commentators, George Orwellreffehe most advanced treatments of
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art and popular culture. Connolly’s decision tmpthe lengthy ‘Boy’s Weeklies’ in the
third issue oHorizonis evidence of his regard for Orwell's precociaugestigations of
this relationshig. But Orwell was not the only novice commentatofind a place in
Horizon The art critic Clement Greenberg, at the timatieely unknown participated
early in the discussion, argued for the dismissalopular forms of art, while Harry Rée
and Michael Rothenstein advocated, like Orwell,ibeessity of engagement. Jean-Paul
Sartre, also little known in Britain before and idgrthe war, provided his existentialist
prospective, noting that art and artists cannateodtside of time and place. As one
might expect of such powerful, if still emergingtellectual figures, their opinions did
not necessarily coincide. But the acuity and e@majé of their various arguments
proclaimedHorizon’s ability to encourage and broadcast forceful amepating critical
perspectives.

Connolly’s own observations and beliefs concerniregeffects of war, and
cynicism about traditional literary concerns, whiehwelcomes as a cleansing of the
outmoded, are clearly set out in his January 1@4himent® His ideas, as espoused
here, are a shift away from the principles he gatsn ‘The Ivory Shelter’ in New
Statesman on 7 October 1939, and arecoloured bgragy war and a rethinking, shared
with many other literary professionals, about wiyaes of art are worthy of
encouragemerit.Connolly’s dismissive assertion that Sayersniton, and the rest
were ‘artists in spite of themselves’ who often keat with ‘inartistic material’ is meant
to characterise the age these personalities repraselegraded and ill-suited for
innovative, fully-formed artistic achievement. Hhglusion of jazz, travel writing and

mystery novels indicates a low regard for theseng&rundeniably due to their status as
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popular entertainment (111:13 6). Thus the retlmgkhe calls for is probably limited to
traditional, highbrow artistry, and any worthy naw would necessarily be difficult to
approach. Such an indictment of popular art shimasthe divide between high and low
art remained a powerful aspect of Connolly’s litgreerspective, as it did for both the
contributors to and readerstdbrizon But rather than merely disparaging the lowbrow,
Horizonchronicles a new, emergent curiosity in the papattof the masses, which was
far more widely read, appreciated, and influerdiakociety at large than the literature
appearing in the magazine itself.

Orwell’'s ‘Boy’s Weeklies’ appeared in the March D94sue oHorizon and
would have been a curious inclusion from the stamdf most subscribers, as his topic
was not Hardy, Goethe or Flaubert, but ‘vilely peohtwopenny papers,’ specifically the
ones aimed at school-age bd§sThese would generally garner derision, if nottall,
from Horizon’sreadership. They could be found, along with ottievap periodicals that
covered other specific interests, in the ‘small s@agent’s’ shops that were frequently
encountered in ‘any poor quarter in any big tov@rivell explains that his thesis arises

from the mass consumption of these weeklies:

Probably the contents of these shops is the badtble indication of
what the mass of the English people really feetstaimks. Certainly
nothing half so revealing exists in documentaryrfoBest-seller novels,
for instance, tell one a great deal, but the n@/almed almost
exclusively at people above the £4-a-week leved Movies are probably

a very unsafe guide to popular taste, becauselthéustry is virtually
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a monopoly, which means that it is not obligedttalg its public at all
closely. The same applies to some extent to tHg gapers, and most of
all to the radio. But it does not apply to the wiggdaper with a smallish
circulation and specialized subject-matter. Pajleeshe Exchange and
Mart, for instance, o€age-birds or theOracle, or thePrediction or the
Matrimonial Timesonly exist because there is a definite demand for
them, and they reflect the minds of their readera great national daily

with a circulation of millions cannot possibly db.

The inferences that can be made from the conténkese countless periodicals are
important, according to OrwellAll [author’'s emphasis] fiction from the novels in the
mushroom libraries downwards is censored in ther@sts of the ruling class,” and that
this is particularly evident in those two-penny wla&s aimed at schoolboy$. Orwell's
main focus is the older, traditional periodicathis genre, namelyhe GemandThe
Magnet because, despite the observation that ‘a good tmays now regard them as old
fashioned and “slow”,” ‘they are more interestirgyghologically than the [newer boy’s
weeklies], and also because the mere survival@f papers into the nineteen-forties is a
rather startling phenomenot? The interests they represent, he suggests, weetlt s
hopelessly anachronistic to many, but their comthpopularity is evident: ‘It is quite
clear that there are tens and scores of thousdrm=ople to whom every detail of life at
a ‘posh’ public school is wildly thrilling and rom#ac. They happen to be outside that

mystic world of quadrangles and house-colourstieey can yearn after it, day-dream

about it, live mentally in it for hours at a stiet¢l:3 153). Orwell believes the important
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guestion surrounds what segment of the populahieset weeklies have such appeal:

All' I can say from my own observation is this. Baylso are likely to go
to public schools themselves generally readdeemandMagnet but they
nearly always stop reading them when they are aiaive; they may
continue for another year from force of habit, bytthat time they have
ceased to take them seriously. On the other haedydys at very cheap
private schools, the schools that are designepdople who can't afford a
public school but consider the Council schools ‘omon’, continue
reading th&GemandMagnetfor several years longer [...] These boys
were the sons of shopkeepers, office employeesmad business and
professional men, and obviously it is this clasg theGemandMagnet
are aimed at. But they are certainly read by wayidltass boys as well.
They are generally on sale in the poorest quaofdogy towns, and | have
known them to be read by boys whom one might exjoeloeé completely

immune from public-school ‘glamout®

Orwell also notes that ‘Admiralty advertisementalling ‘for youths between seventeen
and twenty-two’ appear alongside those for ‘millocblate, postage stamps, water
pistols,” and others specifically aimed at boysuabfourteen, and that this, along with
letters to the editor from fans who ‘say they hesad every number of ti@emor
Magnetfor the past thirty years,’ indicates that thesgazines appealed to a much

wider demographic than one might expecOrwell judges that the English school
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system provides a clear encapsulation of claseréifices, and the exploits of public
school boy characters, carefully constructed tabatified with easily by any reader,
offered a ‘wealth-fantasy’ that had the abilitydi@w in large numbers of readers who
would have little or no regard for the politicalmsychological import these subjects
necessarily carr} ‘Naturally the politics of thé&emandMagnetare Conservative, but
in a completely pre-1914 style, with no Fascisgéin he commentS. Their message is
not intentionally subversive, or meant to reinfoacearrow ideology, only general
English nationalism and sentimentality, as he erpladin reality their basic political
assumptions are two: nothing ever changes, anthfunes are funny*®

Orwell believes that these periodicals, in thaigalthey consistently espouse and
in their wide readership, particularly among classey do not meaningfully portray,
offer an interesting insight into popular sentimgarticularly in regard to the war, which

had yet to begin when the essay was written:

The working classes only enter into themandMagnetas comics or
semi-villains (race-course touts, etc.). As foissHriction, trade
unionism, strikes, slumps, unemployment, Fascisthcanl war—not a
mention. Somewhere or other in the thirty yearstésof the two papers
you might perhaps find the word ‘Socialism’, butywould have to look
a long time for it. If the Russian Revolution isyaumere referred to, it will
be indirectly, in the word ‘Bolshy’ (meaning a pensof violent
disagreeable habits). Hitler and the Nazis areljaginning to make their

appearanc&
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The lack of obvious political themes in these magaggzwould seem at odds with the
highly charged political scene of the 1930s, bid itnderstandable, according to Orwell,
if one takes into account the persistence of palitapathy in the great majority of the
population, of which the readership of these magawis a valid representation.
Ideological struggles and questions of geo-poligiesdisregarded by the majority
because they have seemingly no direct impact dw lifei, and these magazines
epitomise this thinking. While these papers mgge#m cursorily apolitical, they are

anything but, according to Orwell:

That does not mean that these papers are unpatrgaite the contrary!
Throughout the Great War tligdemandMagnetwere perhaps the most
consistently and cheerfully patriotic papers in lBnd [...] But their
patriotism has nothing whatever to do with powelitps or ‘ideological’
warfare [...] After all, England is always in the migand England always
wins, so why worry? It is an attitude that has bglesken during the past
twenty years, but not so deeply as is sometimegaagal. Failure to
understand it is one of the reasons why Left Wialifipal parties are

seldom able to produce an acceptable foreign p8licy

Orwell’s belief is that it is precisely becauselud superficially apolitical nature of this
medium that makes it insidious. These periodigalsreating and maintaining a world

based on Victorian and Georgian mores, encouratygnaéism, militarism, and an
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unhealthy disregard for current events and comgémxpolitics, all of which are
decidedly pro-establishment and helpful to thetriging cause. Left-wing foreign
policy in Britain up to the war was proactive, adenced by the activities of adherents
during the Spanish Civil War, and the lack of gahpublic support for such assistance
to the republicans demonstrated the political fied#nce of the majority of Britons, not
just intent on the part of the conservatives in @owr his indifference is both cultivated
by and reflected in such media as boy’'s weeklies.

The understanding that close reading of this tyfggedodical offers regarding
popular sentiment, both politically and socialky prrecisely why, Orwell argues, this and
other popular media deserve thoughtful, criticerion. Giving them short shrift due to
their escapism, large popularity, mass-producede styinferior writing quality misses
the point; these magazines offer a glimpse attitedes, beliefs and desires of a large
segment of the population that is often overlook@dwell goes on to look at more
current weeklies aimed at school-age boys, notiegriovement away from groups
towards heroic individual achievement, and the atleéscience fiction, tales of
adventure, and other more popular escapist foiffhese newer stories may be
superficially different, in that they include maex and violence, but they, along with
similar genres aimed at young women, still repreaesurprisingly cohesive set of
values. These are not only reflections of the coress’ beliefs, but are also the

reinforcement of, and even the foundation for, ¢hlesliefs:

Personally | believe that most people are infludrfee more than they

would care to admit by novels, serial stories, $iland so forth, and that
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from this point of view the worst books are oftée most important,
because they are usually the ones that are rebelean life. It is
probable that many people who would consider therasextremely
sophisticated and ‘advanced’ are actually carryimmgugh life an
imaginative background which they acquired in dindldd from (for
instance) Sapper and lan Hay. If that is so, thestwopenny weeklies
are of the deepest importance. Here is the staffitread somewhere
between the ages of twelve and eighteen by a aegg Iproportion,
perhaps an actual majority, of English boys, inclgdnany who will
never read anything else except newspapers; and alioh it they are
absorbing a set of beliefs which would be regam@etopelessly out of
date in the Central Office of the Conservative Yhrt] Considering who
owns these papers, it is difficult to believe ttias is un-intentional. [...]
The GemandMagnet]...] are closely linked up with th@aily Telegraph

and theFinancial Time<!

Orwell’s theory that what is read early affectsde@ more strongly than they might
imagine might have been hard to swallow for mBlayizonsubscribers. The idea of
becoming increasingly cultured through reading iqualorks would supposedly be a
lifelong endeavour, and biases and opinions woalddntinually shaped as more works
were read, regardless of the reader’s age. If Oisveorrect, then no matter how
intellectually stimulating or philosophically chatiging the writing one read later in life,

their mindset would still have the indelible maikleir first reading experiences, and
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would be shaped by the biases those first work®gag. He takes this a step further,
stating that far from being an unintended effecde¥mingly apolitical, nostalgic
literature, writing such as is found in boy’s weelis intentionally shaped to foster
reactionary and nationalist views. Their publisHespe to maintain the status quo
precisely because of these surreptitious effects.

Orwell goes on to examine the idea of publishinthengenre works that might
demonstrate left-wing ideals rather than a conseevhias. He is hesitant to propose
that such an endeavour would be successful, itmgaever really been considered
before, but he finds precedents in the left-witgréiture that circulated before the
Spanish Civil War and in a Russian Revolutionasy@ommunist film, both of which
are biased left, but to the same acceptable ettiehthe conservative boy’s weeklies are.
In any case, he believes it would be a mistakeémekplore the matter further; ‘1 am
merely pointing to the fact that, in England, p@rumaginative literature is a field that
left-wing thought has never begun to enter,” cla@me/ell, ‘and boys’ fiction above all,
the blood-and-thunder stuff which nearly every deyours at some time or other, is
sodden in the worst illusions of 1918'Orwell obviously believes that these stories do
leave an impression, and that to overlook thispefous error, hence the necessity of
careful appraisal and, if necessary, a balancediosa

The inclusion of this essay kiorizon, despite the usual perception of boy’s
weeklies as unworthy fare, is assuredly due to @samolitical explication and the
sweeping extrapolation of nostalgic writing as tighing subversion that he is able to
demonstrate. Orwell’s criticism is necessarilyifocdl; otherwise, in his view, boy’s

weeklies wouldn’t deserve the attention. But thktipal elements which he brings into
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play, along with the sociological ideas he utiliss® as new to serious literary analysis
as is the subject matter. Connolly’s decisionubligh such a radically different type of
critical essay irHorizonindicates that he found this take fresh and isterg, at least
after reading what Orwell had to say, and thatditettiat Orwell’s explication, and
possibly his call for a suitable counter-offensagewell, were things that the magazine’s
readers needed to be confronted with. Orwell'attrent does show a degree of
contempt for the popular entertainment he examimgtshis main message is that the
power of such popular art cannot be dismissed witBabstantial consequences. In the
charged circumstances of the Second World War difesences began to break down,
at least temporarily. In the volatile environmehthe ‘people’s war,” Orwell’'s essay
was an early recognition of the value of understamdignificant but often critically
neglected literature that cut across class baraiedsboth influenced and reflected an
underlying mindset. ‘Boys’ Weeklies’ was a sighath of his cultural awareness and of
Horizon’sfunction as an analysis of culture, not simplyagsirveyor of its highbrow
version.

This is not to say thaforizon neglected other areas of culture or approachis to
An article in the following month’s issue also aglsses popular media, comparing it with
more high-brow pursuits, but rather than imploring reader to recognize the serious
power such widely read material possesses, it Bgct@@ommends complete dismissal as
aremedy. Clement Greenberg’s ‘Avant-Garde anddkitexplores popular culture but
finds little of use in the study of ‘mass-produced, and decides that its only political
implication is that it might be easily suited t@paganda. He does not see this, however,

as something that has already occurred, as doesliGfwGreenberg’'s sympathies were
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decidedly Marxist, as his later essay in the Sep&ari940 issue, ‘An American View’,
makes clear. Connolly labels him a ‘Trotskyitetlve ‘Comment’ of the same issue in
response to the letter’s indictment of British \eéforts?* Despite the elevation of the
working class at the heart of his beliefs, howe@genberg believes the favourite
entertainments of that class are suitable onlgléstruction. He hopes to inculcate an
appreciation of quality, and thus to create anitgan world of art-lovers. Greenberg
writes that the decay of art is a problem all siieseface, due largely to the eventual
tendency towards ‘academicism,” where ‘the reatiportant issues are left untouched
because they involve controversy,” and where toreactivity dwindles to virtuosity in
the small details of form, all larger questionsnigedlecided by the precedent of the old
masters®® This degradation is symptomatic of most socieéiesording to him, because
societies ‘become less and less able, in the cadrgleeir] development, to justify the
inevitability of [their] particular forms,” and tlsubreak up ‘the accepted notions upon
which artists and writers must depend in large feartommunication with their
audiences®® Because of these inevitable changes, ‘All théiesrinvolved by religion,
authority, tradition, style, are thrown into questiand the writer or artist is no longer
able to estimate the response of his audiencesteyimbols and references with which he
works’?” Thus ‘it becomes difficult to assume anythift'This paralysis forces most
artists to forgo meaningful discourse in their wakd encourages their reliance, even
obsession, with rules and form that Greenberg dsgas the genesis of work with
popular appeal, but with very little or no artistiglue.

Greenberg believes that ‘popular, commercial adi l#erature with their

chromeotypes, magazine covers, illustrations, stk and pulp fiction, comics, Tin Pan
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Alley music, tap dancing, Hollywood movies, etdc.¢ for which he uses the term
kitsch, to be *a product of the industrial revotutj which urbanized the masses of
Western Europe and America and established witatlisd universal literacy?®

‘Previous to this,” he considers, ‘the only marf@tformal culture, as distinguished from
folk culture, had been among those who]...]Jcould camdithe leisure and comfort that
always goes hand in hand with cultivation of som,'swhich, until the industrial
revolution, ‘had been inextricably associated Witgracy,” an ability that was limited
before to those with ‘refined tast€$’.Mass literacy, the move to cities, the resultass
of interest in traditional folk art, and the dedioe artistic diversion juxtaposed with the
lack of sensibility for ‘the values of genuine cul,” all gave rise to ‘kitsch,” according
to Greenberg, which is often itself the result afamanised processes and uses ‘for raw
material the debased and academicized simulagarafine culture®* He denigrates
kitsch, stating that it ‘welcomes and cultivateis thsensibility[...]it is the source of
profits[...it] is mechanical and operates by form{ilag]is vicarious experience and
faked sensations[...and it] is the epitome of alt ta@purious in the life of our time¥.
Greenberg stresses the lack of quality inherekitgch, and believes this enough to
further diminish what little power it has, unlikev@ell, who recognises that the power of
popular, commercially driven art is immense, ansedeing of analysis in its own right.
Neither writer fully debates the lack of intringjoality in such works. But Greenberg’s
recommendation that all such low art be dismisse¢dbhand contradicts Orwell’s thesis
that it deserves attention because of the greaepibywossesses due to its wide
readership and inherent political agenda. ConnaByeditor, may have been in

agreement with both writers to varying extents dose both essays were printed, but his
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often professed plan fétorizonwas to concentrate solely on quality writing, vevesr

the source, with less credence paid to politicaceons. This position would seemingly
place him in Greenberg’s camp, favouring dismisggopular culture. But as

Connolly’s previous discussed ‘Comments’ demonstrablitics and literature,
particularly in wartime, were often inseparabled #me appearance of Henry Rée’s article
‘Kitsch, Culture and Adolescené@later in the year, amongst others dealing with the
lack of and/or need for education towards art appten in the masses, seems to
demonstrate that Connolly’s concerns were simdahose professed by Orwell in

‘Boy’s Weeklies'.

The ‘avant-garde’ is also a movement without histd precedent, according to
Greenberg. He believes it has been made possibéeduperior consciousness of
history—more precisely, the appearance of a new &frcriticism of society, an
historical criticism,” and that ‘it was no accidenfthat the birth of the avant-garde
coincided chronologically—and geographically too-thnthe first bold development of
scientific revolutionary thought in Europ . Greenberg admits that avant-garde
participants never fully separated from the bouigeader from which they originated,
because they ‘needed its money,” and that manlyeshtrecoiled from revolutionary
political thought as they did traditional middlexst values, but he maintains that,
‘without the circulation of revolutionary ideastime air about them, they would never
have been able to isolate their concept of the ripeais” in order to define what they
werenofauthor's emphasisf> Avant-garde practice, Greenberg argues, thusrhbeso
“Art for art's sake” and “pure poetry,” an attemjat retire ‘from public altogether’ and

‘to maintain the high level off...]art by both narring and raising it to the expression of
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an absolute in which all relativities and contréidies|...are]either resolved or beside the
point’.3® This abstinence from ‘the ideological struggldehhart and poetry find so
unpropitious’ is precisely why the avant-garde parform its most important function,
suggests Greenberg, which is ‘not to “experimetf’to find a path along which it
would be possible to keep cultureving[author's emphasis] in the midst of ideological
confusion and violencé”. ‘Avant-garde imitates the processes of art,’ hi¢es, while
‘kitsch,” which he views as the ‘rear-guard,” idynoncerned with imitating art’s
‘effects’3® Orwell’s ‘Boy’s Weeklies’, in comparison, stresdbat the effects of what
Greenberg calls ‘kitsch’ are much more profound distlirbing, and that any imitation
they utilise is to further deeper ambitions, ratiian merely to make popular art more
sellable.

Another view again is proposed in Harry Rée’s $€it, Culture, and
Adolescence’ which appeared in the August 194Ceisdtiorizon This is a review of
What Do Boys and Girls Readiy A. J. Jenkinson, a ‘lecturer in Education,’ gliice
that book, also serves, according to Rée, as amesgo Clement Greenberg'’s ‘Avant-
Garde and Kitsch’ and to a lesser extent to Orwéiby’s Weeklies®® Rée writes that
‘the recent articles of Orwell, [Frank] RichardadaGreenberg iklorizonsuggest that
the Avant-Garde was using the lull created by the t@ send back scouts to take a peep
at the Rear Guard, and report how they were gettinid” He believes that there are two
groups of readers for whom these articles haveapfidose above the battle, who
found their interest titivated by this personataaluction to a new acquaintance, and
those who come across the Rear Guard continuathein daily life, who are genuinely

interested in it, probably because they have adaeindirect interest in educatioft.
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Rée believes this second group will find Jenkinsdrdok appealing. Rée’s purpose, and
that of the author of the book he reviews, is testion the traditional methodology
associated with literature education and apprexiati younger students, and to
challenge educators to think of new ways, and pbssdifferent texts, to use in order to
interest young people in reading. Neither RéeJeokinson subscribe to the idea that the
popular, pulp material that such students enjoyikhbe eradicated based on their
cultural worthlessness, as Greenberg advises. theaigh these types of writing may be
dangerous in their intended formation of politickdals, as Orwell suggests, neither the
author nor reviewer deem it sufficiently subverdivat it must be kept out of the
classroom. Rée believes, however, that Orwelbppsal for leftish popular magazines
has merit, and the possibility that in-class dsstons of such material could conceivably
subvert the biases contained in such writing istroead. Addressing such texts in the
classroom at all would have been unprecedentdeedime, and no doubt scandalous to
those of Greenberg’s mindset, but Rée and Jenkissggest that educators should
accept that they have little control over what stitd choose to read outside of class, and
that they use whatever material works best. Rkeawdedges that this is a radical
approach to the classroom treatment of literatorehfe period.

Jenkinson’s book is based upon a questionnaitesée with ‘boys and girls of
twelve to fifteen years,” which Rée believes ‘imjamit,” because ‘in more ways than one
this is the ‘difficult’ age, so that when teachenstheir impatience to lead children to the
appreciation of good literature, force it down thaiwilling throats, they are publicly

sick, for that is not the pabulum they wafft'Rée quotes Jenkinson’s discussion of the
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emotional states of young people, and how thesesstdfect their attitudes towards what

teachers and others see as appropriate literature:

Boys become intensely aware of themselves in cgldt and in
comparison with others. They are full of unceftie, doubts, suspicions,
which they seek to hide by many widely differing/bes: by abject
conformity, by aggressiveness, by a fearful reloctsato let themselves
go. . . .[author’s ellipsis] In the throes of anaional development which
may be tempestuous, and is certainly obscure avidudg they suspect all
expressions of emotion. The very stuff and fabfimuch, of the bulk, of
our finest literature is emotion. To the MiddlenSol boy lyric poetry is
“sloppy”; analyses of the “grande passion” are tdaf his is equally the
age of action—of delight in games, devotion to pcat hobbies.
Descriptions bore him, reflections, contemplatianssings are “dry”.

“Sloppy”, “daft”, “boring”, “dry”: such are his umpmpted reactions to

the appeals of literatufé.

According to Rée, adventure stories, whether thee\sthool’ or ‘detective’, hold
predominance for boys in the age group studiedieMove stories’ have a similar
position for girls; ‘All this reading,” according both reviewer and author, ‘fulfils a
necessary function for the adolescent, providimg with wishful fantasy, with a
justifiable escape from a world to which he is @ifi¢ing to adjust himself? Thus these

popular forms of culture, without quality, accorgito Greenberg, and of dangerous
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intent, according to Orwell, are here recommended,to another element they share:
fantasy, and the escape it provides, which is dddmalthy. That is not to say that more
highly regarded literature can not provide a simglscape, but, according to Rée: ‘School
reading[...]seems to be so designed that it has metifun, unless it be the unconscious
one of turning children away from good literatunedisgust®> Thus Rée implies that
what literature is chosen, and the manner in whighpresented, is the problem. Rée

does add another caveat: this turning away canb@sbecause it is presented too

soon’#® He concludes with this observation:

School teachers are in a peculiar position witlarégo Kitsch. They
have had leisure and education enough to enabietthsee through it,
and with the best intentions they try to force thpeipils to see through it,
without realizing that they will never succeedhéir pupils don’t want to.
Some of them are even so blind as not to realaethieir pupils don’t
want to. The result is that the pupils revolt, ésgmg that most effective
method of revolt, passive resistance, and that timeywith relief, out of
school, to the culture which they can understand,vahich is provided

for them in abundancé’

Orwell, like Rée, sees the draw of such populauce)] appreciates that it cannot be
gotten rid of, and goes a step further by propogiat)boy’s weeklies and ‘bloods’, as
Rée calls adventure magazines, be written fronfferent, leftish viewpoint to balance

what is being so voraciously imbibed during thessceptible years. Greenberg’s view
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seems a great deal like the blind schoolteachezsdRgcribes, or even like the ‘crusted
conservative schoolmasters’ he says are those wtittape, and on whose deaf ears his
review, and Jenkinson’s book, will f&fl. Like those of ‘Boys Weeklies’, these views
seem ostensibly at odds wittorizon’sown purpose and the attitudes generally held by
its readers, but its inclusion, along with Orwe#'ssay, indicates that Connolly, as editor,
felt that the serious analysis of the power of papmedia, despite its usual lack of
quality writing, was something that needed to lmuht to the attention ¢dorizon
subscribers. The periodical, by highlighting thiotligl but provocative material, could
educate and stimulate its readers, not merely geothiem with comfort during the war
years.

Other essays iHorizonfurther illustrate the seriousness with which Gahyn
viewed the attempt at understanding the role agtpfor the great majority of people
who lacked what was seen as the proper educatiappi@ciate quality. Michael
Rothenstein’s ‘Can We be Educated Up to Art: Nated ecturing to the Army,” which
appears in the April 1943 issuetldbrizon is another examination in this trend,
concentrating on the response of the ‘common nwatttas demonstrated by the
author’s experiences lecturing on painting andiagmrt to enlisted men. Despite
occasions of ‘tremendously full-blooded discussi®uthenstein notes, ‘when the men
are interested, the vigour and spontaneity of iiné@rest is refreshing,” he admits that
‘talking about painting to the army makes you raalvith new force how big the gap is
which separates your own work from anything whiebras important in ordinary lifé®
This perspective falls in line with the observaiddrwell makes on the popularity, and

power, of boy’s weeklies in comparison to high-bnaviting.
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Rothenstein believes the distance between the antisthe ordinary person to be
a relatively new construct, as is the resultindason of the artist as creator. This is a
radical supposition for the period. Like Greenh&gthenstein sees the Industrial

Revolution as the primary cause of this dichotobut,for a very different reason:

This is the outstanding problem and it always camifs you: it is hard to
discover in the men themselves any common basiigoussion and
gives the measure of the distance which separdtesvan in its simplest
forms, from the life of the community. In throwiogit the craftsman the
Industrial Revolution created a barrier of machibesveen the artist and
the people and destroyed the foundation upon whielmagnificent
pyramid of creative endeavour had rested. Untletg achieves a
sensitive adaptation of the machine to its creatives, using it as it once
used the craftsman’s hands, the artist will corinp the crooked

footpaths of extreme individualism, alotfe.

In holding the industrial revolution responsible foe gulf between art and ordinary
people, Rothenstein agrees with some of Greenbpoids in ‘Avant-Garde and

Kitsch.” But Rothenstein does not comment on #seilting mass literacy as part of his
observation; rather, he sees the craftsman astdgral link between art and ordinary

life. His downfall, the result of increasing degence on machines and mass production,

is the reason why the separation occurred. Rotdi@nglso implies here that a lack of
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education is also a key culprit in the separatamd speculates near the end of the piece

that his pupils’ own children will be in a much tegtposition to appreciate art:

You have to remember that [...] you are dealing wign who have
missed many educational advantages which theid&nilenjoy. In the
long run education may do much and a beginningobas made.
Teachers are at last realizing that children pesge=at imaginative gifts
which, in a number of schools, they are no longeraliraged from

using>*

Rothenstein’s conclusions on the purpose of educatie thus also similar to those
offered in Rée’s review of Jenkinson. So too &diiservation that, despite the ‘usual
misconception of the relation between function dasign,” some men were able to begin
to appreciate the artistry inherent in forms whezytare presented in more commonly
encountered environments, like house and furndlesegn, and the organisation of
machines? This awareness agrees with the notion of usiadgamiliar to discuss artistic
concepts as espoused in Rée’s review of Jenki@me conclusion Rothenstein comes to
is that most artists do not appreciate how littact their work has on the great majority
of people, unless they find themselves in a sibudike his own, where he often hears
their viewpoints concerning art. He, too, is dissive of much of what the men
themselves find appealing and of value, so stithdiestrates the pervasiveness of
attitudes such as Greenberg’s. Again, thoughinttiasion of this article itHorizon

must be seen not as an attempt to remind its relaigenf their self-congratulatory
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membership in the higher echelons of artistic agpten, but to draw their attention to
the very different aesthetic held by the vast nigjoas well as the difficulty of bridging
the gulf between supposedly high- and lowbrow ate essay’s theme reinforces the
idea that it would be perilous to dismiss the passte power of popular culture.

George Orwell’'s ‘The Art of Donald McGill,” a soof companion piece to ‘Boys
Weeklies'’ in its exploration of popular culturetire form of bawdy picture postcards,
appeared in the September 1941 issudarsfzon It has as its central argument
something very akin to what Rothenstein’s discusgidCan We be Educated Up to Art’
touches on: the separation of art and artists tommon culture that has been growing
since the beginning of the Industrial Revolutidrhese ‘penny or twopenny coloured
postcards with their endless succession of fat woiméight bathing dresses, and their
crude drawing and unbearable colours,” as Orwedtdees them, are ‘on sale
everywhere,’” despite the fact that ‘many peoplerseebe unaware of the existence of
these things, or else to have a vague notion hlegtdre something to be found only at
the seaside®® These ‘comic’ postcards, which Orwell describessimply an illustration
to a joke, invariably a low joke...[which] standsfalls by its ability to raise a laugh,” are
best epitomized by the work of Donald McGill becatige is not only the most prolific
and by far the best of contemporary postcard artigit also the most representative, the
most perfectly in the tradition” The cards ‘are not to be confused with the variather
types of comic illustrated postcard,” claims Orw&lch as the sentimental ones dealing
with puppies and kittens or the Wendyish, sub-pgraphic ones which exploit the love
affairs of children]...]They are a genre of theirg specializing in very ‘low’ humour,

the mother-in-law, baby’s nappy, policemen’s bdgpe of joke, and distinguishable
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from all the other kinds by having no artistic presions>° McGill's postcards
‘represent, as it were, the norm of the comic psk¢ because, ‘without being in the
least imitative, they are exactly what comic postsdhave been any time these last forty
years;’ thus, Orwell claims they serve as a deeramnple, because ‘from them the
meaning and purpose of the whole genre can beéafef

Orwell states that the ‘first impression’ of therds ‘is of overpowering
vulgarity,” which is ‘quite apart from the ever-gent obscenity, and also apart from the
hideousness of colours]...]Jthey have an utter I@srmd mental atmosphere which comes
out not only in the nature of the jokes but, evearenin the grotesque, staring, blatant
guality of the drawings,’ which are ‘deliberatelgly’ with ‘faces grinning and vacuous’
and ‘the women monstrously parodied, with bottoike Hottentots®>’ But the second
impression is what is surprising, according to Qkvixecause it ‘is of indefinable
familiarity,” which in part comes from the postcardmnipresence: ‘they remind you of
the barely different postcards which you probaltayey at in your childhood® ‘But
more than this,” he writes, ‘what you are reallgking at is something as traditional as
Greek tragedy, a sort of sub-world of smacked Inastand scrawny mothers-in-law
which is a part of western European consciousnasd, this observation, along with that
of the fact that this level of humour and ‘obscgnian hardly be found in any other
British print medium, forms the crux of Orwell’'sgament:®

‘At least half of McGill's postcards are sex jokdse judges, ‘and a proportion,
perhaps ten percent, are far more obscene thahiagwlse that is now printed in
England’® Their obscenity is of such a level that everwsagents are occasionally

prosecuted for selling them, and there would beynmaore prosecutions if the broadest
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jokes were not invariably protected by double megsii®* While such humour is rare
elsewhere in print, due to obscenity laws, ‘jokeaatly like McGill's are the ordinary
small change of the revue and music-hall stage aamalso to be heard on the radio, at
moments when the censor happens to be noddingEnjgland the gap between what
can be said and what can be printed is rather ¢érogtly wide,” and ‘the comic
postcards are the only existing exception to thiis, the only medium in which really
“low” humour is considered to be printabfé’.According to Orwell, the ‘function these

postcards, in their humble way, are performingbis

Give expression to the Sancho Panza view of life attitude to life that
Miss Rebecca West once summed up as ‘extractinguab fun as possible
from smacking behinds in basement kitchens.” Tha Qaixote-Sancho
Panza combination, which of course is simply thaemt dualism of body
and soul in fiction form, recurs more frequentithe literature of the last
four hundred years than can be explained by metation|[...Jevidently it
corresponds to something enduring in our civil@atinot in the sense that
either character is to be found in a ‘pure’ statesial life, but in the sense
that the two principles, noble folly and base wisdexist side by side in

nearly every human beirfg.

He considers it necessary in modern civilizatiansricourage the Quixote-like ideals of
‘faultless discipline and self-sacrific&. The other half of cultural and artistic dualiby,

contrast, the ‘base wisdom’ of ‘cowardice, lazineishonesty,” and primitive sexuality
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Orwell identifies with Sancho Panza’s charactehm Spanish classic and for which
McGill's postcards are an outlet, is discourageth®point of print expressions
becoming illegaf® This process has been ongoing since the begirmufitige 19’

Century, writes Orwell. Before this time, the saloge of McGill's postcards ‘could
enter into the central stream of literature, aregobarely different from McGill's could
be casually uttered between the murders in Shaliespdragedies® This ‘is no longer
possible,” Orwell says, ‘and a whole category ambour [...]Jhas dwindled down to these
ill-drawn postcards, leading a barely legal exiseeim cheap stationers’ window¥’.

‘The corner of the human heart that [McGill's p@stls] speak for might easily
manifest itself in worse forms,” Orwell states, at@ms that he ‘for one should be sorry
to see them vanish®. ‘The Art of Donald McGill’ attempts to demonsiahe necessity
of expressing this ‘base’ side of the human coaodjtand is a recognition of the
important part it has played in cultural and aitistkpression, at least in the past. Orwell
also acknowledges that English cultural trendsrdutine previous 150 years or so have
had the effect of stigmatizing and limiting thigpegssion, and his interest in these
postcards, along with his admitted belief that theyform a valuable function, indicates
that on some level he counts this disconnectidowfand high culture as a negative
development. This belief that such a disconnegegative can only be inferred from
Orwell’'s essay, yet this belief that something basn lost since the more permissive
periods of literature in previous centuries is psive in Orwell’s statements concerning
the nature of “base” wisdont® If taken in conjunction with his argument in ‘Bsy
Weeklies’ that the upper echelons of society, ditgior political, ignore popular art at

their own peril, this acknowledgment of the ongopggsecution of something that had
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before been a valuable aspect of art and cultaekadink to human weakness and
common experience, indicts the hijacking of theaidéart by highbrow literary coteries.
Thus, the same danger Orwell mentions in ‘Boys’ Wies’ must apply to the
suppressed obscenity for which McGill's postcandsane of the few outlets left. The
inclusion of ‘The Art of Donald McGill’ irHorizon albeit more than a year after ‘Boys’
Weeklies’ appeared, demonstrates Connolly’s bétiaf Orwell’s studies in cultural
phenomena are valid and important, particularlyght of the great social upheavals that
the war was in the process of catalysing.

The last of Orwell’s major essays concerning papaulture published in
Horizonduring wartime is ‘Raffles and Miss Blandish,” whiappeared in the October
1944 issue. Orwell believed in a basic connedbetween art and society, and ‘Boys’
Weeklies’ in particular had already begun to explitre idea that not only were social
mores represented in art, whatever its calibrethmttart also had a powerful ability to
shape society. ‘Raffles and Miss Blandish’ contstles exploration, focusing primarily
on crime fiction. But rather than concentratingtloa political ramifications in this
popular cultural product, Orwell describes a marermus set of implications. The
danger arises from modern, American-style crimaespOrwell argues, and in order to
demonstrate the danger these stories pose, he oesrgpeecently popular novel, James
Hadley Chase’slo Orchids for Miss Blandishvith older examples of British crime
fiction, theRafflestrilogy by E W Hornung. Orwell states that thea@ be compared
‘for sociological reasons’ because they ‘have thi@mon quality of being crime stories

which play the limelight on the criminal rather thidne policeman’® The first part of
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the essay deals with the older set of novels, figdn their eponymous main character a

powerful reflection of British social traditions:

The truly dramatic thing about Raffles, the thihgttmakes him a sort of
by-word even to this day][...]is the fact that ha gentlemarfauthor’s

italics]. Raffles is presented to us—and thisuisbed home in countless
scraps of dialogue and casual remarks—not as assharan who has gone
astray, but as a public-school man who has gomayasHis remorse, when
he feels any is almost purely social: he has dtsgtéthe old school,” he has
lost his right to enter ‘decent society’, he haddibed his amateur status

and become a cdd.

This aspect of Raffles’ character, explains Orwedls made him popular and kept the
books in print for almost half a centuf3/.Even the values, or lack thereof, the character
displays are representative of the majority ofrtbeels’ readers: ‘The moral code of
most of us is still so close to Raffles’s own that do feel his situation to be an
especially ironical one,” because the characteramdirlfriend ‘think of themselves as
renegades, or simply as outcasts,’ rather than aomnthieves?® However, the reader’s
identification with Raffles is subject to an impamt limitation: he is a gentleman,
whereas they are almost certainly not. Again, Arsteesses that this is part of the
character’s appeal: ‘A West End clubman who islyemburglar! That is almost a story

in itself, is it not?'’*
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As a gentleman, continues Orwell, ‘Raffles, of isay is good at all games, but it
is peculiarly fitting that his chosen game shoudchicket'”> Not only does this give the
author the chance to make ‘endless analogies’ tifdea’cunning as a slow bowler and
his cunning as a burglar,” says Orwell: it alsosesrto define the exact nature of his
crime’.”® This, explains Orwell, is due to the nature dcket as a sport, for despite the
fact that it ‘is not in reality a very popular gameEngland,’ it is defined by its ‘value’ of
‘form’ and ‘style’ over simply winnind. The sense of cricket as a gentleman’s game is
due partly to the fact that it ‘takes up a lotiof¢ and is rather expensive to play,” says
Orwell, but its status as a gentleman’s game iserfionly based in its nature as a contest
that has ‘rules so ill-defined that their interjpttedn is partly an ethical business,” and as
the common use of the phrase ‘not cricket’ makearcithe sport in the public mind is
‘bound up with such concepts as “good form”, “ptaythe game”, etc® He states that
just as the sport has declined, so to have théseges: ‘It is not a twentieth-century
game, and nearly all modern-minded people distik€ iThus: ‘In making Raffles a
cricketer as well as a burglar, Hornung was notetygsroviding him with a plausible
disguise; he was also drawing the sharpest moratast that he was able to imagif&'.
As Orwell explains, the author, by connecting Reffhnd cricket, is able to both identify
the character of Raffles as a gentleman with taisevset and to intensify the distinction
between his status as a well-heeled ‘man about’tewtim his criminal activities. His
prowess as a cricketer is, in fact, what gets tgked ‘about,” and elevates him from
‘upper-middle class’ origin& This also serves to emphasise how tenuous hiquois,
giving his criminal activities added drama, for,@svell explains: ‘A duke who has

served a prison sentence is still a duke, wher@asra man-about-town, if once
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disgraced, ceases to be ‘about town’ for evermBréRaffles is also firmly located in the
late Victorian era: at the Diamond Jubilee, he @&ixas that ‘for sixty years|...]we've

been ruled over by absolutely the finest soverdignworld has ever seen,’ and
celebrates by returning by post an item stolen frloenBritish Museunf® In this way
another aspect of his code, his intense patriotisieso demonstrated; this and the time
period serve to further identify the code to whinghis beholden. Orwell is quick to point
out, however, that despite the establishment ofié&xés a Victorian gentleman and
cricketer, he is ‘devoid of religious belief andd'no real ethical code;’ rather, he has
‘merely certain rules of behaviour’ that he follotssmi-instinctively’®*

Despite Raffles’ lack of ethics, this adherenca 8irict code of behaviour is
exactly what sets this book apart from the moremt&ldo Orchids for Miss Blandish
because ‘such standards as’ Raffles does ‘havecate be violated® This includes
respecting hospitality by not robbing the hostydhk guests, and a preference ‘to carry
out his robberies unarmed’ in avoidance of unneugssolence”® He is seen to ‘take
extra risks in the name of “sportsmanship,” andestimmes even for aesthetic reasons,’
but these still fall into the parameters of hise&dd

No Orchids for Miss Blandision the other hand, has no boundaries to speak of,
and, in Orwell’s view, part of a growing body ofi@ence that ‘the crime story [...] has
greatly increased in bloodthirstiness during thet paenty years® ‘The Raffles
stories,’” he continues, ‘written from the angletwé criminal, are much less anti-social

than many modern storie®. The text shows a ‘very marked resemblance toi&Nill

Faulkner’s novel, Sanctuary,” Orwell judges:
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Miss Blandish, the daughter of a millionaire, idh@pped by some
gangsters who [...] hold her to ransom [...] Tlegiginal plan had been to
kill her as soon as the ransom was received, blbhe of the gang is a
young man named Slim whose sole pleasure in lifesists in driving
knives into other people’s bellies. In childhoagldraduated by cutting up
living animals with a pair of rusty scissors [[hE] is sexually impotent, but
takes a kind of fancy to Miss Blandish. Slim’s mat][...] sees [...] the
chance of curing [his] impotence, and decides &pkdiss Blandish in

custody till Slim shall have succeeded in raping®fe

Slim eventually succeeds, with the help of the saxluse of a ‘rubber hosepipe,’ before
Miss Blandish is eventually rescued and Slim ikekif* But Miss Blandish has
somehow developed ‘a taste for Slim’s caresses, cammits suicidé€® Orwell states
that his brief synopsis does not do justice to'sbhedid and brutal’ details of the book,
which include ‘eight full-dress murders, an unasabt number of casual killings and
woundings, an exhumation (with a careful remindeghe stench), the flogging of Miss
Blandish [...] and much else of the same kitid’.

No Orchids for Miss Blandisis of a archetypal America style, according to
Orwell, but, surprisingly, the author, James Hadléyase, is British: he merely adopts
the jargon, pace and setting, in this case Chicafgmerican books in the same véf.
The implication is that both the author and higleza inhabit a fantasyland, and ‘who are
partly Americanized in language and [...] morallook,’ or lack thereof® This is the

point of departure that requires analysis: ‘Thigrjew departure for English sensational
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fiction [...][is that] until recently there has ays been a sharp distinction between right
and wrong, and a general agreement that virtue triusiph in the last chapte?®. While
Raffles ‘must be expiated sooner or later,” therea such tradition in American crime
writing, where a biography of ‘Al Capone [is] haydlifferent in tone from books written
about Henry Ford [or] Napoleon’ and even Mark Twigiguilty of ‘adopting much the
same attitude towards the disgusting bandit Slaele of twenty-eight murderé’,
Orwell’s point is that this admiration for criminigl is very much an American

phenomenon, only recently imported to Britain, &ahs the crux of his analysis:

To take merely the first example that comes to mithelieve no one has
ever pointed out the sadistic and masochistic eimeBernard Shaw's
work, still less suggested that this probably ltaees connection with
Shaw’s admiration for dictators. Fascism is oftasely equated with
sadism, but nearly always by people who see nothimegg in the most
slavish worship of Stalin [...] All of them are vebiipping power and
successful cruelty [...] A tyrant is all the moknared if he happens to be a

bloodstained crook as well.

The reason this type of story, to which he apgheslabel ‘realism,” has begun to take
hold of the public imagination is that it is repeagative of its time: ‘Several people, after
readingNo Orchids have remarked to me, “It's pure Fascism”[...btisi a correct

description, although the book has not the smatieshection with politics [...] it has
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merely the same relation to Fascism as, say, @konovels have to nineteenth-century
capitalism [in that it is] a daydream appropriatattotalitarian age®

No Orchards for Miss Blandiskalthough published in 1939, ‘seems to have
enjoyed its greatest popularity in 1940, duringBiadtle of Britain and the blitz,’
indicating that escapist, imaginative literatureas always necessarily pleasant. Orwell
later illustrates this mentality further with anaewple provided by a New Yorker cartoon
‘early in the war,” which depicts ‘a little man apgaching a news-stall littered with
papers with such headlines as GREAT TANK BATTLESNNRTHERN FRANCE,
BIG NAVAL BATTLE IN THE NORTH SEA, HUGE AIR BATTLESOVER THE
CHANNEL [author's emphasis], etc. etc.[...] Thelétman is saying,Action Stories
please™® This ‘little man,’ states Orwell, ‘stood for ali¢ drugged millions to whom
the world of the gangsters and the prize-ring isariceal”’, more “tough” than such
things as wars, revolutions, earthquakes, famindgastilences,’ just as does the
‘soldier [who] sprawls in the muddy trench, witletinachine-gun bullets crackling a foot
or two overhead, and whiles away his intolerableetiom by reading an American
gangster story*®* For this new type of reader, ‘it is taken formed that an imaginary
bullet is more thrilling than a real on€? Although it is to be hoped ‘that it is an
isolated phenomenon, brought about by the mingbeddom and brutality of war,’
Orwell believes that they may ‘acclimatize themsslvto England,” which ‘would be
good grounds for dismay®> Orwell describes the phenomenon of the ‘populitew’
of which ‘there are many such in America,” as dyan Britain, but the implication is
that this book may well take hold. Although ités be hoped ‘that it is an isolated

phenomenon, brought about by the mingled boredahbaumtality of war,” Orwell
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believes that they may ‘acclimatize themselveg&rngland,” which ‘would be good
grounds for dismay*®* Thus this essay, like the others by Orwell presip discussed,
finds a powerful, hidden meaning in the success pdpular culture medium, and in this
case the meaning he attaches to the rise of ‘tieatisime fiction is the breakdown of
traditional social mores, which is itself, he argju@ unconscious response to the political
radicalism of the period.

In dealing with three instances of popular culturbis separatélorizon essays,
Orwell asserts the importance of understandingrthéence of these works, but also
how they provide powerful if varied insights intoltwral foundations in Britain, and to
emerging developments that slip below the radéin@$e who judge a nation’s culture
only by its highbrow art. He also argues implicithat the producers of art themselves
have a critical function, even if they do not futBcognise the impact their work has.
Writers and artists at all cultural levels are mspble in the sense that art has an impact
on social and cultural ideas, and reflects andhgftedicts changing social formations
and cultural awareness.

A more direct argument for the responsibility of trtist comes from Jean-Paul
Sartre, whose ‘The Case for Responsible Literappeared in the May 1945 issue of
Horizon The later years of the war saw the return of &mesritings to Britain, and with
them came different perspectives that had beereshiaypfour years of isolation. Sartre’s
essay is one of these, and it analyses a diffasgect of the relationship of art with all of
society, concentrating on the author’s role ineetihg his era and experiences. Sartre’s

initial proposal is interesting in its contrast kvihe others discussed above in that he
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finds the writer himself at fault for the distanmetween his existence, along with his

works, and ordinary life:

All writers of bourgeois origin have known the tegampon of
irresponsibility: for a century this has been ttiadhal in a literary career.
An author seldom establishes any connection betWwiseworks and their
cash returns. On the one hand, he writes, simgslaanents: on the other,
he is given money [...] He feels himself to be ia gosition of a student
with a scholarship rather than in that of the womkbo receives the price

of his labourt®®

Sartre goes on to accuse the modernist and reagements of being artistically

poisonous as well, because they encourage thisatepeof art and life:

The theorists of Art-for-Art and Realism have helpe confirm him in
this opinion. Has it been noticed that they hdnedame object and the
same origin? The principal aim of the author wbidofvs the precepts of
the former is to produce works which are of no tlsey seem beautiful to
him almost by virtue of their complete gratuitousnand lack of
foundation. Thus he places himself on the frinfyeaziety, or, rather
consents to figure in it exclusively as a consumef The realist is also a
willing consumer [...] he has been told that scielsagot concerned with

utility, and he aspires to the sterile impartiabfya scientist. We have
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been told that he ‘leans over’ the class of socigtich he wishes to
describe [...] The truth is that, uncertain of hisiabposition, too
timorous to revolt against the bourgeoisie whichspgaim, too lucid to
accept it unreservedly, he chooses to pass judgandris time, and so is

persuaded that he remain outsid&t.

The beliefs that a writer’s work should either coimn a perspective somehow outside
society, or to produce works that have no real-evlindation at all, are treated by
Sartre with derision. He believes that both attisiare of the same origin, and are
grotesquely mistaken interpretations of the valughe written word and what makes a
good writer. The idea that writing must be grouhdethe real, no matter what fantastic
course it takes from that point, and that theriseal escape from society in order to
judge it from on high, are refutations of many digsaworth of literary trends,
impugning both realism and much of the modern mammThis perspective seemingly
falls foul of the ‘lvory Shelter’ principle espouseén Horizon’searly days, but it is in line
with the magazine’s development over the courdbefivar years, particularly a re-
examination of what role art plays in worldviewgdahe undeniable interrelatedness of
text and context. Sartre’s comments also mirrochmef the sentiment of the ‘Pinkish’
writing of the Thirties, but his conclusions areahumore far-reaching than mere
ideological stances or writing for political ends.

That this separation, no matter how hard it iskedrat, can never actually be
successful, serves as evidence for Sartre’s argunienmake such a claim for any piece

of writing is nonsense, he observes, because:
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All that is written has meaning, even if the megnmfar from that which
the author wished to imply. For us, the writenésther a Vestal nor an
Ariel: he is ‘in it up to his neck’, whatever heites, branded, committed,
even in the most distant withdrawal. If at certiines he uses his art to
fabricate knick-knacks of sonorous nonsense, dvang a sign: it means
that the ruling classes have goaded him into fauslactivities without his
knowledge, for fear lest he should escape to sWwelfanks of the

revolutionarieg®’

Thus Sartre observes that whatever the authorsyrttdemonstrates something of the
author’s time and place, and the idea that thisscemehow be avoided or escaped by
making oneself a virginal ‘Vestal’ and apart, oraargelic ‘Ariel’ and above, is ludicrous.
This is made apparent in how writers are remembdéined are inextricably linked to the
world they inhabit, whatever their artistic inteahd should be analysed based on this

connection:

Flaubert, who railed so bitterly against the booigie, and who imagined
that he had withdrawn completely from the sociathiae—what is he to
us but a talented property-owner? And does nofrtétculous art of
Croisset suggest comfort, the solicitude of a mothe niece, a well-
ordered existence, a prosperous business and chexgudarly drawn? It

requires but a few years for a book to become mbsfact which is
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consulted as in institution and which is admittechanatter for statistics;
only a short while needs to elapse before it mewgdsthe furnishings of

a period, with its clothes, its hats, its meansaisport and its footf®

Because this fate is inescapable, says Sartteould be embraced; indeed, it is the sole
reason the author will be eventually read.

Sartre’s essay is one of the first French existksit tracts, and formed the
introduction of hid.es Temps Modern@sonths later which was dedicated to this new
movement. The essay’s inclusionHorizonwas a coup for the magazine, and for
Connolly as editot® It registerHorizon’sinternationalist aspirations, as well as its
promotion of provocative and cutting edge thougimtditerature and its place in society.
The appearance of Sartre’s piece also reinforeegita that Connolly remained
committed to dismantling the notion that literatuaed art in general, should have as its
purpose indoctrination, explicit didacticism, oetbeparateness forced by writing for a
coterie. Sartre’s injunctions against attemptmaytite from ‘above’ or ‘apart,” as well
as being part of his argument that an artist’'s oe&y purpose is to reflect his age, and is
better off acknowledging this and abstaining fratimeo, more fleeting purposes, is also
an acknowledgement that artists in general arembett realising that they are a part of
society, not above it or part of a privileged fetempts to separate themselves can
only be detrimental to their art. This belief nesarily includes a respect for their
culture, including that which might be considerednenon. The artistic representation of

these as well as all parts of society become atite producing worthwhile art.
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All of the essays discussed in this chapter sha@ncern with the nature of art
and its public role. In Orwell’s contributions, hegues that close analysis of cultural
products of popular appeal, traditionally regardsedow brow, is a necessity if artists and
thinkers are to succeed in reaching wider audiernthescorollary is that it is perilous to
dismiss the cultural and societal import of suchikgo Rée and Rothenstein convey
similar viewpoints, but they emphasise the eduoatiopportunities inherent in
understanding, and using, these sorts of cultucayxcts to bridge the gap between the
intelligentsia and the masses, a gap Rothensteleast, argues is a artificial, recent
construct. Greenberg agrees that this gap hasweddenly relatively recently, but his
argument includes the idea that it has always exish the difference between the
literate lords and the illiterate peasants befbeslhdustrial Revolution, and that the
current state is a magnification of this gap duméss production and high literacy
levels. It can be assumed that critical trendfiénlast three decades have proven the
others right just as they have rendered inapple@seenberg’s argument that popular art
should be dismissed. Sartre’s argument for thessity of an artist to recognise his or
her role as a representative of their age alsdwega realisation that elements of the
modernist and realist movements have been mistakieying to separate the artist from
his time. This can be taken, by extension, to destrate the folly in divorcing artists
from the society of their time as weMHorizon’sinclusion of these essays, and the ways
in which they were placed as well as the dates wvitveyp appeared, reveal an active
attempt to emphasise the discussion taking platvecle® their respective viewpoints.

Such a discussion was novel, particularly forexrdity magazine with such a high-brow
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reputation, and it demonstrates the intellectueheiéy and critical quality of the

magazine as a whole.
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