) -'the dmsszdent writers in tha Soviet Uhion the éaae :
Ii_ Ehrenburg scems to be giving the Kremlin almost as
adachies -as that of Dudintsev., The latter was a yeung,_
writer when his book gtarted its chain reaction :

T and it is beeom;ﬁg a common experience threughout:.

loc that the younger an author, the -more unorthodox

views, and the more tne Party leans over backmards
&u}ﬁ tnem. But Ehrenbur

g is a hardened, -tested Commu-,; 
ho used to be regerded as the ‘bell-wether of the P
oreover he has had an internationsl °

.reputation for
unlike the younger dissident writers such as Yev-

and Dudintsev, It is therefore not surprising tnat'”

nburg's views: moved sharply in the horrendous direc-
‘of freedom Tor the artist in the summer (see J.C.,
o Iiberation, 30/8/57, Background Information 31/&/57),

rEy 'S official countermoves were a’ gentle

st hesitant (Literary Gazeite, 22/8/571;Ehrenburg

~often beon-in trouble before, . N% 1y because of his liking
> the poetry of larina msvevayeva+ (who committed suicide
941) and - -Boris Slutzky.

_ 81m11ar1y he has been criticized
ng that the US has produced an Agerican culture
' 23 June 1957) and for his running battle
e of modern art. But by far his most serious error

fhe publication of an article, "The Lessons ef Stendhﬁi.
bscure lioscow monthly (Forei ra

Lib :
~This was one of the mos DO : S on dlcts~
tor yet made in.-the USSR, but it was cleverly dis ad-E
3 the pure distilled wisdom of Stendhal. The latter s =
.pointed statement, selected by Ehrenburg, reads'

‘: 2

= "What counts is not the personality of the tyrant,
But the cssence of tyr

2 annx5 A tyrant may be 1nt9111gent
_ or stupid, good or evil ut whatever the case he is
frightened by - conspiracies, he is flattered, he is
deceived. The prisons fill, the cowardly hypocrites
. whisper, and the 31lence becomes so compleﬁe that the:
"hea,rt alioal

.J.Lu .‘:'n“

Such a.strong atatemsnt, appearlng in the middle of
i&m present slow reversion to neo-Zhdanovism, required a
strong reply, but at first, for the reasons explained

ove, it had to be handled with a restraint unusual for

 Party. Now the gloves are slowly coming off, with a
w article (Z

! gy No. 10, 1957) which implies that :

"foreign reaction,” using its "favorite method" of “figura—

Kiﬁva%y poiso§1ng the walls in our rear*f is behind Ehren-
rg s artic €. : S

“53§é Zvezda, June 1951,




 The 2 article 4s m:ﬁm W
eritic notable only for the fact that : 1§§EE%
D Yeado ANe emariabis Glsin Dt MerENTe Y0 e
subjects" in Soviet literature (G. Struve, Soviet Russian °
Litepature, 1917-1950, University of Oklahoma Press, p. 323). -
Ten years later she is now arguing that "Marxists know..of
the existence of objective thy “that they alone know
$he truth about Stendhal, an t Ehrenburg's ideas on tha
subject are distinetly anti-Marxist. "

Knipovich blames Ehrenburg for interpreting Stendhal

- and Julien Sorel, the hero of Le Ro%gg et le Noir, as

- Mgupporters of cosmic pessimism", point of fact Ehren-
burg's inteprectvation of Stendhal was that he "wished 1o
reconcile justice with that freedom which Scemed to him
inseparable from human nRappiness," WAiCh 18 scarcely

the standpoint of a pessimist.

. But Enipovich is principally disturbed by the fact that,
in her interpretation, Ehrenburg contrasts "ideas" with
"artistic truth". This is based on a quotation from Ehren- :
burg which reads: e

"Being tendentious in art does not at all mean
arbitrarily changing proportions, nor subordinating
the actions of the heroes to the idea of the novel;

- only bad bhooks are written in this way...In changing
proporticns, altering the perspective, a writer obeys
the strict law of artistic truth: only if he observes
these laws will the reader accept his interpretation
as an image, his painting for a mirror."

At this point in the quotation, Knipoviech inserts -a .
note, explaining that Ehrenburg is referring to Stendhal's
- statement that "a novel is a mirror on the highway." But
she deliberately omits the rest of Stendhal's simile,which
Ehrenburg quoted:

"The novel is a mirror on the highway. It reflects -
at times the blue sky, at times the mud, the puddles (-]
and the bumps. And you accuse the man who holds the
mirror of lacking taste. The mirror reflects mud, and
you blame the mirror. You would do better to blame
the road with its bumps, or the highway department."

This omitted passage has been 1nterpreted by Western
observer~ (Vanchestor Guardian , September4, 1057) as Ehren-
burg's deience ol Uudintsev, and of other Soviet writers
who are alleged to have erred by "dlstortlng socialist
reality".

Knipovich complains that .she finds it difficult to
deal with Ehrenburg's typesof literary criticism, "all
the theses of which are masked." But after laying them
bare to her own satisfaction, and stating that Ehrenburg
now sees "artistic truth as the wings of Pegaaus uplift=-
ing the artist, but ideas raas. the yoke bemring him to
the - ground, " Knlpov1ch revives the argument, already used
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by the neo-Zhdanovites against K, Simonov, that Ehrenburg's

own war stories (The Fall of Paris, The Storm, The 9th Wave) -

show the fallaciousness o 8 attitude to 1deo 0gy.

The technique of reauscitatingithatStalin-epoch war
novels as an argument against dissiden writers is partly
an appeal %o their patriétism, But Ehrent m alreagdy
declared his attitude to this 1a ort o: L ¢ vi
ists: 3 SRS S5l W

X

"Stendhal loved his motherland
approach it with lying praise or Peseudo~patriotic fuss;
he was too ehaste to beat his breast and cry at the cross-
roads of Turope about the superiority of France..,The
argument about Stendhal's cosmopolitanism is the olg
argument about the true charaeter of love for the
motherland: is such love conneeted with neglect of
other peoples, with exaltation of the weaknesses and
faults of one's own countrymen, with anathemas and
toasts....One must learn to flatter no one, not even

Enipovich succeeds in pinning on Ehrenburg the new charge
that he is a supporter of humenism, This is achieved by use
of a quotation from the Foreten: ' article:-

"Stendhal created a world which, being realist,

is dn no way & copy of the wox L6330 or 1840, If
this is critical realism, o my g day I shall never

ism, towards which
& are now striving, "

understand what methods
of humanist and revolutionary realism, end what progressive
writers Ehrenburg is discussingﬁ-h_

"If Soviet writers are meaft, then the method g
; of socialist realiam...ahoulé-huﬂtiliiﬁiuﬁwﬁoneak.&Ehren— |
W . burg is an experienced warrior om the ideological
front, Why is he now, at a time when a fierce debate
on socialist realism is in brogress, suddenly so 'bash-
ful in the fight' that he does not even want to pro-
nounce the name %socialist realism'?n |

that revolutionary or menist rea
the_prngrcssive_writera of %

e e . P il
Knipovicn finds it diffieult to

..'%‘j’f:; izl

In fact there is 1ittle evidence that Ehrenbury wes thinking
of Soviet writens, The vhrase ‘Rumanist realism' is strongly
suggestive of the Polish 'revisionists's, such as E. Szacki
and meny others who have been the bane of the Iremlin for. -
many months (sce Backeround Information, 9 October 1957).
Yet Enipovich herselT 35 Tsg ash 1 the fight',despite
her Zhdanovite training, thet she does not dare to apply the
label of 'revisionism' to Ehrepburg - she only hints that

it is lurking in the offing, ready for use if the obstinate
Ilya refuses to come o hegl,

In a similarly roundabouts way Knipovich suggests a
charge of nihilism against Ehrenburg without actually using
the word., She accuses him of having no place in his "lament-
able set-up" for +the great writers of the 20th century, whom
she identifies as Gorky, Rolland, Barbusse, Fadeyev,




's work," he
‘use of both Tolstoi
should be that he did
is. "His ‘l;hcmgh‘ﬁﬂ"
Qy are vary wro -

'wor'l;h requ.o 'b:.ng:

"Even if a king is an- a.ngel, l;.ia governmant des~
troys art, nct because it bans the subject of a e
painting, buu because it crushes the soul of the q
artist, Pesople wish to please & Minisiter or Vice=- e
Hinister, their immediate superior. Even though et
- these ministers be the most honorable men in the -
~ world, 'boa.d:,r:.sm, fla.t'ber:r and obaequiousness will
_-still develop." :

-Mld these are the very vices, that according to Khrush-
ehev, developed around Stalin. The conclusion that it is BT
‘system at fault, not so much the individuals, will be S
mhed by many of Ehrenburg s readers, and that is what
must be prooumed to have intended.

.1 g- .-“m.“” ,‘n'd, :




