
Strictly Personal... 
A STILL SMALL VOICE SPEAKS AND IS ANSWERED BY A LOUD MEDIOCRITY 

I WAS much interested in reading 
Benedetto Croce's "Germany and 
Europe,"* which consists merely of 

four short essays, translated, with an 
introduction by Vincent Sheean. As 
an admirer of Croce, both for his un
compromising and philosophically 
grounded stand against fascism, and 
for his work, with which I have some 
familiarity, I was anxious to learn 
what a spirit so lofty, objective, and 
knowledgable might have to say about 
Germany, past, present, and future, in 
a world where opinions on the subject 
are largely preempted by opportunis
tic exploiters of war-time sufferings 
and psychoses, whose zeal is only 
m.atched by their ignorance, mediocri
ty, and irrationality. 

I thought it would be a pleasure to 
read the ideas of one who was never 
seduced, as were so many in all coun
tries, by the theories of fascism, who 
suffered greatly from it, and has seen 
his country go down to ruin through 
it, while retaining at all times a serene 
confidence in its transitory nature. 

And, indeed, it was a pleasure, like 
drinking from a clean cool spring after 
ditch water, or moving from a babelous 
market place into a quiet study where 
reason still reigns. 

Not that the essays offer any blue
print for the future peace. They do 
but elevate a spirit and attempt to 
correct some current extravagances in 
the popular judgment of Germany, 
which, in Croce's opinion contain with
in themselves much that is itself dan
gerously fascistic and Nazi. 

Having read the little book I was 
equally interested to read the reviews 
of it. I found a remarkable similarity 
among them. All treat it with respect, 
as is due one of the greatest figures 
in European thought and a politically 
guiltless man of estimable character. 
But all dismiss it, too, as irrelevant 
somehow. It is clear that the book em
barrasses them by failing to echo or 
ratify current tendencies of thinking 
on the German question. 

Professor Irwin Edman's review, in 
the book section of the Herald Trib
une Books, particularly arrested my 
attention, by reason of his being a 
philosopher, or at least a professor of 
philosophy. Professor Edman, a f te r 
paying the conventional tribute to the 
author, falls into the very fallacy which 
Croce's essays are written to oppose— 
and, incidentally, without revealing this 

fact about them. "Croce," he says, "is 
very traditionally German, very much 
a follower of Hegel." 

(Since Professor Edman elsewhere 
criticizes Croce's style in writing, it is 
not entirely inapropos to wrinkle a nose 
at Professor Edman's two adverbs, 
"very traditionally.") 

Now, Croce's main thesis is that 
thought, and systems of ideas, can
not reasonably be endowed with na
tionality. Hegel must be judged as 
Hegel, not as a German, and the truth 
or falsehood of his thoughts and con
clusions evaluated in the light of rea
son. In that light Croce finds much to 
admire in Hegel and much to condemn 
as well, as anyone who has read more 
Croce than is within the covers of this 
little book well knows. In this very 
book Croce says, "I have always smiled 
at the qualification of 'Hegelian' which 
has been pinned on me, not only be
cause the qualificatory adjectives of 
aU the other tlunkers I had likewise 
studied should have been added, but 
also because I perceived in such quali
fication the mental habit of putting 
writers into some sort of pigeon hole, 
which is already known, judged, and 
condemned, so as to . . . throw off the 
fatigue of trying to understand them." 

Croce certainly anticipated the "men
tal habits" of Professor Edman, for 
this is exactly what he does. He at
taches the word "Hegelian" to Croce, 
putting him thus in a pigeon hole "al
ready condemned," and without quali
fying the title by what Croce—if Pro
fessor Edman wants to pin "German
ism" on him—undoubtedly also owes 
to that most un-Hegelian philosopher, 
Immanuel Kant. For certainly Croce 
could as well be called Kantian as 
Hegelian. Professor Edman thus throws 
off the fatigue of having to understand 
why Benedetto Croce has such very 
different ideas on Germany from Rex 
Stout, Lord Rober t Van Sittart, 
Sumner Welles, or Professor Edman. 
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'BBItUANY AND EVBOPE. By Benedetto 
Croce. New fork: Random Bouse. 19k\. St 
pp. tl.25. 

Apparently Croce thoroughly under
stands the intellectual processes of 
most political propagandists and pro
fessors of philosophy. 

Croce pays tribute to German con
tributions to nearly every branch of 
European thought and method. But 
Croce does not see the life of the mind 
in national terms. Ideas, and all that 
flows from ideas, such as political and 
social systems, and concepts of moral
ity as translated into personal and 
group behaviors, cannot, he maintains, 
be evaluated according to their na
tional genesis but only in the light of 
reason and experience. The giving of a 
nationality to an idea— l̂ike "Deutsche 
Treue," "Deutsche Grossmut," etc.— 
like the monopolizing of virtues for a 
nationality is a Nazi concept. For in 
Nazism the Nation, or Folk, or Race 
is the genesis of everything, including 
thought, the Alpha and Omega of life. 
"All that is not race is dross," said 
Hitler, and by that token Spinoza is an 
idiot because he was a Jew—or Hegel 
is to be pigeon-holed and condemned 
because he was a German. 

THIS is the great and basic heresy of 
Nazism from which most of its 

other aberrations stem, and, according 
to Croce, we shall be in a bad way if 
we accept it as a stick to beat the 
Germans with, however much they de
serve the beating. 

Croce, who admits his debt to Ger
man, Italian, French, and English phil
osophy, recognizes the debt that Ger
mans have owed to the English and 
the French and vice versa. If Croce is 
"Hegelian," so, certainly was Karl 
Marx, who was a student of Hegel's 
and took his entire logistics from 
Hegel. He both added and subtracted 
from Hegel, as Croce has done. That 
is not tantamount to saying that 
the Soviet Union, which acknowledges 
Marx as its spiritual founder, is the 
prototype of Hegel's "Prussian State." 
Neither is Nazi Germany the proto
type of Hegel's State. As Shaw once 
remarked, "Any street walker can call 
herself a Daughter of Joy." 

Ideas, when emanating from the 
brains of genius, with the power to 
create in reason and imagination, 
structures and systems, have a life 
transcendent to nations. They are fec
und, producing new ideas, new struc
tures. A thesis has power even by the 
creation of its antithesis, and thesis 
and antithesis often work toward new 
syntheses. This concept is Hegelian, 
and is true or not true, but certainly 
cannot be condemned and pigeon-holed 
because Hegel weis a German. 

Croce points out that Kant's "Cri
tique of Pure Reason" "found its ele
ments in the English theorists on taste 
and genius. . . . And Shaftesbury, Rous
seau, Voltaire, Montesquieu, Roberts, 
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and Gibbon were masters for German 
moralists and historians." 

Nazism, also, finds its clearest in
tellectual origins in two non-Germans, 
the Frenchman, Gobineau, and the Brit
on, Houston Stewart Chamberlain. A 
lot of Nazi theory stems directly from 
Darwinism and the "Survival of the 
Fittest." 

The American thinkers who fur
nished the intellectual case for the 
war of rebellion against Great Britain 
were immeasurably influenced by Brit
ish thought. The mental personality 
of Jefferson is inconceivable without 
Bacon and Locke. German philoso
phers i m m e n s e l y influenced Ralph 
Waldo Emerson. That doesn't make 
Emerson first cousin to a Nazi. Al
though to Rousseau we owe many of 
our concepts of social freedom, to 
Rousseau, and the ideas which he put 
into the universe, the Nazis owe many 
of their ideas about blood and soil 
and the virtue of barbarity. Thus it 
goes, and in the realm of ideas we 
are all members one of another, 
whether we like it or not. 

Thus, it seems to me, Croce argues 
that, although Naziism is something to 
be opposed, fought against, and de
stroyed, one cannot destroy Germany 
or condemn her in toto, without a t 
once destroying par t of oneself. For 
to Croce, as to Immanuel Kant, there 
is an indivisible Humanity. Or, to 
quote John Donne: 

No man is an iland of it selfe; 
every man is a peece of the Con
tinent, a par t of the maine; if a 
Clod bee washed away by the sea, 
Europe is the leese, as well as if a 
Promontorie were, as well as if a 
Mannor of thy friends or thine owne 
were; any man's death diminshes 
me, because I am involved in Man
kinds; and therefore never send to 
know for whom the bell tolls. I t tolls 
for thee. 

Within the German tradition, as 
Croce knows, it is possible to find as 
strong opponents to the ideas of Nazi
ism as anywhere else. Professor Ed-
man asks skeptically, "Are these Ger
man devotees of our ideals in Ger
many or out of i t ? " I t is an odd ques
tion, to me, to be put by a Professor 
of Philosophy who does not define 
"our" ideals. Are "our" ideals those 
of Abraham Lincoln? They are cer
tainly not, south of the Mason and 
Dixon line, nor did they triumph with
out compromise in the Democratic 
convention in Chicago, nor are they 
present in the t r a n s p o r t worker's 
strike in Philadelphia. Are our ideas 
of education Jefferson's ideas? Then 
why have we never put them into op
eration? Are British ideas about In
dia Burke's? Every B r i t i s h school 
child reads him, but he has been more 
honored in the breach than the ob
servance. Yet these ideas are par t of 

us, even in lip-service and even in 
eclipse. 

Certainly there are Germans in Ger
many who hold to the ideas of Kant, 
or he would not have lived on in Ger
man universities for a century and 
half. Naziism and the current be
havior of the German State can be 
condemned root and branch out of the 
mouths of Kant, Kleist, L e i b n i t z , 
Goethe, and Hoelderlin, who are read 
and believed in by Germans—some 
Germans—to the present m o m e n t . 
That Germans do not act consistently, 
as a social and political body, in the 
spirit of their greatest thinkers is 
little wonder. Neither do other coun
tries. 

A German, Immanuel Kant, might 
throw some light on why they don't, 
at least a little more than they do. 

The world's improvement depends 
chiefly on individuals and private 
endeavors and not so much on gov
ernments as some think, since ex
perience teaches us that the ulti
mate aim of governments is not the 
promotion of the world's good, but 
ra ther the well-being of their own 
states, through which they hope to 
attain their own individual ends. 
Many a ruler still looks upon his 
people only as part of the Kingdom 
of Nature . . . and wishes them to 
have ability but solely to make them 

better instruments for the accom
plishment of his own purposes. In
dividuals, however, s h o u l d reflect 
upon the development of Humanity, 
and see to it tha t it becomes not 
only skillful but moral, and try to 
advance posterity further than they 
themselves have gone, which is the 
most difl5cult of all. 

Professor Edman ends his review 
with the remark, "They (the essays 
of Croce) are not very important as 
advice on post-war Europe." I am 
quite sure that Professor Edman is 
correct, but I can only say the greater 
the pity. Peace-makers have rarely 
listened to philosophers, which is prob
ably one reason why we never get 
peace, but sow in each new arrange
ment of power the seeds for the next 
war. Germany will be defeated but 
a lot of Nazi ideas will be even more 
thoroughly internationalized, and by 
persons who little dream of what they 
are doing. 

Nevertheless, all over the world, 
there will be cousins of the spirit, who, 
like Croce, have concern for Human
ity and Truth. Probably they will 
never triumph, but they will a t least, 
we hope, compel governments to as
sume a few virtues which they other
wise might not have. 

DOROTHY THOMPSON. 

Remembering William Ellery Leonard 
( D I E D M A Y 2. 1944) 

By Gerard Previn Meyer 

K ^ ^ T TTE died a t the stake, as every gentleman 
Must die." We smiled to hear the way he spoke, 
With such inveterate relish: and there ran 

Through aU our thoughts: "He loves his little joke. 
His wry wit, lovingly prepared, and flung 
Into his listeners' faces, to astound 
With the eccentric brilliance of his tongue. 
The humor faintly acid, yet profound." 
And only one remembered how this jester 
Once on a time had been the public scorn. 
Pilloried for an innocence of fault, 
Until he learned that even wounds would fester 
A little less, if on the light laugh borne, 
Thus to ride out the tide of time's assault. 

Perhaps the thing was planned: for had he not 
Suffered, and for no fault, the tide of hate 
That nearly drowned him once, then the dry rot 
Of pedant passage through the scholar's state 
Had crumbled him. But since he too had known 
The contumely, the look that turned aside 
From the pariah: too, had been alone, 
He became kinsman to the souls that cried 
Out of the shadows: the innocent, the scorned, 
The injured of the earth, the castaways, 
All who had suffered or were suffering: 
At every death they died, his music mourned 
And wreathed them with his pity and his praise. 
He understood: he too had borne the sting. 
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GOOD NEWS—AT LAST 
k FTER almost uninterrupted grous-

/ \ ing and grumbling on this page 
_ L J L . about censorship of one kind or 
another, we are happy to report the 
prospect of an imminent victory of 
impressive dimensions. We refer here 
to the fight over Title V of the Sol
diers Vote Act, under which the Army 
banned for distribution among our 
fighting men a number of books in 
the Armed Services Editions issued by 
the Council on Books in Wartime. A 
bill to amend Title V was introduced 
in Congre6s on August 1—^within a 
few moments after Congress convened 
—and last week all opposition to the 
bill was cleared away when leaders 
of both parties pledged their support 
to its immediate passage. 

Actually, two bills had been pre
pared, although only one had been 
submitted. This bill was the joint prod
uct of Senator Scott Lucas, of Illi
nois, and Senator Theodore F . Green, 
of Rhode Island. The other bill was 
written by Senator Robert A. Taft, of 
Ohio, in line with his promise to a 
group of publishers, authors, and edi
tors at a luncheon meeting held un
der the auspices of The Saturday Re
view several weeks ago. By way of 
background, it might also be pointed 
out that opponents of Title V feared 
that a necessary liberalizing amend
ment might be suffocated in endless 
partisan debate. Obviously the only 
way the bill could be amended rap
idly was through non-partisan action. 
This was accomplished when Senator 
Taft agreed to support the Green-
Lucas bill, following a series of con
ferences last week between the three 
Senators and Army officials, a t which 
several suggestions by Senator Taft 
were incorporated into the Green-Lu
cas amendment. 

The Saturday Review has been as
sured by the Army that the liberal
izing amendment, as presently con
stituted, will take care of practically 
all the Army's needs in administering 
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its vast educational and informational 
program. I t will have the effect of 
removing the Army's present shackles 
in handling newspapers, magazines, 
books, and motion pictures. As a spe
cific matter, the Army is ready to 
rescind its ban on "Yankee from Olym
pus," by Catherine Drinker Bowen, 
and "The Republic," by Charles A. 
Beard, among other Council on Books 
in Wartime selections. We are as
sured, too, that the new amendment 
will make it possible for the Army to 
distribute virtually any book enjoy
ing general circulation in the United 
States. 

The Army has also withdrawn its 
objections to the motion picture "Wil
son," a distinguished new film of un
common value. The impression has 
been given in the Army's latest state
ment concerning the film that "Wilson" 
had never been banned in the first 
place. Yet whatever the precise na
ture of the Army's initial action 
against "Wilson," the fact remains 
that the Army has put itself on record 
in declaring that the picture has not 
been rejected. The fact also remains 
that, under the new amendment, "Wil
son" is amply protected. 

Still a third item of interest on the 
Army censorship front concerns the 
stamp of approval finally given to 
The Saturday Review for Army post 
distribution. Several weeks ago, Army 
officials drew up a list of 189 "ap
proved" magazines for soldier posts. 
The list, it was announced, had been 
based on soldier preferences, although 
this system was not clearly described. 
Of the total number, almost two-thirds 
consisted of comic strip and adven
ture story magazines. The Saturday 
Review, The Nation, and The New 
Republic were missing from the list. 
The editors of The Saturday Review 
did not protest its exclusion, nor did 
they seek clarification from the Army, 
either as to the list or the soldier 
preference system, since the maga
zine's main battle was over Title V 
of the Soldiers Vote Act, and the edi
tors did not want to create the im
pression that their action was moti
vated by self-interest. But now that 
the Army has added all three maga
zines to the overall list, we feel free 
in reporting the episode and its out
come. 

We expect that the Green-Lucas-
Taft amendment to Title V, while 
it should have no difficulty in immedi
ate passage, may not have the sup
port of all liberals. There is an honest 
difference of opinion here. Those who 
will oppose the amendment may do 
so, we expect, on the grounds that it 
does not repeal Title V, that it only 
amends it, and tha t it continues "re
strictive" legislation upon what sol
diers may read or hear, however much 

more generous in its terms the new 
bill may be than the old. 

For our part, however, we are sup
porting the bill, and welcome this op
portunity to give our reasons. The 
original Title V caused the Army to 
water down all its manifold informa
tional activities to the point where 
the average soldier, as we reported 
in an earlier editorial, was in danger 
of being isolated in an idea-proof con
tamination ward. The Army, declaring 
it had been admonished to "leave it 
out when in doubt," said the severity 
of its interpretation was inevitable 
considering the wording of the law. 
Senator Taft, author of the bill, pro
tested the Army's interpretation, and 
said that the primary purpose of the 
bill was to prevent the Government 
from purchasing political campaign lit
erature in an election year. The bill, 
however, according to the Army, went 
far beyond that. 

At that point, the big question was 
whether Title V could be liberalized 
sufficiently to enable the Army to keep 
open the flow of news and reading 
material to the soldier. Outright re
peal of Title V was of course pref
erable. In fact, it would have been 
wonderful. But there is no point in 
deluding ourselves. There was no pros
pect of getting a repeal bill intro
duced in Congress; yet even granting 
that such a bill were introduced and 
that it could survive committee wrang
ling, the chances are that it would be 
kicked about i n t e r m i n a b l y , if not 
thrown out altogether. Besides, so long 
as a large bloc in Congress insisted 
its purpose was to prevent Govern
ment funds from being used to spread 
political campaign li terature among 
the fighting men, it was difficult to 
wage a winning fight against tha t 
particular argument. The big fight 
was-to prevent practically all reading 
material from being classified as cam
paign literature. This the Green-Lucas 
bill does. And it does it in a clear-cut 
way that makes it impossible for such 
books as Mrs. Bowen's or Dr. Beard's 
to be rejected, or such pictures as 
"Wilson" to be barred. And this, we 
take it, was the basis of the contro
versy in the first place. 

This is no apology. There is nothing 
to apologize about. We are supporting 
a measure which liberalizes an il
liberal law. To do otherwise would be 
to prolong the very situation we have 
been fighting to correct. The important 
thing is that at last the growing and 
ominous trend in censorship has been 
reversed. With this momentum, we 
shall be in a better position to fight 
the Esquire and "Strange Frui t" cases, 
as well as a new outbreak in Boston 
over another book, "The History of 
Rome Hanks." But about that, more 
next week. N. C. 
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