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In Britain immediately before and after the 1914-18 War, her workwas placed in high regard by such distinguished contemporaries asA. S. Hartrick, Spencer Pryse, F. E. Jackson, Joseph Pennell, Sickert,Will Dyson and W. P. Robins, whose work also had a firm foundationin its close relation to the life of the people. Those of our contemporarieswho studied under any of the above artists were also influenced, andthe rich albeit short-lived crop of graphic work created by JamesBoswell, James Fitton and James Holland,1 owes much of its strengthto her. 
Throughout history the artist's style and the content of his art hasbeen influenced and conditioned by the powerful minority who ruled.The visual force which the artist is capable of giving humanity wasfrom early times, channelled into translating the ideological concepts

and religious ideals of a dominant class. There were then few exceptionsto this, only apparent when Society was in periods of change. One cancite any number of artists who seemed to rise to the occasion in reflect­ing the spirit of that change. The more prominent of that number wouldinclude Giotto, Rembrandt, Hogarth, Goya, David and Daumier. To thiselect band we must now add the name of Kathe Kollwitz, for her
achievement more consistently than that of Meunier or Dalou reflectsthe emergence of the working-class for the first time as a political forcecapable of inspiring great and permanent works of art. Her art reflectsnot only the suffering and poverty of the people, but a faith in a futuresocialist society. 

This book is a powerful weapon against the formalists who wouldrelegate Realism to the magazine-photographer. The words remain intheir throats however when they begin to label Kathe Kollwitz as a "Naturalist." It is to be hoped that this monograph will contribute tothe restoration of her inspiring example to the post-war generation ofour artists who are not fully acquainted with her genius. 
PAUL HOGARTH. 

Soviet Genetics. By ALAN G. MORTON. Lawrence and Wishart Ltd. 15s. 

T
HE ignorance in this country of the basis of T. D. Lysenko's
criticism of Mendelism had the unfortunate consequence that 

when his well-known polemical address on "The Situation in Biological 
Science" appeared in English translation it was virtually incompre­
hensible to many biologists, even to those anxious to understand it. 
It was not difficult in such circumstances to turn it into propaganda 
against Soviet science, and this was quickly done, against shaky opposi-

1 To be found in Left Review from 1936-1948. 
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tion. Dr. Morton's book, and the new translation of Lysenko's "Heredity 
and its Variability," help considerably to put the discussion of the problem 
back on to a scientific plane. Dr. C. D. Darlington, however, apparently 
finds it impossible, or undesirable, to take the opportunity offered.1 

Among the factors preventing a proper evalu�tion of L-s:senko'.s 
position were first, a lack of knowledge of the experimental basis of his 
views; secondly, a lack of any detailed information on the attitude of 
the Michurinists to the data assembled by the Mendelian school; and 
thirdly, perhaps less important, the intrusion of Lysenko's views on 
intra-specific competition into the main discussion. Dr. Morton has 
succeeded admirably in remedying the first deficiency. His references to 
the Russian literature go back as far as 1938, and review a considerable 
body of research, in some cases on a very extensive scale. His descrip­
tions of experiments in themselves go part of the way towards reme�y­
ing the second deficiency; in many cases the orthodox Mendelian 
segregations of dominant and recessive characters are used as "co�trols." 
It would appear that the Michurinists do not reject the experimental 
facts, but only the conclusions drawn from them, regarding the Men­
delian laws as applicable under limited circumstances.2 

When this much is said, however, there remain difficulties that are 
not adequately met by Dr. Morton, nor by Lysenko hi�self. _The latter
states categorically, 3 "the different elements of an orgamsm, its orga:15, 
cells, and separate parts in cells, possess the property of reproducmg 
themselves" and4 "the molecules of the protoplasm and the molecules 
of the chromosome ... reproduce themselves both by means of growth 

and by means of development", but Dr. Morton (p. 52! says "to sp:ak of 
the self-reproduction of the gene betrays an extraordmary confus10n of 
thought. For a molecule of nucleoprotein can no more reproduce itself 
than can a molecule of water." Morton further implies (p. 127) that 
changes in the chromosomes merely reflect changes in the heredity of 
the cell, while Lysenko5 envisages that "changes in separate parts ?f _acell, such a§, for instance, separate chromosomes, should (and th�s 1s 
frequently proved experimentally) bring about a change in the var10�s 
organs, characters and properties of the organism obtained from this 
cell . ... " It would seem that Dr. Morton's derogatory remarks about the 
chromosomes, and his treatment of Mendelian segregation (p .. 125),
which appears more unsatisfactory, pe�haps: :than ��en he hu::nself
admits are not a true indication of the M1churimst position. Even 1f, as 
he sug�ests, the chromosomes do not persist in t�e _r�stin? nucleus, �t
remains to be explained why they appear at cell d1vis10n; m fact, their 
appearance at this stage becomes all the more significant, implying that 

1 Darlington, C. D., The Literary Guide, March, 1952, p. 51. 
2 Cf. Lysenko, The Situation in Biological Science, 1948, p. 610. 
3 Heredity and Its Variability, 1951, p. 18. 4 Ibid., p. 27. 
5 Ibid., p. 28. 
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not only the suffering and poverty of the people, but a faith in a future 
socialist society. 
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the restoration of her inspiring example to the post-war generation of 
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and its Variability," help considerably to put the discussion of the problem 
back on to a scientific plane. Dr. C. D. Darlington, however, apparently 
finds it impossible, or undesirable, to take the opportunity offered.1

Among the factors preventing a proper evalu�tion of L;i:senko'.s 

position were first, a lack of knowledge of the expenmental basis of his 
views; secondly, a lack of any detailed information on the attitude of 
the Michurinists to the data assembled by the Mendelian school; and 
thirdly, perhaps less important, the intrusion of Lysenko's views on 
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1 Darlington, C. D., The Literary Guide, March, 1952, p. 51. 
2 Cf. Lysenko, The Situation in Biological Science, 1948, p. 610. 
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