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The Study of Western Humanities in the Soviet ‘60s


In 1964, a future professor of philosophy at Ohio Sate University had the rare opportunity to spend the academic year studying and researching philosophy at Moscow State University. Although hundreds of American scholars of history, linguistics, literature, and political science had, by 1964, already taken advantage of the cultural exchange agreement signed by the United States and the USSR in 1958—which allowed up to forty scholars from each country to study in the opposite country—James P. Scanlan was the first non-Marxist Philosopher that the Soviet Union accepted into the exchange program. From his acceptance into the program to his departure from Moscow in 1965, Scanlan’s visit provided him with many interesting and even surprising insights into the nature of philosophical education in Russia—especially with regard to the place of non-Marxist and even Western theories of philosophy in Soviet Academia.
 
While in Moscow, Scanlan found, as expected, that in theory the model scholar in the Soviet Union was to hold Marxist-Leninist philosophy as the ideal frameworks with which to understand humanity. In practice, however, many scholars were able to walk a tightrope that allowed them stray from that ideal and to study alternative theories of philosophy—including Western philosophies—as long as they appeared to be loyal to Marxist-Leninist ideals.
 
In a cynical calculation, that would predict academic trends he would encounter for the duration of his visit, Scanlan figured that the exchange program would accept him—despite his being an American non-Marxist philosopher—if he proposed a topic of study that would be agreeable to Marxist-Leninist auothorites.
 Cleverly, Scanlan intended to actually research pre-Marxist Russian philosophers in order to study the exchange of British ethics and social philosophy and that exchange’s impact on later philosophers such as Chernyshevskii. When Scanlan turned in the first draft of his project’s bibliography, he encountered opposition from the Marxist-Leninist ideal of philosophical research for the first time. His advisor criticized that his bibliography had no works by Marx, Engels, or Lenin. Scanlan responded that he was already familiar with their works and that their writings were not relevant to his topic. Nonetheless, his advisor revised the bibliography adding works by Marx, Engels, and Lenin despite Scanlan’s objections. Although forced to endorse five copies of his revised bibliography with his signature, Scanlan found that his advisor did not hold him to that document. “As I came to understand later,” Scanlan said, “he was interested not in what I would actually read, but in providing evidence of his own ideological zeal: the five copies were all filed with the proper authorities in order to show that he had acted with adequate proletarian partisanship in directing my work. In our subsequent discussions he never referred to the added titles again.”
 This anecdote from Scanlan’s visit embodies three trends that he would encounter repeatedly for the rest of his visit: 
 1) In theory, restrictions on the study of Western humanities did exist; 2) In practice, the study of Western humanities did occur; and finally 3), studiers of Western Humanities followed certain trends that kept them—sometimes sincerely and sometimes not—within the bounds of those restrictions. It is these three experiences of Scanlan during his visit that form the basis of my discussion which demonstrates that serious, genuinely unbiased, and even passionate scholarship of the Western Humanities in the Soviet Union could and did occur.
The Superiority of Marxism-Leninism Doctrines and of Russian Contributions to the Humanities

In order to understand the significance of the fact that Western scholarship did exist in the Soviet Union, it is first necessary to understand the extent of restrictions on scholarship that was seen as outside of the ideals of Marxism-Leninism and indeed scholarship that Soviet contemporaries could perceive as pro-Western. And accordingly, in order to understand the context for theses restrictions, one must first grasp the extent to which the Soviet Union upheld Marxism and Leninism as the ideal doctrines in the humanities. 

In attending guest lecture series at Moscow State University Scanlan repeatedly heard the sentiment that “Karl Marx was the greatest philosopher who ever lived, the second and third greatest were both Russians—Lenin and Chernyshevskii.”
 What Scanlan observed about the model Soviet Scholar being an upholder of Marxist-Leninist ideals as the best in philosophy, history, literature, and the arts was true. In their Education of Teachers in Russia, Delbert and Roberta Long draw conclusions nearly identical to Scanlan’s. They assert that in the schools and learning institutions of Soviet Russia, the following trends about teachers existed in education from the Lenin to Gorbachev eras: 1) The needs of the state, as defined by the political leaders, determined educational policy. 2) Teachers at every level were above all expected to train students to be good citizens of the state. Thus, the most important function of education was not intellectual but, rather, moral.
 3) Hence, because the structure of the Soviet Union rested on the moral philosophy of Marx and Lenin, the study of various disciplines—especially history, philosophy, and the other humanities was saturated with Marxist Leninist doctrine.
 And 4) though there was debate about putting a greater emphasis on multiculturalism in the study of the humanities, educational institutions remained dominated by Russian history, language, and literature.
 The Longs’ conclusions reveal trends that pervaded Soviet educational institutions throughout most of the Soviet Union’s history. For my purposes in discussing such themes in the 1960’s, these trends’ relationship to the regimes of Khrushchev and Brezhnev are worthy of noting. 
Generally, after the death of Stalin, Khrushchev tended to not emphasize the Marxism-Leninism ideal in the humanities as much as his predecessor or his successor. As part of his many radical reforms in education, Khrushchev took the first steps toward differentiation of educational process by creating some elective courses in all levels of education that introduced more flexible treatment of multiculturalism in the humanities.
 Though this cultural differentiation generally continued to expand until the fall of the Soviet Union, it slowed when Brezhnev assumed power in 1964. The Longs reveal Brezhnev made the assertion of Marxism-Leninism as the supreme doctrine in the humanities more coordinated and comprehensive by emphasizing the following principles: 1) the educational institutions are important weapons for promoting the policies and morals of the Communist party, and 2) moral education in Lenin’s communist ethical system is the chief concern of educational institutions in order to develop the “new Soviet man and woman.”
 It is, therefore, easy to see why scholarship that fell outside of Marxist-Leninist subject matter—especially subject matter concerning Western or “bourgeois” culture—occupied a stigmatized and, thus, delicate place in Soviet society.
This delicate place becomes even clearer when one considers the explicit restrictions concerning scholarship that Soviet contemporaries could perceive as disloyal to the ideals of Marxism-Leninism. One of the most respected scholars of Russian and avant-garde art, Dimitri Sarab’yanov recalled his experiences as a scholar of avant-garde or “the new art”—a largely “Western and bourgeois” phenomenon—in an interview with his former American graduate student, John E. Bowlt. In the interview, Sarab’yanov recollected for Bowlt his most unhappy moment with regard to the oppression of his scholarship. After an exhibition at the Moscow Union of Artists in 1962, which featured avant-garde art and artistic criticism of Sarab’yanov’s that deviated from the Socialist-Realism ideals of Marxism-Leninism, Khrushchev protested the subject matter of the exhibition:
Immediately thereafter, Khrushchev’s toadies in the Central Committee and Academy of Arts initiated a vicious campaign against artistic deviation. So they organized Party meetings in which they criticized my ambivalent attitude towards Socialist Realism and my interest in Fal’k and the new art. They demanded that I and my colleagues… recant, and they stripped us of our mandate to the second session of the Union of Artists.

This experience of Sarab’yanov’s which shows contempt for Western and bourgeois influences in the humanities in the Soviet Union is not at all isolated. An article that the journal Soviet Education translated and published in 1963 instructs teachers of modern history to condemn literature and art that does not operate within the realm of Marxism-Leninism:
Consistently and firmly following a Leninist line, our party is intolerant toward any manifestation of bourgeois ideology. In the Soviet culture, socialist realism—our main line in the development of literature and art—cannot exist alongside formalistic or abstract trends which are isolated from the life of the people, from the policy of the communist party. The history of literature and painting has proved convincingly that abstractionism and formalism constitute but one form of decaying bourgeois ideology.
 
The author of this article was the head of the History Laboratory of the Leningrad State Teacher Training Institute. Though the institute was primarily for grades K-12, what he makes clear is that the State educational institutions expected their faculty members to in no way promote the ideals of bourgeois ideology over Leninist-Marxist ideology in the teaching of Western history, literature, or art.
 Indeed, the article goes on to instruct its readers in the education community to belittle and even condemn in the classroom and in their research Western historical achievements in science, chemistry, and ideology; proletarian literature; and Western art and culture.

At an even higher level than the Leningrad State Teacher Institute, the Communist Party Central Committee met in 1962 to discuss the status of literature and the arts in the Soviet Union. In the Party’s discussion on the study and imitation of literature and arts of the West, the Party stressed “the necessity for unrelenting struggle against any penetration of bourgeois ideology into our midst. There has never been and there cannot be any kind of peaceful coexistence between socialist and bourgeois ideology; not only can there not be no peace between them, there cannot even be a truce.”
 Furthermore, in a an article that criticizes the study of Western and bourgeois history by scholars in China, the Soviet authors who wrote the article provide a useful looking glass that confirms the sentiment of the Soviet Union’s own contempt for this type of scholarship: 
Of late we have become more and more alarmed about the situation on the front of historical science in the Chinese Peoples Republic. The objective of this article is to draw the attention of the scholarly community to the many harmful and erroneous tendencies of Bourgeois interpretation that have been observed in the C.P.R. in recent years. At the same time, the authors do not wish in any way to belittle the importance of the work of Chinese-Marxist scholars…

This particular article is one that criticizes the elevation of bourgeois values in the study of Chinese national history more than in the study of Western history, but the quote is still useful in that it confirms Soviet contempt for any scholarship that operates outside the circle of elevating bourgeois ideals over Leninist-Marxist ideals. Essentially, what each of these quotes and excerpts from Sarab’yanov, Soviet Education, and the Soviet press reveal is that a valued or even sanctioned place for sympathetic scholarship concerning the study of Western Art, philosophy, literature, and history appears to have not existed in the Soviet Union.
The Existence of Western Scholarship in the Humanities

Further examination of Scanlan’s and Sarab’yanov’s experiences, of various journal publications from the Soviet sixties, and of the Soviet press reveal that a place for the Western Humanities was present in Soviet Academia. In his memoir, Scanlan says that the vast majority of the students he encountered were anything but anti-American or anti-Western despite the barrage of anti-Western propaganda that he encountered in the academic community every day. The following passage from Scanlan’s account of his visit is particularly enlightening when considering the perception of the Western humanities in the Moscow academic community:
…they were eager for information both about life in the United States and about Western philosophy. The questions relating to philosophy were varied and endless: What kind of a person was Rudolph Carnap (one of my professors at the University of Chicago)? Was it true that Bertrand Russell had become a convert to the Baptist faith? (!) What are the important philosophical movements in the West today? What philosophy course did I teach, and who selected the textbooks used in those courses? (When I told them that I selected the textbooks myself, they could not believe that such “subjective arbitrariness” was permitted.) Some of the students asked me to give a talk… on “Philosophy in America”; but just before the event was scheduled to begin, they sheepishly told me that it had been cancelled by some timorous official.

This excerpt reveals a number of noteworthy things. First, the students’ surprise at Scanlan’s freedom to choose his own textbooks as a scholar of philosophy and the cancellation of Scanlan’s talk on philosophy in America merely confirms that the freedom of scholarship in academia—especially with regard to Western and American scholarship—was restricted. Second, it reveals that despite the outward appearance of a negative attitude towards Western scholarship proliferating in Soviet Academia, many individuals—in this case students—remained interested in subject matter pertaining to Western humanities. Thirdly, and perhaps most significant, despite restriction to access of Western scholarship, the students still knew enough to be able to ask Scanlan specific questions about Western philosophers such as Rudolph Carnap and Bertrand Russel. This suggests that the students approaching Scanlan had received some amount of exposure to important ideas and individuals in Western philosophical thought prior to their encounters with Scanlan. Thus, however minimal it may have been, interest in and familiarity with Western philosophy was already present in the Soviet Union when Scanlan arrived there in 1964.

Similarly, the renowned art historian Dimitri Sarab’yanov recollected in Bowlt’s interview that since the 1950’s, access to Western art, art trends, and art scholarship had steadily increased despite Soviet authorities’ contempt for the avant-garde and modern art of bourgeois culture. According to Sarab’yanov who was also at Moscow State University, the university introduced a course on late-nineteenth and early twentieth-century Western painting, including Impressionism, Post-Impressionism, and Henri Matisse, and in the 1960’s, the university even offered a seminar on Pablo Picasso and Henri Matisse. While Sarab’yanov admits that the course material did not deal with the artists’ most abstract art—a type of art which Soviet authorities condemned—he holds that in the 50’s and 60’s academics and students at Moscow State University had some access to modern Western art. Sarab’yanov recalls that the university even held an “Exhibition of American Art” in 1959, where he saw paintings by Mark Rothko and Jackson Pollock.
 Sarab’yanov does not mention whether or not authorities or colleagues criticized this art as inferior to Socialist-Realism or if authorities convoluted the exhibition in any way, but regardless of whether or not the art courses or exhibitions happened in a contentious or stigmatized manner, the important thing to note is that they did happen and that they happened in Moscow State University—one of the premier universities in the Soviet Union. Sarab’yanov’s account thus reveals that although Western themes in art were subject to scrutiny and posits of inferiority with regard to Socialist-Realism and doctrines of Marxism-Leninism, scholars at one of the Soviet Union’s most significant universities still had a desire and opportunities to deal with Western art and art trends. 

A useful course of action is to turn from these individual accounts which establish that interest and study of Western themes in philosophy and art were present in at least a minimal way and move to the journals and scholarly publications of the 1960’s in order to see if Western themes in humanities appeared in those vehicles of thought that were mainstream in the scholarly community. In a 1964 article published in the scholarly journal Voprosy filosofii—or Problems of Philosophy, philosophy scholars M. B. Mitin and M. E. Omel’ianovskii describe their trip to a symposium in Washington D.C. which American philosophers hosted in December, 1963.  The American Society for the Philosophical Study of Dialectical Materialism sponsored the disussion as a way to bring together various ideologies about philosophical materialism, and the society invited Mitin and Omel’ianovskii as experts on Soviet philosophy. Much of the article is devoted to describing a debate between what the two Soviet philosophers call bourgeois materialism and the superior theory of materialism in Marxist philosophy. The article also discusses American bias against Soviet philosophy
. The debate of American bias aside, the most interesting piece of information for the purposes of this examination is the scholars’ evidence that they employ to defend against an American claim of Soviet bias in philosophy—a claim which says that the Soviet Union restricts access to Western Philosophy. Conveniently for this discussion, Mitin and Omel’ianovskii flatly refute this accusation. “In our country,” they say, “not a few works of contemporary Western philosophers are published, including some who are very far from, and opposed to, Marxism.” The two Soviet philosophers go on to say that in recent years surrounding the publication of their article in 1964, scholars have translated and made available writings of several Western philosophers such as Bertrand Russell’s History of Western Philosophy and Human Knowledge, Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, A. Tarski’s Introduction to the Logic and Methodology of the Deductive Sciences, R. Carnap’s Meaning and Necessity, P. Frank’s Philosophy of Science, W. Heisenberg’s Physics and Philosophy, and H. Reichenbach’s Direction of Time, as well as “the works of many other authors,” say Mitin and Omel’ianovskii. “Thus,” the Soviet scholars say against the assertion that the Soviet Union restricts access to Western philosophy, “the clearly biased charges, referred to above, do not accord with the facts.”
 By attempting to refute the accusations of American scholars that Soviet scholarship is biased against Western philosophy, Mitin and Omel’ianovskii establish at the very least that scholars had access to Western trends in philosophical thought. The two also demonstrate that they took genuine advantage of that access in that they would have had to be familiar with these philosophies in order to engage in debate about them confidently at a symposium of world-renowned philosophy scholars. Undoubtedly, more scholars than just Mitin and Omel’ianovskii existed that could boast the same amount of familiarity and access to Western philosophy.

On a broader scale, merely glancing through the indexes of other Journal compilations from the 1960’s shows that Scholarly work in the Western humanities was present. An article on the history of the relationship between literature and philosophy of the West entitled “Shakespeare and Bacon” is in a 1964 publication of the Journal Problems of Philosophy.
 Regardless of whether or not the assertions in the article are accurate or not, the article shows a genuine and non-contempt effort to investigate trends in the development of Western philosophy in Western literature and is informative. Similarly, there are articles in a compilation of scholarly Literary journals from 1964-1968 that each deal with the contributions of Western authors such as Thomas Mann, Washington Irving, Dante Alighieri, and Walt Whitman. The article on Thomas Mann discusses his contribution to Western prose and recent ten-volume translation into Russian.
 The Article on Washington Irving draws parallels between Irving and Russian author Lermontov, and claims that Lermontov drew heavily from the writings of Irving in developing his own genius.
 Also, in the article on Dante, the author discusses the Italian poet’s influence on Western and Soviet culture and even cites a book entitled History of West European Literature by a Soviet author named A. V. Lunacharskii as part of his argument.
 And in the article on Walt Whitman, the Soviet author quotes the Russian poet Turgenev as writing the following to a friend: “I am sending… a few translations of lyrical poems by a marvelous American poet, Walt Whitman (have you heard of him?), with a brief preface. You cannot imagine anything more astonishing.”
 All of these articles result in three major conclusions: 1) in the ‘60’s, scholars had access to writings by Western authors including Americans. 2) Scholars were translating Western works and making them available to other Soviet citizens. 3) A genuine interest exists in these articles to study Western subjects in their own right—not in light of Marxism-Leninism or of any claims of inferiority with regard to Russian literature. It is also important to notice that these published articles are not in underground pamphlets, secret newsletters, or circulations of dissenters. People published them in respected, mainstream journals that Soviet scholars and Soviet authorities would have had frequent access to. And the forward to any volume of Soviet Studies in Literature asserts that Soviet academics would have viewed these articles as among the best in literary criticism available in the Soviet Union. Thus, these articles praising Western literary influences would not have been stigmatized or scorned in any significant way.

Similarly to Soviet Studies in Literature, in the publication Soviet Studies in History, which compiles articles from historical journals, articles exist that devote the same attention and effort to examine themes in the West—and especially in America. Among these articles are titles such as The American War for Independence, Russian Diplomacy and the Anglo-American War of 1812-1814,
 The Role of the “Frontier” in the History of the USA,
 The Decembrist Nikolai Turgenev and the Struggle Against Slavery in the USA, Russian Diplomacy and the U.S. War for Independence of 1775-1783,
 and, a very helpful article for this investigation, A Survey of General Works by Soviet Authors on U.S. History (Published in 1960-1964).
 This article’s title alone suggests that Soviet historians had amassed a significant body of work pertaining to the United States between the years 1960 and 1964. Clearly then, these historical articles, along with the previously mentioned literary articles, the accounts of the Soviet philosophers who visited Washington D.C., and the recollections of Sarab’yanov and Scanlan all prove that there was an interest in the study of Western humanities in the Soviet Union and that Soviet scholarship pertaining to the history, literature, philosophy, and art of the West existed on widespread scale—despite the elevation of Marxism-Leninism as the superior doctrine in the humanities and the sense that Russian’s had made the superior contributions in literature, art, and philosophy.
The Tightrope: How Western Scholars in the Soviet Union Operated

An issue in the previous section, in which I meant to merely establish that scholarship of the West did indeed propagate in the Soviet Union during the ‘60’s, was raised when I speculated on whether or not the modern art exhibitions in Sarab’yanov’s recollection were met with a critical or biased reception. At that point in my discussion, I said that this did not matter because my goal was to simply point out that the exhibitions happend, but now I wish to address the issue of whether or not scholarship of the West was biased with an anti-Westernism. Because if that indeed was the case, the fact that scholarship of the West and of America did exist is not all that significant if Soviet scholars used it to merely stomp on ideals of the capitalist West and to elevate ideals of Marxism-Leninism in the humanities. In order to show that serious and genuine scholarship of the West did indeed occur, it will be useful to address the appearances of anti-Westernism in Soviet scholarship of the Western humanities, discuss alternate ways to nuance thinking when considering these supposed anti-Western appearances, and finally, to examine Soviet interest in the West that was outwardly not anti-Western.

A closer look at the article A Survey of General Works by Soviet Authors on U.S. History (Published in 1960-1964) is a good place to begin. The works that the author surveys appear anti-Western and make what he calls, “a significant contribution to the Marxist treatment of American history.” But simple anti-Western sentiment may be an overgeneralization. An excerpt from the article best demonstrates this: 
In 1960, the USSR published a two-volume collection, Essays on the Modern and Contemporary History of the USA, the second volume of which deals with the history of the United States during the period of the general crisis of capitalism. The year 1961 saw the publication of a book… Contemporary History of the United States… on the history of the USA during the first stage of the general crisis of capitalism. Finally, in 1964 there were… The United States During the War and Postwar Years and a major study… Dollars and Washington’s Policy, dealing with the basic problems of U.S. history in the past decade.

As the passage implies, the article is not so much anti-American as American-critical—a distinct difference. Though the article is clearly presents historical criticism in terms of a Marxist-Leninist analysis that ultimately elevate Marxist Leninist doctrines, the author treats problems of American class stratification, labor, and economy seriously and with what appears to be a genuine desire to analyze the historical problems of the United States in order to distinguish them from and shed light upon problems of economic development in the Soviet Union.
 What is present in this article, then, is a serious study of American history that is used to critique American society in order to shed insight on historical development in the Soviet Union. 

Other journal articles take this same approach of studying American and Western themes in the humanities by not only critiquing them but using Marxist-Leninist doctrines to critique them. For example an article studying the historical validity of the psychological philosophies of Freudianism in bourgeois pedagogy concludes: 
The pedagogical conception of Freudianism displays, on the whole, its scientific and practical bankruptcy; the attempts to overcome the crisis of bourgeois pedagogical thought with its help are unwittingly doomed to failure. At the same time, some presuppositions of psychoanalytic theory are, in our view, of undoubted interest for educators and should not be rejected at the outset. Analysis of the pedagogical views of Freud and his followers remains an urgent task of Marxist criticism.
 

Though this article is concerned with the instruction of grades K-12 and not explicitly with Soviet academia it demonstrates three useful things: 1) The author concludes that the bourgeois use of Freudian philosophies in child education is wrong-headed. 2) On the other hand, the author suggests that educators should not reject all the tenants of Freudianism. 3) And most notably, the author is able to justify a closer look at Freudianism by suggesting that a Marxist critique of it would be useful to Soviet educators. The motives of the author are impossible to determine, but the fact is that the author got to write an article that delves deeply into Freudianism and suggests that it has some uses in Soviet pedagogy.

In a 1960 article in the Journal of Higher Educational Institutions, a faculty member from the University of Kiev asserts confirms precisely this approach of studying the humanities of the West in order to elevate the ideals of Marxism Leninism: 
A serious and over-all criticism of the various trends in bourgeois philosophy is a necessity which stems not only from the requirements of scientific pursuits but also from the practical methods of teaching dialectical and historical materialism in institutions of higher learning. In fact, in every topic of his course the teacher contrasts the Marxist world outlook with bourgeois views, and this means that the method employed in criticizing bourgeois philosophic concepts is a very important element. Special emphasis should be placed on the fact that what we want is not criticism for criticism’s sake, but a type of criticism which makes Marxism triumph and leads to further progress, at the same time refuting the bourgeois world outlook and helping to combat its influence. The purpose of this article is to show how Lenin dealt with this problem.

The author goes on to show how even Lenin studied the West and its bourgeois philosophy, literature, and art in order to criticize it in light of Marxism and thus elevate Soviet ideologies.
 This article, therefore, uses the ultimate goal of bettering Soviet society and promoting Marxism-Leninism as a justification for studying the Western humanities. Thus, scholarship in the Western humanities was not restricted but promoted because it was thought that upon investigation of the West, a Soviet citizen would only conclude that his culture was superior.

Russian scholar Tatiana Vendiktova not only confirms this sentiment in her 2003 article but adds that such Soviet scholars of the West even occupied a valued postion. In speaking historically about Russian scholars of America, she says that as “experts on America-as-other they were both state and public servants and enjoyed considerable prestige.” She goes on to say that scholars of America operating in the frameworks of history, literature, and philosophy had privileged access to information related to their fields and that some were even allowed to travel to the United States. But she notes that these scholars enjoyed this prestige on the condition that they would provide “empirical facts with predictable interpretation—politically correct and ideologically safe.” Criticism of the various aspects of American life, she says, was a required condition of publishable writing.
 So if scholars could make it appear that their research not only criticized American humanities but also use the criticism to elevate Marxist-Leninist ideals and even give insight in their work that would help bring society closer to those ideals, Soviet scholars of the West could even enjoy prestige.

But Venediktova ends her comments on Western scholars in the Soviet with an interesting speculation that this the scholars who operated within this expectation to be critical of the West did so naively or cynically.
 A return to Scanlan’s article reveals that some Soviet researchers of the West did indeed follow the anti-western requirement in as cynical a manner as had Scanlan when he insincerely submitted a pro-Marxist proposal in order to be accepted into the exchange program. During his stay in Moscow, Scanlan became particularly close with the university’s graduate students. After the students approached him with interest in Western philosophy and Scanlan gladly answered their questions, the graduate students began to speak to him more candidly about their frustration with access to Western ideas in philosophy. They also revealed to Scanlan that they were capable of pursuing their interests in Western philosophy if they pretended to criticize it:
They appreciated those professors who… were able to push somewhat the limits of the permissible and make it possible for them to study material of real interest, even if they had to do it in the context of criticizing that material. One of my young friends, having written a senior thesis on a Western philosopher, whom he treated sympathetically, was told by his advisor that the thesis could not be accepted until he included a chapter criticizing that philosopher from a Marxist-Leninist point of view; he did so, not believing a word of what he was writing.

This excerpt not only shows that students and professors at Moscow state university were genuinely interested in studying Western philosophy but that they were able to do so by faking criticism of it. By using the enforce requirement of criticizing the Western humanities in light of Marxism-Leninism doctrines, it was possible for scholars to disguise their sympathetic works as works that promoted doctrines of Communism. 
Conclusions
It is impossible to conclude whether or not the articles that demonstrate criticism of the Western humanities from the point of view of Marxism-Leninism are doing so with a naive motivation from bias or a cynical motivation from a desire to study the Western humanities in any way possible. It is interesting, however, to recall the content and structure of the journal articles that I have cited and realize that the majority of them fit this exact pattern: Western subject matter, criticism, elevation of Marxist-Leninist ideals, and an assertion of the criticism’s usefulness for Soviet society. The articles from Soviet Studies in Literature, for example, look at works by Western authors and examine their positive influence on Soviet literature. Furthermore, In considering the article on Freudianism, it is, of course, impossible to know for certain what the author is really intending, but it is clear what some of Scanlan’s acquaintances at Moscow State Univeristy were really intending, and it is doubtful that Scanlan’s experience of insincere criticism of Western doctrines in the humanities by Moscow students was an isolated one. So the possibility of this article, or any other article of the same structure that I have cited, being insincere in criticizing the Western humanities in order to sincerely study them is a definite possibility. And regardless of whether or not any of these articles are genuinely intentioned in their criticism of the West or not, the fact is that the authors of these scholarly publications dealt seriously with subject matter regarding the Western humanities whether for the purposes of elevating and even helping society to meet the ideals of Marixism-Leninism or for the purposes of simply studying the Western humanities in their own right. 
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