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Preface


This book consists of essays on a number of related subjects. The first part deals with the history of communism and communist parties, mainly in the period of the Communist International. The second part deals with anarchism, a movement in which interest has revived of late, the third part with various aspects of the international debate on Marx and marxism, which has been lively since the middle 1950s. It contains some footnotes to Marx and Lenin, but consists chiefly of comments on some rediscovered old and some new marxist writers, and on the debates to which they have given rise. Finally a number of topics are considered which can be loosely grouped under the heading of ‘violent politics’ – revolution, insurrection, guerrillas, coups d’état and such like.


Writers choose some subjects and have others chosen for them. The great majority of those in this volume have been chosen for me, partly by those who invited me to give various lectures but mainly by editors who commissioned them in the form of book-review essays. No doubt they thought that a marxist of the ‘old Left’ ought to know something about the subject-matter of the books they sent me and might be interested in expressing his views about them. The second assumption is evidently correct, but the first cannot be made without substantial qualifications. Over the years I have acquired some knowledge both of marxist ideas and of the history of recent revolutions and revolutionary movements but, speaking as a historian, these are not fields in which I would claim professional expertise. Much of what I know comes from the authors reviewed here. Little is based on first-hand research. The most I can claim is to have kept my eyes open during the past decades as a modest participant, or what the anthropologists call a ‘participant observer’, to have listened to friends in numerous countries who know a great deal more than I, and to have had at least a tourist’s view of some of the activities with which these essays deal.


Still, first-hand observation ought to count for something. If the results of reflection upon it can be communicated, it may perhaps help those who have not lived through the era which formed my generation – the period during which the hopes and fears of revolutionaries were inseparable from the fortunes of the Russian revolution – to understand an important part of twentieth-century history. That is why I have tried to be as lucid as possible about the movements of that era. As for the more recent episodes discussed here, I have done my best to write about them realistically though not dispassionately. It is improbable that the lessons which may be drawn from such an analysis will be learned, but the least a historian can do is to provide material for education.


The object of these essays is not to add to an already vast literature of polemic and counter-polemic, accusation and justification. It is not even certain whether the questions which haunt middle-aged and elderly men and women who gave themselves – and others – to their cause, will strike their less committed contemporaries or their younger successors as equally important. Their object is to assist clarification and understanding. What the author’s views are on the polemical issues discussed, should be clear. However, it would be a pity if interest in these papers were confined only to those who agree with them.


The dates of writing of the essays have been indicated. A small part of chapter 5 first appeared as a review in the Times Literary Supplement, while chapters 11, 20 and 27 were given as lectures respectively at the University of Lausanne, in Montreal and in London. The rest of the chapters first appeared in English in the Times Literary Supplement, the New York Review of Books, the New York Nation, New Statesman, New Left Review, Marxism Today, The Spokesman, Monthly Review, History and Theory and Architectural Design. Chapter 8 appeared in Anarchici e Anarchia nel Mondo Contemporaneo (Fondazione Luigi Einaudi, Turin, 1971). Minor changes have been made in almost all, but some have been more or less extensively rewritten. My thanks are due to the publishers for permission to reprint.


E.J. HOBSBAWM





I



COMMUNISTS





CHAPTER 1



Problems of Communist History


We are today at the end of that historical epoch in the development of socialism which began with the collapse of the Second International in 1914 and the victory of the bolsheviks in October 1917. This is therefore a suitable time to survey the history of the communist parties which were the characteristic and dominant forms of the revolutionary movement in this era. The task is difficult because communist party historiography has special complications, but also for wider reasons.


Each communist party was the child of the marriage of two ill-assorted partners, a national left and the October revolution. That marriage was based both on love and convenience. For anyone whose political memories go back no farther than Khruschev’s denunciation of Stalin, or the Sino-Soviet split, it is almost impossible to conceive what the October revolution meant to those who are now middle-aged and old. It was the first proletarian revolution, the first regime in history to set about the construction of the socialist order, the proof both of the profundity of the contradictions of capitalism, which produced wars and slumps, and of the possibility – the certainty – that socialist revolution would succeed. It was the beginning of world revolution. It was the beginning of the new world. Only the naïve believed that Russia was the workers’ paradise, but even among the sophisticated it enjoyed the general indulgence which the left of the 1960s now gives only to revolutionary regimes in some small countries, such as Cuba and Vietnam. At the same time the decision of revolutionaries in other countries to adopt the bolshevik model of organization, to subordinate themselves to a bolshevik international (i.e. eventually to the CPSU and Stalin), was due not only to natural enthusiasm, but also to the evident failure of all alternative forms of organization, strategy and tactics. Social democracy and anarcho-syndicalism had failed, while Lenin had succeeded. It seemed sensible to follow the recipe of success.


The element of rational calculation increasingly prevailed, after the ebbing of what had, in the years after 1917, looked like the tide of global revolution. It is, of course, almost impossible to separate it in practice from the passionate and total loyalty which individual communists felt to their cause, which was equated with their party, which in turn meant loyalty to the Communist International and the USSR (i.e. Stalin). Still, whatever their private feelings, it soon became clear that separation from the communist party, whether by expulsion or secession, meant an end to effective revolutionary activity. Bolshevism in the Comintern period did not produce schisms and heresies of practical importance, except in a few remote countries of small global significance, such as Ceylon. Those who left the party were forgotten or ineffective, unless they rejoined the ‘reformists’ or went into some overtly ‘bourgeois’ group, in which case they were no longer of interest to revolutionaries, or unless they wrote books which might or might not become influential on the left some thirty years later. The real history of Trotskyism as a political trend in the international communist movement is posthumous. The strongest among such exiled marxists worked quietly in isolation until times changed, the weakest broke under the strain and turned passionately anti-communist, to supply the CIA culture of the 1950s with several militants, the average retreated into the hard shell of sectarianism. The communist movement was not effectively split. Still, it paid a price for its cohesion: a substantial, sometimes an enormous, turnover of members. The joke about the largest party being that of the ex-communists has a basis in fact.


The discovery that communists had little choice about their loyalty to Stalin and the USSR was first made – though perhaps only at the highest levels of the parties – in the middle 1920s. Clear-sighted and unusually strong-minded communist leaders like Palmiro Togliatti soon realized that they could not, in the interest of their national movement, afford to oppose whoever came out on top in the CPSU, and tried to explain this to those less in touch with the Moscow scene, such as Gramsci. (Of course even a total willingness to go along with Stalin was no guarantee of political, or for residents of the USSR physical, survival in the 1930s.) Under the circumstances loyalty to Moscow ceased to depend on approval of the Moscow line, but became an operational necessity. That most communists also tried to rationalize this by proving to themselves that Moscow was right at all times is another matter, though it is relevant to the argument, because it confirmed the clear-headed minority in the belief that they would never be able to take their parties with them against Moscow. A British communist who attended the meeting of the leadership in September 1939 which was told that the war was not, after all, supposed to be a people’s anti-fascist war but just an imperialist one, recalls saying to himself: ‘That’s it. There’s nothing to be done. An imperialist war it is.’ He was right at the time. Nobody bucked Moscow successfully until Tito carried his party against Stalin in 1948 – to Stalin’s and a lot of other party leaders’ surprise. Still, he was by then not only a leader of a party but also of a nation and a state.


There was, of course, another factor involved: internationalism. Today, when the international communist movement has largely ceased to exist as such, it is hard to recapture the immense strength which its members drew from the consciousness of being soldiers in a single international army, operating, with whatever tactical multiformity and flexibility, a single grand strategy of world revolution. Hence the impossibility of any fundamental or long-term conflict between the interest of a national movement and the International, which was the real party, of which the national units were no more than disciplined sections. That strength was based both on realistic argument and moral conviction. What convinced in Lenin was not so much his socio-economic analysis – after all, at a pinch something like his theory of imperialism can be derived from earlier marxist writings – but his palpable genius for organizing a revolutionary party and mastering the tactics and strategy of making revolution. At the same time the Comintern was intended to, and very largely did, give the movement immunity against the terrible collapse of its ideals.


Communists, it was agreed, would never behave like international social democracy in 1914, abandoning its flag to follow the banners of nationalism, into mutual massacre. And, it must be said, they did not. There is something heroic about the British and French CPS in September 1939. Nationalism, political calculation, even common sense, pulled one way, yet they unhesitatingly chose to put the interests of the international movement first. As it happens, they were tragically and absurdly wrong. But their error, or rather that of the Soviet line of the moment, and the politically absurd assumption in Moscow that a given international situation implied the same reactions by very differently situated parties, should not lead us to ridicule the spirit of their action. This is how the socialists of Europe should have acted in 1914 and did not carrying out the decisions of their International. This is how the communists did act when another world war broke out. It was not their fault that the International should have told them to do something else.


The problem of those who write the history of communist parties is therefore unusually difficult. They must recapture the unique and, among secular movements, unprecedented temper of bolshevism, equally remote from the liberalism of most historians and the permissive and self-indulgent activism of most contemporary ultras. There is no understanding it without a grasp of that sense of total devotion which made the party in Auschwitz make its members pay their dues in cigarettes (inconceivably precious and almost impossible to obtain in an extermination camp), which made the cadres accept the order not merely to kill Germans in occupied Paris, but first to acquire, individually, the arms to do so, and which made it virtually unthinkable for them to refuse to return to Moscow even to certain imprisonment or death. There is no understanding either the achievements or the perversions of bolshevism without this, and both have been monumental; and certainly no understanding of the extraordinary success of communism as a system of education for political work.


But the historians must also separate the national elements within communist parties from the international, including those currents within national movements which carried out the international line not because they had to, but because they were in genuine agreement with it. They must separate the genuinely international elements in Comintern policy from those which reflected only the state interests of the USSR or the tactical or other preoccupations of Soviet internal politics. In both national and international policies they must distinguish between those based on knowledge, ignorance or hunch, on marxist analysis (good or bad), on local tradition, the imitation of suitable or unsuitable foreign examples, or sheer trial and error, tactical insight or ideological formula. They must, above all, make up their minds which policies were successful and sensible and which were neither, resisting the temptation to dismiss the Comintern en bloc as a failure or a Russian puppet-show.


These problems are particularly difficult for the historian of the British CP because, except for a few brief periods, they appear to be so unimportant in this country. The party was both entirely loyal to Moscow, entirely unwilling to involve itself in Russian or international controversies, and an unquestioned chip off the native working-class block. Its path was not littered with lost or expelled leaders, heresies and deviations. Admittedly it enjoyed the advantage of smallness, which meant that the International did not expect the spectacular results which put such a strain on, say, the German party, and of operating in a country which, even on the most cursory inspection, was unlike most of Europe and the other continents. Being the child, not of a political split in social-democracy, but of the unification of the various groups of the extreme left, which had always operated to some extent outside the Labour Party, it could not be plausibly regarded as an alternative mass party to Labour, at least an immediate alternative. Hence it was left free – indeed it was generally encouraged – to pursue the tasks to which militant British left-wingers would have devoted themselves anyway, and because they were communists, to do so with unusual self-abnegation and efficiency. Indeed initially Lenin was chiefly concerned to discourage the sectarianism and hostility to Labour, to which the native ultra-left was spontaneously drawn. The periods when the international line went against the grain of the national left-wing strategy and tactics (as in 1928–34 and 1939–41) stand out as anomalies in the history of British communism, just because there was so obviously – as there was not in all other countries – such a strategy. So long as there was no realistic prospect of revolution, there was only one TUC and the Labour Party was the only – and still growing – party likely to win the support of the politically conscious workers on a national scale, in practice there was only one realistically conceivable road of socialist advance. The disarray of the left today (inside and outside the Labour Party) is due largely to the fact that these things can no longer be taken for granted and that there are no generally accepted alternative strategies.


Nevertheless, this apparent simplicity of the British communists’ situation conceals a number of questions. In the first place, what exactly did the International expect of the British, other than that they should turn themselves into a proper communist party, and – from a not entirely certain date – that they should assist the communist movements in the empire? What precisely was the role of Britain in its general strategy and how did it change? This is by no means clear from the existing historical literature, which is admittedly not of high quality, with rare exceptions.


In the second place, why was the impact of the CP in the 1920s so modest, even by unexacting standards? Its membership was tiny and fluctuating, its successes the reflection partly of the radical and militant mood of the labour movement, partly of the fact that communists still operated largely within the Labour Party or at least with its local support. Not until the 1930s did the CP become, in spite of its modest but growing membership, its electoral weakness and the systematic hostility of the Labour leadership, the effective national left.


Thirdly, what was the base of communist support? Why did it fail, again before the 1930s, to attract any significant body of support among intellectuals, and rapidly shed most of the relatively few it attracted (mostly from the ex-Fabian and guild socialist left)? What was the nature of its unusually strong influence – though not necessarily membership – in Scotland and Wales? What happened in the 1930s to turn the party into what it had not previously been, a body of factory militants?


And of course, there are all the questions which will inevitably be asked about the rightness or wrongness of the party’s changing line, and more fundamentally, of this particular type of organization in the context of interwar and post–1945 Britain.


James Klugmann1 has not seriously tackled any of them. This extremely able and lucid man is clearly capable of writing a satisfactory history of the communist party, and where he feels unconstrained, he does so. Thus he provides the best and clearest account of the formation of the party at present available. Unfortunately he is paralyzed by the impossibility of being both a good historian and a loyal functionary. The only way yet discovered to write a public ‘official’ history of any organization is to hand the material over to one or more professional historians who are sufficiently in sympathy not to do a hatchet job, sufficiently uninvolved not to mind opening cupboards for fear of possible skeletons, and who can, if the worst come to the worst, be officially disavowed. That is, essentially, what the British government did with the official history of the second world war, and the result has been that Webster and Frankland were able to produce a history of the air war which destroys many familiar myths and treads on many service and political toes, but is both scholarly and useful – not least to anyone who wishes to judge or plan strategy. The Italian CP is the only one which has so far chosen this sensible, but to most politicians almost unthinkable, course. Paolo Spriano has therefore been able to write a debatable, but serious and scholarly work.2 James Klugmann has been able to do neither. He has merely used his considerable gifts to avoid writing a disreputable one.


In doing so he has, I am afraid, wasted much of his time. What, after all, is the use of spending ten years on the sources – including those in Moscow – when the only precise references to contemporary unpublished CP sources – give or take one or two – appear to number seven and the only references even to printed Communist International sources (including Inprecorr) number less than a dozen in a volume of 370 pages. The. rest are substantially references to the published reports, pamphlets and especially periodicals of the CP in this period. In 1921–2 the Presidium of the Comintern discussed Britain thirteen times – more often than any country other than the French, Italian, Hungarian and German parties. One would not have known it from Klugmann’s book, whose index lacks all reference to Zinoviev (except in connection with the forged letter bearing his name), Borodin, Petrovsky-Bennet, or, for that matter, so purely British a field of party activity as the Labour Research Department.


An adequate history of the CP cannot be written by systematically avoiding or fudging genuinely controversial issues and matter likely to be regarded as indiscreet or bad public relations within the organization. It cannot even be offset by describing and documenting, more fully than ever before, the activities of the militants. It is interesting to have 160 or so pages on the party’s work from 1920 to 1923, but the basic fact about this period is that recorded in Zinoviev’s report to the Fourth World Congress at the end of 1922, namely that ‘In no other country, perhaps, does the communist movement make such slow progress’, and this fact is not really faced. Even the popular contemporary explanation that this was due to mass unemployment is not seriously discussed. In brief, Klugmann has done some justice to the devoted and often forgotten militants who served the British working class as best they knew how. He has written a textbook for their successors in party schools, with all the clarity and ability which have made his high reputation as a teacher in such courses. He has provided a fair amount of new information, some of which will only be recognized by those very expert at deciphering careful formulations, and little of which – on important matters – is documented. But he has neither written a satisfactory history of the CP nor of the role of the CP in British politics.


(1969)


1 James Klugmann, History of the Communist Party of Great Britain: Formation and Early Years, London, 1966.


2 Paolo Spriano, Storia del Partito Comunista Italiano, vol. 1, Da Bordiga a Gramsci, Turin, 1967.





CHAPTER 2



Radicalism and
Revolution in Britain


The learned study of communist movements, an academic industry with a large but on the whole disappointing output, has generally been practised by members of two schools, the sectarian and the witch-hunting. They have tended to overlap, thanks to the tendency of many ex-communists to progress from disagreement to total rejection. Broadly speaking, the sectarian historians have been revolutionaries, or at least left-wingers, mostly dissident communists. (The contribution of communist parties to their own history has been muffled and until recent years negligible.) The main purpose of their enquiry has been to discover why communist parties failed to make revolutions, or produced such disconcerting results when they did. Their main occupational weakness has been an inability to stand at a sufficient distance from the polemics and schisms within the movement.


The witch-hunting scholars, whose orthodoxy was not fully formulated until the years of the cold war, saw communist parties as sinister, compulsive, potentially omnipresent bodies, half religion and half plot, which could not be rationally explained because there was no sensible reason for wishing to overthrow the pluralist-liberal society. Consequently they had to be analyzed in terms of the social psychology of deviant individuals and a conspiracy theory of history. The main occupational weakness of this school is that it has little to contribute to its subject. Its basic stereotype is rather like the Victorian one of ‘the trades union’, and it therefore illuminates those who hold it more than communism.


Mr Newton’s rather ambitiously named The Sociology of British Communism1 demonstrates, to the satisfaction of anyone ready to be convinced, that the witch-hunting school has no visible bearing on the British Communist Party. This CP does not consist, and has never consisted to any substantial extent, of deviants or alienated minorities. In so far as its social composition can be discovered – and Mr Newton has collated what information is available – it consists primarily of skilled and semi-skilled workers, largely engineers, builders and miners, and of school teachers who come largely from the same family backgrounds. As in the case of so-called ‘traditional radicalism’, it is ‘not supported by uprooted or unattached individuals, but on the contrary by individuals who are closely connected with their community and its radicalism’. It does not consist of ‘authoritarian personalities’ similar to fascists, and indeed the conventional myth that the two ‘extremes’ interchange easily has little basis in fact.


Its activities did not and do not conform to the sociologist’s pattern of ‘mass movement’ (‘direct and activistic modes of response’ in which ‘the focus of attention was remote from personal experience and everyday life’). Whatever the ultimate aims of the party, its militants, in the unions or the unemployed movements between the wars, were passionately concerned with practical matters such as improving the condition of the workers here and now. There is not even evidence that the CP is any more oligarchic than other British parties, that its members pay less attention to inner-party democracy, or have a notably different attitude to their leaders.


In brief, Mr Newton establishes at some length what everyone who has actual experience of British communists knows. They are, sociologically speaking, much what one would expect an activist working-class elite to be, sharing notably ‘the persistent attempt at self-improvement through self-education’ which is familiar to any student of the cadre of working-class leadership at all periods of British history. They are the kinds of people who have provided labour movements with leadership and a cutting edge at most times. Mr Newton implies that they are in this very like the Labour Party activists, and that the chief reason for the unusual smallness of the British CP is that (until recently) the Labour Party expressed the views of most politically conscious British workers quite satisfactorily. In this he is almost certainly right, though there has always been a working-class left which found it inadequate. This ultra-left is the subject of Mr Kendall’s book.


The real question is whether it has constituted or constitutes a ‘revolutionary’ movement. In so far as the CP is concerned, what is at issue is not its subjective commitment to a fundamental social change, but the nature of the society in which it pursued and pursues its objectives, and the political context of its activities. For the young ultras of 1969, whose idea of revolution is, if not actually to stand on a barricade, then at least to make the same sort of noise as though standing on one, it is plainly not revolutionary and has long ceased to be so. But the question is more serious than that. How far can any party be functionally revolutionary in a country in which a classical revolution is simply not on the agenda, and which lacks even a living tradition of past revolution?


Walter Kendall’s enquiry into the left of 1900–21 raises this question in an acute form.2 The author himself sometimes appears to get lost in the intricacies of sectarian history and spends too much time on the argument that the CP grew not out of the past of the British radical left but out of the international requirements of the Russian bolsheviks. This argument can be briefly dismissed. If anything is clear about the period 1917–21 it is (a) that the ultra-left passionately identified itself with the bolsheviks, (b) that it consisted of squabbling small groups, (c) that most of them wanted nothing more than to become the Communist Party, whatever the Russians wanted, and (d) that the natural and sensible course for the Russians was to see that a single unified party emerged. In fact, what happened was pretty much what might have been expected. The largest and most lasting of the independent marxist organizations of the British left, the British Socialist Party, became the main nucleus of the CP, absorbing politically important but numerically small groups of other left-wingers. The Russians used their prestige to knock some of the extreme anti-political sectarianism out of it, though the process of turning it into a ‘bolshevik’ party did not seriously begin until after Mr Kendall’s book ends.


But how far was this radical left revolutionary? How far could it be revolutionary? It is evident from Kendall’s very full and scholarly account that only a tiny fraction of the smallish pre–1914 radical left consisted of revolutionaries in the Russian or Irish sense: mostly in Scotland, the East End of London (with its Russian connections) and perhaps south Wales. These few score, or at best few hundred, militants played a disproportionately large part in the years 1911–20, when the British labour movement, probably for the first time since the Chartists, showed signs of genuinely rejecting ‘the system’, including ‘politics’, the Labour Party and the trade union leadership. To say that it was revolutionary would be misleading.


The immediate reason for failure was that the British left had neither a sense of power nor organizations capable of thinking in terms of power. The rebels merely faced the more modest choice of either capturing the traditional mass organizations of labour from the reformist leadership or refusing to have any truck with them. But the one course, though more fruitful in the long term, lowered the temperature of militancy in the immediate crisis; the other maintained it at the sacrifice of effectiveness.


The south Wales miners – their union was essentially the produce of rank-and-file rebellion – chose the first, with the result that after the great 1915 strike there was no widespread unofficial movement in the pits which could link up with that in industry. But the miners held together, were radicalized en bloc (the South Wales Federation even thought of affiliating to the Comintern at one point), elected A.J.Cook in 1924 and pushed the whole of labour into the General Strike – at a time when this had ceased to have much political significance. As Kendall notes rightly, their success ‘staved off radical action during the war only to cause it to break out once the war was over’.


The shop stewards, on the other hand, by their very grass roots syndicalism, their distrust of any politics and officialdom, wasted their efforts and produced – as Kendall also points out – a mere supplement to official trade unionism. They expressed rather than led a genuine revolt, though unable to give it effectiveness or even permanence. Hence their movement melted away, leaving behind only a few score valuable recruits to the new CP. ‘In 1918’, wrote Gallacher, ‘we had marched through Glasgow a hundred thousand strong. On 1 May 1924 I led a demonstration through the streets. A hundred was our full muster.’


The trouble about the revolutionary left in stable industrial societies is not that its opportunities never come, but that the normal conditions in which it must operate prevent it from developing the movements likely to seize the rare moments when they are called upon to behave as revolutionaries. The discouraging conclusion to be drawn from Mr Kendall’s book is that there is no simple way out of this dilemma; it is built into the situation. A self-sealing sectarianism is no solution. Nor is a reaction of simple rebellious rejection of all politics and ‘bureaucracy’. Being a revolutionary in countries such as ours just happens to be difficult. There is no reason to believe that it will be less difficult in future than it has been in the past.


(1969)


1 Kenneth Newton, The Sociology of British Communism, London, 1969.


2 Walter Kendall, The Revolutionary Movement in Britain 1900–21, London, 1969.





CHAPTER 3



French Communism


The history of communism in the developed economies of the west has been the history of revolutionary parties in countries without insurrectionary prospects. Such countries may be, and at various times in our century have been, involved in revolutionary activities arising out of the international contradictions of capitalism (e.g. Nazi occupation), or reflecting the glow of fires elsewhere (e.g. in eastern Europe), but their own political roads have not led, or ever looked like leading for more than a fleeting moment, towards the barricades. Neither the two world wars nor the intervening great slump, seriously shook the social basis of any regime between the Pyrenees, the southern border of the Alps, and the North Cape: and it is not easy to imagine more massive blows hitting such a region in the relatively short period of half a century. In eastern Europe – to take the nearest example – the situation has been very different. Here we have in the same period at least four and perhaps five cases of endogenous social revolutions (Russia, Yugoslavia, Albania, Greece,1 perhaps Bulgaria), not counting temporary but serious upheavals.


Spontaneously or deliberately, the labour movements of the west have had to adapt themselves to this situation, and in doing so they have always run the grave risk of adapting themselves to a permanent and subordinate existence within capitalism. In the period up to 1914 this predicament was to some extent obscured by the refusal of bourgeois regimes to admit them formally or completely into their system of political and economic relations, by the miserable conditions of existence in which most workers lived and the self-contained social universe of an outlaw proletariat, and by the strength of the revolutionary traditions – mainly marxist, but also anarchist – which had formed most labour movements and still powerfully imbued them. In the generation after 1917 it was also partially obscured by the collapse of capitalism into mutual massacre, slump and barbarism, and more specifically by the bolshevik revolution, which was (correctly) seen as the herald of world revolution. In our generation it has emerged with much greater clarity, because of a combination of three factors: the remarkable and unprecedented economic prosperity of the ‘west’ (including the bulk of its working classes), the disintegration of the Third International – whether in its formal or its informal versions – and the remoteness – both geographical, social and political – of the post–1945 phase of the world revolution from the problems of the developed western countries.2


The period before 1914 has passed into history. The Second International collapsed totally, and beyond any chance of revival, and so did the part-rival, part-complementary movement of anarchizing revolutionary trade unionism (‘syndicalism’). If we study that period at all for any reason other than academic curiosity, it is simply to help to explain what happened later, and perhaps to seek some clues about the operation of what was then usual, but is now rare, namely single national socialist movements organizationally united but ideologically pluralist. The period of the Third International is still with us, at least in the form of the permanent schism between communist and social-democratic parties, neither of whose patterns of behaviour or traditions can be understood without constant reference to the October revolution. Hence the importance of studies like Annie Kriegel’s massive Origins of French Communism, 1914–203.


The French Communist Party is in many respects unique. It is one of the few mass communist parties in the ‘advanced’ economies of the west, and, with the exception of the Italian CP (which operates in a country that came late and incompletely into the ‘advanced’ sector of the world economy), the only one to have become the majority party within its labour movement. At first sight this poses no great problem. France is the classical country of west European revolution, and if the traditions of 1789–94, 1830, 1848 and 1871 will not attract a nation to revolutionary parties, nothing will. Yet on second thoughts the rise of the CP is rather more puzzling. The classical traditions of French revolutionism – even that of the working class – were not marxist and even less leninist, but Jacobin, Blanquist and Proudhonist. The socialist movement of before 1914 was already a German graft on the French tree, and one which took only incompletely in politics and even less in the trade unions. Guesdism, the nearest thing to social democratic orthodoxy, though still some way from it, remained a regional or minority phenomenon. The French CP marked a much more radical ‘bolshevization’ or russification of the native movement, and one for which there was little foundation in it. Yet this time the graft took. The French Communist Party became and has remained not merely the mass party of most French workers, the main force on the French left, but also a classically ‘bolshevik’ party. This poses the major problem of its history. Mrs Kriegel does not set out to answer it directly – her two volumes end with the Congress of Tours which founded the party – but she does answer it indirectly, as it were, by a process of eliminating alternative possibilities. The history of the years she has taken as her subject did not complete this elimination. Indeed, one of the main points of her argument is, that the subsequent development of the CP was by no means readily predictable in 1920. Nevertheless, war and postwar cleared a very large area of historically accumulated, but obsolete or impracticable politics.


The impact of the war and the Russian revolution must be traced by parallel enquiries into the evolution of the working class and the loosely organized and sometimes unrepresentative minority which made up the French labour movement. The distinction is important, because the very fragility, instability or narrowness of the French movement may, as she argues, have made the appeal of revolutionary parties after the war greater than in countries in which the labour movement was more representative of the masses. Mrs Kriegel’s book tells us comparatively little about this evolution, though it clearly passed through four major phases: a solid reversion to nationalism in 1914, a rapidly growing war weariness from the end of 1916, culminating in the abortive strikes and army mutinies of the spring of 1917, a relapse into inactivity after their failure (but one combined with an increasing influx of workers into labour organizations), and after the end of the war, a rapid and cumulative radicalization, which almost certainly ran ahead of the formal labour organizations. Its chief carriers were the demobilized soldiers – the rhythm of gradual demobilization maintained the momentum of radicalization – and the industries (metals and railways) which combined a record of wartime importance with the return of ex-servicemen to their old occupations. Nevertheless, until the end of the war the deep-seated nationalism which is the oldest and strongest tradition of the French left, kept the masses remote from a revolution (including the Russian revolution) which seemed to imply a German victory. Compared with Britain, for instance, the movement of sympathy for the soviets in 1917, was strikingly weak. Only after the armistice had eliminated the choice between patriotism and revolution, could the political radicalization of the French workers proceed unhampered. And when it did, it was dissipated by the failure of their labour movement.


For the labour movement the years from 1914 to 1920 were a succession of defeats, and of historically decisive defeats. 1914 meant the total failure of all sections and all formulae of the earlier movement – both socialist and syndicalist. From early 1915 a modest pacifist-internationalist (but not revolutionary) opposition emerged, though – significantly enough – not on the foundation of the prewar radical left. It failed in 1917, and slowly a revolutionary pro-bolshevik left emerged after the armistice, though – again significantly – it was only very partly based on the pacifist-internationalist ‘Zimmerwald’ current of 1915–17, many of whose leaders refused to join it. There was at this stage no split in the French labour movement, or at any rate no more divergence than there had always been in it, since the formula of loose unity had been devised in the early 1900s; nor was there a serious prospect of a permanent split. On the contrary, in 1918–19 both the Socialist Party and the General Confederation of Labour appeared once again to have found a basis for unity in a shift to the left – but not the bolshevik left – which criticized but did not disavow the nationalist and class-collaborationist excesses of 1914. Unlike Germany, the war had not split the party. Unlike Britain, the leaders of class collaboration in 1914 (such as Arthur Henderson) did not carry a united party with them into opposition to the war and into a moderate socialism. But like Austria, the former pacifist minority became a majority, without dividing the party.


Of course in the heady atmosphere of world revolution all sections of the movement except the tiny and discredited extreme nationalist right, looked forward to ‘revolution’ and ‘socialism’, though it is a moot point whether the battles fought in 1919–20 actually had it as their object. Whatever their object, they all failed. The small ultra-left who dreamed of a western-style proletarian revolution based on ‘councils’ and equally hostile to Parliament, parties and trade unions, failed in the strikes of the spring of 1919, for it never reached the masses.4 The solution of libertarian or decentralized communism was eliminated. The political socialists had always put their money on elected socialist governments, and drafted an ambitious programme of what such a government would do. They failed in the autumn of 1919, because the political shift of the electorate to the socialists was disappointingly small; only about 14 per cent, much smaller than in other countries. But for the half-heartedness of the reformist leadership, it would, as Mrs Kriegel proves convincingly, have been considerably more, but even so, an electoral majority was never in sight and thus saved the leadership of the party the probable demonstration that they would have done nothing with it. At all events the reformist road was temporarily barred.


Last, and most seriously, the revolutionary syndicalists – perhaps the strongest purely proletarian tradition of revolution in France – tried and failed in 1920, with the collapse of the great railway strike. The traditional myth of French labour, the revolutionary general strike, was dead. So, more significantly, was revolutionary syndicalism as a serious trend in the French movement.


It was in these circumstances – and only in these circumstances – that the bulk of the French socialist party was prepared to follow Moscow, and even then it did so only with tacit qualifications – ‘unreservedly, but without inopportune clarifications’, as Mrs Kriegel puts it. It required the reflux of the majority of socialists into the old party shortly after and the elimination of the original CP leadership some years later, to lay the foundation for a real bolshevik party. This is doubtless true, but one may still doubt whether the permanent emergence of a mass CP was as ‘accidental’ as she suggests.


In the first place the bankruptcy of the earlier currents and formulae of French socialism was irreversible. What is more, the traditional pride in French as the ‘classical’ country of European revolution, and French revolutions as international style-setters, which had kept the French movement largely immune to marxism, was broken. The French had failed – lamentably, and for the first time in an era of European revolution – whereas the bolsheviks had succeeded. In any future French extreme left Lenin had to supplement the failing vigour of Robespierre, Blanqui or Proudhon. The way for a transformation of French revolutionaries was, for the first time, open. But in the epoch of the Third International such a transformation excluded any maintenance of the prewar formulae of socialist unity. A communist left would be bolshevik or it would not exist at all.


In the second place, as Mrs Kriegel rightly observes, the entire social basis of the pre–1914 French labour movement disappeared. The war brought the French economy for the first time into the twentieth century, that is to say it made impossible (or marginal) not only the unstable minority trade unionism of pre-industrial craftsmen, which had been the foundation of revolutionary syndicalism, but also the illusion of an outlaw working class, linked to the capitalist system by nothing except hatred and the hope of its total overthrow. One way or another both the reformism and the revolutionism of before 1914 had to change, to be re-defined or more precisely defined. In this sense also, the road back to 1914 was barred.


But this very change in the French economy and the relationship between employers, workers and the state, raised problems which neither the socialists nor the communists faced, or even fully recognized, and in this failure lies much of the tragedy of western socialism. Léon Blum’s Socialist Party became neither the ideal Fabian party approaching socialism via elections and piecemeal reforms, nor even a simple reformist party within capitalism. It degenerated into something like the Radical Party of the Third Republic, and indeed took over its political role in the Fourth: a guarantor of social and economic immobilism, sweetened by ministerial office for its leaders. The Communist Party remained the party of international proletarian revolution and, increasingly, of effective labour organization. Bolshevization made it almost certainly into the most effective revolutionary organization in French history. But inevitably, since the world revolution turned out to be simply the Russian revolution, the hope of its extension lay in the USSR, and would remain located there so long as the USSR ‘continued to see herself as the advancing revolution’.5 And since there was no revolutionary situation or perspective in France ‘the PCF necessarily became the seat of all the contradictions and antinomies of pre-1914 French revolutionary socialism: reformist in its daily practice, though revolutionary; patriotic though internationalist’. And, as she correctly observes, it discovered a pseudo-solution for them ‘by turning itself into a sort of imaginary global society, on the model of the soviet Russian universe’; and, we may add, by increasingly retiring from effective participation in politics. Only one thing has firmly divided it from becoming a reincarnation of socialism. Unlike it, in the crucial crises which made a choice between nationalism and internationalism mandatory, it has opted for internationalism (in the only available form, loyalty to the October revolution as embodied in the USSR).


Was there – is there – no way out of this dilemma of the revolutionary party in a non-revolutionary environment? To ask this question is not to deny the correctness of the international course prescribed for the communist movement by Lenin, whose towering political genius emerges from Mrs Kriegel’s book as from all other serious studies of his activity. There was, after all, a revolutionary situation in half the world in 1917–21, though this does not mean, and Lenin never supposed it to mean, that soviet republics were on the agenda in London and Paris. Hindsight may show that the developed countries of capitalism – even Germany – remained fundamentally unshaken, but it was correct, not to mention natural, for political generalship at the time to see Europe – or at any rate central Europe – as a battlefield on which victory was possible and not as a territory to be promptly evacuated. Furthermore, not to have divided the labour movement, even if this had been possible, would have solved nothing. The record of movements which remained substantially united, like the British and the Austrian, shows that the interwar failures cannot be blamed simply on the socialist-communist schism. Lastly, the creation of effective revolutionary parties, which was the great achievement of the Comintern, had striking positive results, as was proved in the 1930s and 1940s, and especially in the resistance movements against fascism, which owed far more to the communist parties than these were willing to claim at the time or their enemies to admit subsequently.


This is not to accept the Comintern uncritically. Gross mistakes of political appreciation were made, which the military rigidity of its organization passed on to the communist parties. Its inevitable domination by the CPSU had extremely bad consequences, and eventually wrecked it. But those who think that the international labour movement, especially in western Europe, should never have taken the road it did in 1917–21 are merely expressing a wish that history ought to have been different from what it was. What is more, they overlook the positive achievements, however qualified, which make the period of the Third International so much less discouraging for the socialist than that of the Second. They are easy enough to overlook, particularly in the present era of reaction against stalinism and of international communist schism, and at a time when the Comintern clearly no longer provides a useful model for international socialist organization. However, the historian’s business is not praise and blame, but analysis.


Curiously enough, such analysis would reveal that the fundamental problem of the revolutionary party in a non-revolutionary environment was not neglected in the Comintern. Indeed, it adumbrated one possible solution for it, and the extreme sensitiveness of anti-revolutionaries on this point suggests, that it was by no means an impracticable one: the ‘popular front’ and – until it was turned into a mere cover for the CP after 1946, or until the CP was driven out of it in the same period – the national anti-fascist fronts of resistance and liberation. At the time the character and possibilities of such movements and governments were obscured by a number of historical irrelevancies: by the reluctance of communist parties to admit that such fronts were steps towards socialism, or by their insistence that they would only be so if they became assimilated to the CP; by the briefness of their careers and the exceptional circumstances in which they often operated; and by various other factors. However, so far this phase of communist thinking has been the only one in which the specific problems of achieving socialism in the advanced countries of the west have been realistically considered at all on an international scale. It is worth remembering that it was initiated by the French Communist Party. Whether, or how far, the experiences of the 1930s and 1940s remain relevant, is a matter for discussion. In any case they fall outside the scope of Mrs Kriegel’s book.


(1965)


1 Successful, that is, but for British military intervention and Soviet diplomatic abstention.


2 I do not say that it ought to be remote; merely that, as a matter of observable fact, the Chinese revolution and the revolutions of national liberation have not impregnated the socialist and communist movements of the west in anything like the same extent that the October revolution did.


3 A.Kriegel, Aux Origines du Communisme Français, 1914–20 (2 vols), Paris and The Hague, 1964.


4 Mrs Kriegel rightly points out that there was a genuine revolutionary alternative to bolshevism, and one which sought to combine socialism and liberal or libertarian values; but also that its failure, under whatever label it was organized, was total. In fact, it was simply a political non-starter.


5 Under the conditions of stalinism this implied a total identification with all the actions of the CPSU, for any hesitation meant expulsion and the loss of contact with the reality of world revolution; but Mrs Kriegel may perhaps be defending her own past when she argues that ‘any attempt to establish any distinction between the soviet state and . . . the French CP, would have been radically absurd in theory as well as in practice’.





CHAPTER 4



Intellectuals and Communism


The love affair between intellectuals and marxism which is so characteristic of our age developed relatively late in western Europe, though in Russia itself it began in Marx’s own lifetime. Before 1914 the marxist intellectual was a rare bird west of Vienna, though at one point in the early 1890s it looked as though he would become a permanent and plentiful species. This was partly because in some countries (such as Germany) there were not many left-wing intellectuals of any kind while in others (such as France) older pre-marxist ideologies of the left predominated, but mainly because the bourgeois society to which the intellectual – satisfied or dissident – belonged was still a going concern. The characteristic left-wing intellectual of Edwardian Britain was a liberal-radical, of Dreyfusard France a revolutionary of 1789, but one almost certainly destined for an honoured place in the state as a teacher. It was not until the first world war and the 1929 slump broke these old traditions and certainties that the intellectuals turned directly to Marx in large numbers. They did so via Lenin. The history of marxism among intellectuals in the west is therefore largely the history of their relationship with the communist parties which replaced social democracy as the chief representatives of marxism.


In recent years these relations have been the subject of a vast literature, mainly the work of ex-communists, dissident marxists and American scholars, and chiefly consisting of autobiographies or annotated who’s whos of prominent intellectuals who joined, and mostly left, various communist parties. David Caute’s Communism and the French Intellectuals1 is one of the more satisfactory specimens of the second type, for it accepts – indeed it argues strongly – that the reasons which led intellectuals into communist parties and kept them there were often both rational and compelling, and controverts the characteristic 1950s view that such parties could attract only the deviant, the psychologically aberrant, or the seeker after some secular religion, the ‘opium of the intellectuals’. The greater part of his book therefore deals not so much with communism and the intellectuals as with the intellectuals and communism.


The relations of intellectuals and communist parties have been turbulent, though perhaps less so than the literature would suggest, for the prominent and articulate, with whom it mainly deals, are not necessarily a representative sample of the average and the inarticulate. In countries like France and Italy, where the party has long been and remains the major force of the left, it is likely that political behaviour (e.g. voting) is much stabler than the turnover of party membership – always rather large – would indicate. We know this to be so among workers. Unfortunately the difficulties of finding a workable sociological definition of ‘intellectuals’ have so far deprived us of reliable statistics about them, though the few we have suggest that it applies to them also. Thus party membership at the École Normale Supérieure dropped from 25 per cent after the war to 5 per cent in 1956, but the communists obtained 21 per cent of the votes at the Cité Universitaire in 1951 and 26 per cent in 1956.


Still, whatever the general trend of political sympathy among intellectuals, there can be no doubt of the stormy path of those who actually joined communist parties. This is normally ascribed to the increasing conversion of these parties, following the Soviet lead, into rigidly dogmatic bodies allowing no deviation from an orthodoxy that finished by covering every conceivable aspect of human thought, thus leaving very little scope for the activity from which intellectuals take their names. What is more, unlike the Roman Catholic Church, which preferred to keep its orthodoxy unchanged, communism changed it frequently, profoundly, and unexpectedly in the course of day-by-day politics. The ever-modified Great Soviet Encyclopedia was merely the extreme example of a process which inevitably imposed great and often intolerable tensions on communist intellectuals. The unpleasant aspects of life in the USSR also, it is argued, alienated many of them.


This is only part of the truth. Much of the intellectuals’ difficulty arose from the nature of modern mass politics, the communist party being merely the most logical – and in France the first – expression of a general twentieth-century trend. The active adherent of a modern mass party, like the modern MP, abdicates his judgment in practice, whatever his theoretical reservations or whatever the nominal provision for harmless dissent. Or rather, modern political choice is not a constant process of selecting men or measures, but a single or infrequent choice between packages, in which we buy the disagreeable part of the contents because there is no other way of getting the rest, and in any case because there is no other way to be politically effective. This applies to all parties, though non-communist ones have hitherto generally made things easier for their intellectual adherents by refraining from formal commitments on such subjects as genetics or the composition of symphonies.


As Mr Caute sensibly points out the French intellectual, in accepting broadly the Third or Fourth Republics has had to do so despite Versailles, the domestic policy of the Bloc National, Morocco, Syria, Indo-China, the regime of Chiappe, unemployment, parliamentary corruption, the abandonment of republican Spain, Munich, McCarthyism, Suez, Algeria.


Similarly the communist intellectual, in opting for the USSR and his party, did so because on balance the good on his side seemed to outweigh the bad. Not the least of Mr Caute’s merits is to show how, for example in the 1930s, not only hard-shell party militants but sympathizers consciously refrained from criticism of Soviet purges or Spanish republican misdeeds in the interests of the greater cause of anti-fascism. Communists did not often discuss this choice in public. It could be quite explicit in the case of non-members who deliberately opted for the communist side, or against the common adversary, such as Sartre. It may be that not only the proverbial gallic logic but also the background of Roman Catholicism (shared, in different ways, alike by believers and unbelievers) made the idea of adhering to a comprehensive party with mental reservations more readily acceptable in France than in the Britain of a hundred religions and but a single sauce.


Still, all allowances made, the way of the party intellectual was hard, and most of the actively committed ones had a breaking-point, even those who joined the party in the stalinist period and largely because of its stalinism, i.e. because they welcomed the construction of a totally devoted, disciplined, realistic, anti-romantic army of revolution. Even this Brechtian generation, which deliberately trained itself to approve the harshest decisions in the war for human liberation, was likely – like Brecht himself – to arrive at the point where it questioned not so much the sacrifices as their usefulness and justification. Unthinking militants might escape into the self-delusion of the faithful, to whom every directive or line was ‘correct’ and to be defended as such because it came from the party which was by definition ‘correct’. Intelligent ones, though capable of much self-delusion, were more likely to retreat into the posture of the advocate or civil servant whose private opinions are irrelevant to his brief, or the policeman who breaks the law the better to maintain it. It was an attitude which grew easily out of the hard-headed party approach to politics, but one which produced a breed of professional bruisers of intellectual debate.


Mr Caute is understandably hard on these intellectual apparatchiks, ready at a moment’s notice to find the tone of sincerity for the potential ally or to blackguard him as an ‘intellectuel-flic’, but never to pursue the truth. The French version of them is indeed an especially disagreeable one, and the book is largely dominated by the author’s disgust with them. One can hardly fail to sympathize with him. Aragon’s gifts as a writer are towering, but irrelevant to one’s feelings about his intellectual gutter-journalism, and there are plenty of others whose personal talents command no respect. Nor can they be excused because gutter-journalism is an old habit among committed French intellectuals of other political tendencies also. Yet two important questions should not be obscured by this distaste.


The first is about the object of the exercise. If it was to gain support for the party among intellectuals, as Mr Caute assumes, then the public activities in the 1950s of MM Stil, Kanapa, Wurmser, et al. were quite the worst way of setting about it, because they merely isolated the party among them; and intelligent party men knew this. The truth is rather that two motives conflicted: that of extending the influence of the party and that of barricading a large but isolated movement, a private world within the world of France, against assaults and infiltrations from outside. In periods of political expansion, such as those of Popular Front and Resistance, the two aims were not mutually exclusive; in periods of political stagnation they were. What is interesting is that in such periods the French party chose (as the Italian never quite did) the second aim, which was essentially to persuade the comrades that they did not need to listen to the outsiders who were all class enemies and liars. This required both a constant barrage of reassurance and an adequate supply of orthodox culture for internal consumption, and Mr Caute has not perhaps paid enough attention to this attempt at systematic cultural autarchy, though he has noted some of its symptoms. It implied the attempt to make the party artist or writer economically independent of the outside world. It also implied that at such times Aragon’s outside reputation, like Belloc’s for prewar English Catholics, was valuable as an asset within the movement, rather than as a means of converting outsiders.


The second question is the crucial one of how communist policy can be changed. Here again the Roman Catholic parallel (of which French communists were more aware than Mr Caute allows) is relevant. Those who have changed party orientation have not been men with a record of criticism and dissidence, but of unquestioned stalinist loyalty, from Khruschev and Mikoyan to Tito, Gomulka and Togliatti. The reason is not merely that such men in the 1920s and 1930s thought stalinism preferable to its communist alternatives, or even that from the 1930s criticism tended to shorten life among those domiciled in the USSR. It is also that the communist who cut himself off from the party – and this was long the almost automatic consequence of dissidence – lost all possibility of influencing it. In countries like France, where the party increasingly was the socialist movement, leaving it meant political impotence or treason to socialism; and for communist intellectuals the possibilities of settling down as successful academic or cultural figures was no compensation. The fate of those who left or were expelled was anti-communism or political oblivion except among the readers of little magazines. Conversely, loyalty left at least the possibility of influence. Since the 1960s, when Mr Caute’s book ends, it has become clear that even hard-core intellectual functionaries like Aragon and Garaudy were more anxious than he allows to initiate policy changes. Nor ought their arguments or their hesitant initiatives to be judged by the standards of liberal discussion, any more than the behaviour of the reforming prelates before and during the Vatican Council.


However, to see the problem of communism and the French intellectuals chiefly as one of the relations between party and intellectuals, whether from the party’s or the individual intellectual’s point of view, is to touch it only at the margin. For at bottom the issue is one of the general character of French politics, of the secular divisions within French society, including those between intellectuals and the rest. It may be argued that party policy in general and in intellectual matters could have been more effective, particularly in certain periods such as the 1920s and the 1950s. But such arguments can, if they are to have value, be based only on the recognition of the limits imposed on the party by a situation over which it had little control.


We cannot, for instance, make sense of the ‘dilemma’ of the communist intellectual in a proletarian party unless we recognize that the causes which have mobilized French intellectuals most fully have, since 1870, rarely been popular ones. One of the genuine difficulties of the Communist Party during the Algerian war, as of the Dreyfusard socialist leaders in the 1890s, was the fact that their rank and file was largely out of sympathy with Dreyfus or the FLN. Why this was so requires analysis. So, more generally, does the failure of the entire French left since 1870 – and perhaps since before 1848 – to achieve political hegemony in the nation which it created during the great Revolution. Between the wars governments of the left (1924, 1936–8) were as rare in Jacobin France as in conservative Britain, though in the middle 1930s it did look for a moment as though the left might resume its long-lost leadership. One of the crucial differences between the French and the Italian Communist Parties is that the Italian Resistance, like the Yugoslav, was a national movement led by the left, whereas the French Resistance was merely the honourable rebellion of a section of Frenchmen. The problem of breaking out of minority opposition into national hegemony was not only a communist one.


Aragon’s La Semaine Sainte, underrated in Britain and unmentioned by Mr Caute, is essentially the novel of such secular divisions among Frenchmen – even among those who ‘ought’ to be on the same side. This is probably one reason why French critics of all parties, whose political nerve it touches, have overrated it. The aim of the French left has always been to become a movement of both workers and intellectuals at the head of the nation. The problem of the Communist Party has arisen largely from the extreme difficulty of achieving this ancient Jacobin object in the mid-twentieth century.


(1964)


1 David Caute, Communism and the French Intellectuals, London, 1969.





CHAPTER 5



The Dark Years
of Italian Communism


The Italian Communist Party is the great success story in the history of communism in the western world, or that part of the world in which such parties are not in power. The fortunes of the various CPS have fluctuated, but in the course of the half century or so since most of the European ones were founded few have substantially improved their international ranking order or (what is much the same thing) transformed the character of their political influence in their native country. There have been some rare cases of ‘promotion’ from a lower to a higher division of the political league, as, presumably, the Spanish CP which was relatively insignificant until the Spanish Civil War,1
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