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RUSSIAN REVOLUTION
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The Influence of Bolshevism
on the World Outside Russia

Half a century ago, at the height of the
First World War, the Bolsheviks organized
and carried out a revolution which changed
the course of their country’s history and
threatened greater upheavals. But in just
what ways did the shock of November 7,
1917, have a lasting impact? What were
its repercussions—ideological, political,
economic—on the rest of the world?

Remarkably little has been done, in the
past fifty years, in the way of a careful,
systematic examination of how the revo-
lution’s programs and policies have influ-
enced thought and action outside Russia.
Now, under the auspices of the Royal
Institute of International Affairs in Lon-
don, four acknowledged authorities on
various aspects of the revolution weigh its
actual accomplishments against the exag-
gerated claims of its prophets and agents,
and discuss its negative as well as its posi-
tive effects upon the West, and upon the
emergent nations of Asia and Africa.
Arnold J. Toynbee, author of 4 Study of
History, contributes an introductory sur-
vey, “Looking Back Fifty Years,” valu-
able for its long perspective and range of
comparison with the histories of previous
revolutions.

It is by now apparent, however, that
communism has failed to overcome na-
tionalist and racist forces, which have
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Looking Back Fifty Years

ARNOLD J. TOYNBEE

REVOLUTIONS, like wars, are abnormal disturbances of the course of
life; and, being abnormal, they are bound to be temporary. Offi-
cially, a country may be in a permanent state of revolution. This is
the official doctrine in present-day Mexico; yet the Mexico of 1967
is not, in truth, the revolutionary country that Mexico was during
the fifteen or twenty years immediately following the outbreak of
revolution there in 1910. Every revolution has its trajectory. The
shape and the length of the curve will be different in different cases.
Yet it does seem to be a general rule that, sooner or later, every revolu-
tion eventually comes to rest. The seventeenth-century revolution in
England took eighteen years to move from the outbreak of the Civil
War in 1642 to the restoration of the monarchy in 1660. The
eighteenth-century revolution in France took twenty-five years,
1789-1814, to run its corresponding course. The communist revolu-
tion in Yugoslavia took twenty-one years, 1945-1966, to reach the
point at which the Communist Party and its executive organs
relinquished their revolutionary monopoly of power.

The revolution that broke out in China in 1911 has had a more
complicated history. The overthrow of the Manchu dynasty was a
normal event in Chinese history. For two thousand years past,
dynasties had repeatedly been overthrown when they had been
deemed by the Chinese public to have ‘exhausted their mandate from
Heaven’. The new element in the Chinese revolution of 1911 was
that the deposed dynasty was replaced, not by a new dynasty, but by
an exotic regime inspired by the western ideology of liberal demo-
cracy. This new fact put this twentieth-century Chinese revolution
into the same category as the English and French revolutions, or the
abortive liberal democratic revolution in Russia in 1917. This first
Russian Revolution was, of course, rapidly followed by the Bolshevik
Revolution of the same year; and in China, as in Russia, what
seemed at one time to have been the beginnings of a liberal democratic
westernizing revolution, misfired, to be followed after decades
of ruinous turmoil by the triumph of a rival western ideology,
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communism, which has now been in power for eighteen years. The
upheavals and civil wars which began in 1911 with the downfall of
the Manchu dynasty, and to which were added intermittent hostilities
with Japan, lasted nearly forty years; in Russia only a few months
elapsed between the fall of the Tsar and the establishment of the
Soviet regime.

By comparison with the course of the Chinese revolution, the
course of the Russian Revolution is fairly clear. Here the experiment
in liberal democracy was so short-lived that it can be almost ignored.
Its successor, the Bolshevik Revolution, that trod closely on the
liberal revolution’s heels, is the event that counts, and, by this year
1967, half a century has elapsed since its outbreak. How are we to
size up the situation in the Soviet Union today, fifty years after? In
Russia, as in Mexico, the revolution has obviously shed much of its
initial demonic violence. The storm has abated, but can we be
sure that it is over? Is there no possibility that it might break
out again? These questions need close and earnest consideration.
The answers, whatever these may prove to be, are going to affect the
course of history, not just in the Soviet Union, but all over the world.

When we are trying to answer these questions in the Russian case,
in which the revolution is still current history, it may be helpful to
look back on the histories of previous revolutions which, by now,
have completed their course. In the light of these previous cases
we can perhaps venture on two generalizations. On the one hand,
every revolution does change things irreversibly, as every revolution
claims to have done. On the other hand, no revolution ever succeeds
in making the complete break with the past that every revolution also
claims to have made. The irreversibility of a revolution asserts itself
if an attempt is made at an integral restoration of the pre-revolution-
ary state of affairs. When Humpty-Dumpty has had a great fall,
all the king’s horses and all the king’s men cannot put him back
again securely in his previous position. They can merely condemn
him to suffer a second fall. The Restoration lasted only twenty-eight
years in England, and no more than fifteen years in France. In each
case it provoked a fresh outbreak of revolution—indeed, a series of
fresh outbreaks in the French case. A revolution is a way of bringing
about changes that have become imperative, and it will continue to
erupt until its work has been completed. At the same time, it is an
illusion to imagine that a revolution can create an entirely new
Heaven and new Earth. Itis notorious, for example, that the ultimate
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effect of the French Revolution in the field of administration was to
give practical effect, in a more systematic form, to the ideas that were
latent in the Ancien Régime which the Revolution claimed to have
swept away.

These generalizations from past experience may throw some light
on the Russian Revolution’s probable future course. The founding
fathers of the Soviet Union claimed to have abolished Tsarism and
capitalism within the Soviet Union’s frontiers. Beyond that, they
claimed that communism was an ideology that had a unique capacity
for unifying mankind. On a world-wide scale, so the Bolsheviks
claimed, communism was destined to overcome the vicious traditional
divisions between classes, nations, and races (it would overcome the
divisions between religions by extinguishing the religions themselves).
In making these claims—and they made them with the confidence of
sincere conviction—Lenin and his companions were launching a
myth that was potent, exhilarating, and infectious. Today, fifty
years after, it is already clear that these overweening claims are not
going to be made good. Yet, just because the passage of half a
century has now given us this hindsight, it has become difficult for
us to recapture mentally the atmosphere of the immediate reactions,
abroad, to the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 in Russia.

The immediate repercussions were dynamic, and this, above all,
in Europe. Already, before the end of the First World War, Europe
had become receptive soil for the sowing of Lenin’s dragons’-tooth
seed; and, in central and eastern Europe, the defeat of the two
Central Powers, and the simultaneous dissolution of one of the two,
Austria-Hungary, carried the wartime agony to a climax. Here,
next door to Russia, people’s minds were now deeply unsettled and
confused. The despair into which they had been plunged by terrible
experiences was being compensated psychologically by wild hopes for
the advent of a secularized version of the millennium. At the turn of
the year 1918-19 the Spartacists—the core of the newly-founded
German Communist Party—made a desperate attempt at revolution.
In 1919 two Central European countries, Hungary and Bavaria,
became ‘Soviet Republics’ on the Russian model; and, though these
two regimes were shortlived, the destiny of all Europe still seemed to
remain in the balance till the defeat of the Red Army before Warsaw
in summer 1920 and the failure of the ‘March action’ in 1921, when
the German communists made another attempt, doomed from the
outset, to capture power. Till then, it seemed on the cards that
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Europe, at any rate east of the Rhine, might go communist en bloc,
and if this possibility had become a reality, the consequences would
have been momentous, not only for Europe, but for the whole world.
The statesmen assembled at Versailles debating the expediency of
intervention, were not immune from these anxieties. Far from it.
Their fears matched in reverse the hopes of the Bolsheviks. Colonel
House wrote in his diary that ‘Bolshevism is gaining ground every-
where’; Lloyd George saw Europe ‘filled with the spirit of revolution’.

Nor was the Bolshevik myth discredited in Europe by the failure
of communism to establish its domination there. In Britain, for
instance, the tradition of conducting politics in a constitutional way
was piquantly different from the dictatorial methods that, in Russia,
the Bolsheviks had inherited from a long line of predecessors. The
‘Hands off Russia’ campaign, organized in protest against British
intervention in the Russian Civil War, received strong trade union
support, and there were mutinous incidents among the war-weary
French troops and in the French fleet sent to support the opponents
of the Bolsheviks. However strong their opposition to the communists
at home, most working-class leaders in Britain between the wars
were obsessed by the notion that the Soviet Government was in some
sense the true representative of the working class. The most bitter
opponents of the new Russian regime were for the most part the
same people who were most hostile to the labour movement at home;
to have joined them in attacking Moscow would have seemed in a
sense an act of disloyalty to their own cause. Throughout the 1920s
and 1930s, it was embarrassing for a British labour leader to make
serious public criticisms of the Bolshevik system. If and when he
found himself unable to avoid doing this, he would usually make
some kind of preliminary apology for the awkward stand that he was
taking. Vestiges, at least, of this attitude outlived the Second
World War. This did not prevent the Labour Party from adopting a
strongly hostile attitude to those of its members who went over to
the communists or appealed and worked for co-operation between
the two. From the outset it rejected the British Communist Party’s
application for affiliation (which Lenin had urged on the reluctant
British delegates to the second Comintern congress), and in the
thirties it was equally implacable in rejecting the proposal for a
popular front. Indeed, it expelled many of the prominent advocates
of this. In fact, the Bolshevik myth was finally discredited outside
the Soviet Union not by any spontaneous revulsion on the part of the



Looking Back Fifty Years 5

western working class, but by a dramatic volteface in Russian
communist domestic politics. After Stalin’s death, when Stalin had
been exposed and denounced in the Soviet Union by Khrushchev, it at
last became virtually impossible, outside the Soviet Union, to cherish
the Bolshevik myth any longer. What is remarkable, however, is not
that the myth gradually evaporated in Europe, but that it survived
there as long as it did.

This is the more remarkable, considering two points that are made
in a later chapter of the present book, by Mr Mclnnes. He points
out that already before the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917 in Russia,
the western industrial working class had abandoned, in practice, its
original ideological objective of overthrowing bourgeois society for
the practical objective of winning for itself successive slices of the
alluring bourgeois cake. Mr MclInnes’s second point that is extremely
pertinent in this connection is that the authoritarianism and oppor-
tunism of the Russian form of communist organization were horrid
stumbling-blocks for the communist parties which, after 1917, had
been founded in western countries on Russian initiative. Westerners
did not cease to be westerners when they became communists, and
the western political ideals of acting on principle and of respecting
a minority’s right to dissent were irreconcilable with Russian
authoritarianism.

The factor that has played the greatest part in defeating communist
hopes and expectations—and this both in the Soviet Union and
everywhere else—has, however, been the triumph of nationalism.
Communism has now been worsted by nationalism as decisively as
liberal democracy has been. Within the communist part of the world,
national rivalries are today as bitter and as divisive as they are within
the non-communist part.

There has, indeed, so far, been only one eminent communist who
has genuinely been prepared to expend his own country in the cause
of propagating communism throughout the rest of the world. This
whole-hearted communist was, of course, Trotsky; and it is surely
no accident that Trotsky was defeated in his contest with Stalin—
the rival statesman whose policy was the inverse one. Stalin sought
to make communism serve the national interests of the Soviet
Union; and, unlike Trotsky, Stalin was not peculiar. Communists,
as well as liberal democrats, usually prove to be nationalists first
whenever a conflict of interests arises between their ideology and
their country. After this had been demonstrated in the Soviet
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Union by Stalin’s victory over Trotsky, it was demonstrated again
successively by Tito’s revolt against Stalin and by communist China’s
pretension to be the orthodox guardian and exponent of the com-
munist faith—which communist Russia has betrayed, so the Chinese
communists maintain. More recently still, we have seen the Soviet
Union’s east European former satellites taking courage from the
examples set by Yugoslavia and by China, and in their turn they are
now beginning to reassert their national independence. The com-
munist regimes imposed on them by the Soviet Union survive, but
they, too, have proved to be nationalist communist regimes, in which
nationalism takes precedence over the professedly ecumenical com-
munist ideology. We may guess that Vietnamese nationalism will
also assert itself against any threat of Chinese ascendancy in com-
munist North Vietnam, if and when the United States ceases to
press North Vietnam into China’s arms.

The passage of time has also confuted Lenin’s doctrine that the
industrial proletariat of Russia and of the western countries is the
natural ally of the Asian and African peoples that are being exploited
by imperialism, and that communism is the creed that can link
together these two wings of the great army of the victimized. Today
the Chinese communists are denouncing the Russian communists as
representatives of the affluent white minority of mankind who have
entered into a tacit conspiracy with the Americans for preserving
this minority’s illegitimate privileges. The Chinese have taken over
Lenin’s doctrine that communism is the non-white peoples’ hope, but
maintain that only a non-white communist Power can be trusted to
champion the non-white peoples’ interests honestly. China has, in
fact, virtually declared a race-war in Chinese communism’s name.

Thus Russian communism has failed to overcome nationalism
and racialism, and it has also failed to extinguish the historic
religions. In the Soviet Union, Eastern Orthodox Christianity,
Baptist Protestantism, Judaism, Islam, and Buddhism have all man-
aged to survive under adversity; and, after all, this is not surprising;
for all these traditional religions offer to individual human beings
something that the parvenu ideologies do not attempt to provide.
The traditional religions offer to the individual some personal
consolation and guidance for coping with the tribulations that every
one of us encounters in the course of his life.

Fifty years after the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917, it is obvious
that Russian communism has failed to attain the positive objectives
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which it was so confident of attaining at the start. It is also obvious
that it has failed to achieve its intended break with the past. If we
were to interpret this first half-century of Russian communism’s his-
tory in Marxian terms, we should diagnose the Russian communist
regime’s raison d’étre as being a technological and economic one.
The First World War, we should say, revealed the gigantic Russian
Empire’s shocking technological inferiority to its western neighbour
Germany. This relatively small but highly industrialized western
country defeated Russia with ease. The subsequent establishment of
the communist regime in Russia can be interpreted as Russia’s
device for catching up, technologically, with Germany and with
Russia’s other western neighbours. Under the communist regime,
Russia has been making a forced march, under effective leadership,
towards technological efficiency up to contemporary western
standards.

This interpretation of the last half-century of Russian history,
with which not all Marxists would agree, and to which many non-
Marxists subscribe, does go some way towards explaining why
Russia went communist in 1917 and why its original communism has
evolved since then in a direction that is a partial reversion to some-
thing like a ‘bourgeois’ regime. At the same time, it shows that
Lenin’s revolution in Russia was not so radical a break with the
pastas Lenin himself believed it to be. The war of 1914-18 was not the
first Russian experience that had brought to light, through the shock
of military defeat, Russia’s current technological backwardness by
comparison with the western world. Germany’s victory over Russia
in the First World War had been anticipated by Poland’s and Sweden’s
victories over her in the seventeenth century. Russia’s reaction on
that earlier occasion had been the grafting of a western regime—
‘enlightened autocracy’—on the traditional Russian autocracy in
the Byzantine style; this western regime had been adopted in Russia
as a political instrument for producing technological results; the
purpose had been to bring Russia into line with its western contem-
poraries in the technological field; and this new regime had been
introduced, for this purpose, by a revolutionary man of genius, Peter
the Great. On this interpretation of Russian history, Lenin’s mission
has been a continuation of Peter’s mission, and the Bolshevik
Revolution of 1917 was a resumption of the revolution that had been
started by Peter at the turn of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries.
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In fact, in Russian history, interpreted in these terms, there is a
governing factor that was operating before, as well as after, 1917.
This governing factor is not one that has originated in Russia in the
course of Russia’s own native development. It is something that
would never have disturbed Russia if it had not had the western
world for its next-door neighbour. The constant disturbing factor in
Russian history has been the accelerating progress of technology
in the western world since the seventeenth century. This dynamic
development of western technology has been a challenge to the non-
western majority of mankind. It has confronted all non-western
peoples with a choice between mastering western technology and
falling into subjection to technologically more efficient western
Powers. Russia was the first non-western country to face this
problem and to try to save its independence by putting itself through
a ‘crash’ programme of technological westernization. The pioneer
in this endeavour to cope with western technology was not Lenin,
however; it was his seventeenth-century predecessor Peter. It was a
stroke of luck for Russia that Peter was a natural-born technocrat
who happened to be armed with a Muscovite Tsar’s dictatorial
powers.

Peter’s Russian revolution anticipated Lenin’s in another point
as well. It was infectious, and this was because it was an attempt to
solve a problem that was not Russia’s alone, but was common to
all Byzantine and other non-western countries as and when they came
into collision with the technologically dynamic modern West.
Russia’s eighteenth-century achievements under its Petrine regime
inspired the Turks to follow suit in self-defence, and the Greeks to
follow suit in order to liberate themselves from the Turks. Even the
Meiji revolution of 1868 in Japan was an indirect result of Peter’s
pioneer work. The present is not the first time that a revolutionary
Russia has suffered from its pupils’ ingratitude. Turkey’s reaction
to the shock of Russia’s victory over her in the war of 1768-74 was
fundamentally the same as China’s reaction now. Turkey’s, like
China’s, aim in imitating Russia’s adoption of western technology
was to save itself from falling under Russia’s dominion.

The two earliest modern revolutions were the sixteenth-century
Dutch and seventeenth-century English revolutions. These, being
the earliest, had no contemporary external source of inspiration
to draw upon. They challenged modern western autocracy in the
name of traditional native rights that were legacies from the Middle
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Ages. The Dutch and English revolutions were, in theory, expressions
of conservatism, though, in seeking to vindicate old rights, they fell
into claiming new rights that had no historical precedents. By con-
trast, the French Revolution did not cast back to France’s own
medieval past. At least part of its inspiration came from abroad;
for it was inspired by the French philosophes, and, by 1789, these had
been theorizing, for a century, about English post-revolutionary
practice. On this point—and it is a point of capital importance—the
Russian and Chinese communist revolutions have been of the French,
not of the Dutch and English, type. Their theoretical inspiration
was derived from foreign precedents, and, by comparison with the
English inspiration of the French Revolution, their inspiration has
been highly exotic. In borrowing from England, France was bor-
rowing from a fellow member of its own family circle of western
peoples. At bottom, French and English traditions and institutions
and ideas all had common western roots. On the other hand, the non-
western countries that have adopted communism have taken over an
ideology that has no roots at all in their own native traditions.
When we survey Russian and Chinese history during the ages
before Russia’s and China’s encounters with the West, we find nothing
here that suggests that the Russians or the Chinese would ever have
dreamed of communism, in the sense in which it is now understood, if
this ideology had not already been manufactured in the West and
had not been waiting, ready-made, for non-western peoples to import.
Communism, like liberal democracy and enlightened autocracy, is a
western invention which can be accounted for only in terms of the
western civilization’s previous history. The founding fathers of
communism, Marx and Engels, were born and brought up in the
Rhineland and did their work in England—Marx as a reader in the
British Museum library and Engels as the manager of a small factory
in Manchester. They were thoroughbred westerners like Cromwell
and the Emperor Joseph and Robespierre, and they were not singular
in being prophets who were without honour in their own world, but
who made their ideological fortunes abroad, quite contrary to their
own expectations. Marx did not have his eye on Russia; he felt a
nineteenth-century German’s contempt for that backward eastern
country. Marx expected that England would be the first country to
go communist, because England had been the first country to enter
on the capitalist phase of an economic and social course of evolution
that he believed to be predetermined. If Marx could have lived to see
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Russia seize the role of being the first country to make the com-
munist revolution, he would have certainly been astonished and would
probably have been displeased; for this first great practical success
for Marxism was at the same time a confutation of Marxist
theory.

Marxism is not, however, the only creed that has been ousted
from its birthplace but has made its fortune on alien ground.
Christianity, for instance, was rejected by the Jews but was adopted
by the non-Jewish majority of the population of the Roman Empire.
Buddhism was eventually rejected in India but was adopted in Eastern
Asia. This is no paradox. A religion or ideology attracts adherents
where it is able to meet a spiritual or psychological need, and it does
not necessarily meet a need in its own homeland. The Jews, being
monotheists already, felt no need for the trinitarian dilution of
monotheism which Christianity offered. On the other hand, this
monotheism with a tincture of polytheism in it did meet the needs of
a polytheistic Greco-Roman society that was already groping its
way towards a vision of divine unity. The Hindus, being ascetic
and metaphysical-minded already, felt no need for the temperate
asceticism and minimal metaphysical-mindedness of Buddhism.
On the other hand, these characteristically Indian spiritual gifts of
Buddhism—offered as they were, by Buddhism, in a moderate dosage
—were attractive to the peoples of Eastern Asia because for these
peoples, whose native religions and philosophies were for the most
part this-worldly and matter-of-fact, Buddhism’s Indian other-
worldliness filled a spiritual vacuum. In China, this spiritual vacuum
had already been partly filled by the transcendental philosophy of
Taoism. Buddhism gave to China, in a more imposing form, what
Taoism had been seeking to give before Buddhism’s arrival there.

Marxism’s fortunes have been similar to Buddhism’s and Chris-
tianity’s. In its western birthplace, Marxism has been a drug in the
market. It has been just one representative of the modern western
world’s innumerable brood of social and political ideologies, and,
for a majority of westerners, it has been an unattractive ideology.
It is cruder, more violent, and more dogmatic than many others of
the contemporary western-made ideologies among which a westerner
can take his choice; and, since Marx’s day, violence has come to
make less and less appeal to the western industrial working class,
since this class’s material conditions were already being improved by
non-violent means by the time when Marxist propaganda got under
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way. Therefore the western-made ideology of Marxism has been
rejected by the western world, with the exception of a small western
communist minority whose prospects are as bleak as those of the
Jewish Christians in Palestine were when Christianity was making its
fortune among the non-Jewish majority of the people of the Roman
Empire. On the other hand, Marxism attracts non-western peoples
by the qualities that repel westerners. Its violence and radicalism
offer to non-westerners the prospect that, if they swallow this potent
western medicine, it may implant in them the western stamina that
all non-westerners need if they are to hold their own in a westernizing
world. In other words, Marxism fitted the mood of the non-western
peoples when these were ripe for revolting against western dominance.
It is a creed of western origin that indicts the western ‘establishment’.
It is thus able to express a will to revolt against the West in terms
that, being western, have prestige—for the West does have prestige,
in virtue of its dominance, even among peoples that are striving to
bring its domination over them to an end. Psychology counts for
more than economics in deciding whether the propagation of a
religion or an ideology shall succeed or shall fail. If Marx had
thought in psychological terms and not in economic terms, he would
not have been surprised to learn that the two leading communist
countries today are both non-western.

This may perhaps at least partly explain why communism has
captivated Russia and China. We have still to see how long the
effects of this powerful western drug are going to take in working
themselves off in these two great non-western countries. We have
also still to see whether Russia and China are going to succeed or to
fail in their efforts to propagate their borrowed western ideology in
other non-western countries.

The fact that communism is not a native Russian or Chinese
product does not necessarily mean that Russian and Chinese attempts
to propagate communism will fail. The ideas of the French Revolu-
tion were derived partly from what the French thought were the
principles underlying political and constitutional arrangements in
England; yet, in the French version of them, these ideas proved to be
more catching than their exemplification across the Channel. Today,
Russia and China are playing the role of serving as the disseminators
of an ideology that they did not originate, and this is not the first
time that they have played this part. Russia adopted Eastern
Orthodox Christianity from Byzantium and propagated it among
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the peoples in her Siberian hinterland. China adopted Buddhism
from India and propagated it in Korea, Japan, and Vietnam. To
propagate an alien ideology is not impracticable; all the same, it
is a tour de force. The outcome will depend partly on how the mis-
sionary people regards itself, and partly on how it is regarded by the
foreign peoples whom it is seeking to convert.

In the past, China and Russia have each had confidence in its
capacity to sustain the missionary role. The Chinese have thought of
China as being ‘the Middle Kingdom’, that is, the uniquely civilized
centre of the human world. They have thought of the Chinese
Empire as being ‘All that is under Heaven’, that is, as being sovereign,
or at least suzerain, even over barbarians beyond the pale of
civilization (that is, Chinese civilization). What is more, this Chinese
claim was accepted by most of the non-Chinese peoples, near or
remote, with whom the Chinese came into contact before the British
assault on China in 1839—an assault that brought with it a sudden
catastrophic change in China’s standing in the world. This was not,
of course, the first time that China had been assaulted with success.
Japanese pirates had raided the country from the sea before the
first western ships reached its coasts. Central Asian nomads had
conquered it partially, and, in the Mongols’ case, completely, from
thelandward side. But these barbarian naval and military conquerors
had continued to feel awe and admiration for China’s culture; and
China made the same imposing impression on western observers in
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, when it was under Mongol
rule, and again in the modern age, from the sixteenth century down
to 1839. Voltaire put China on a pedestal as a model for the West
to imitate. Eighteenth-century French philosophes abandoned the
traditional Christian belief in original sin for the more optimistic,
but perhaps less realistic, Confucian faith in the natural goodness of
human nature. Even after 1839, the westerners and the Japanese
who were now treating the Chinese as ‘natives’ still continued to
appreciate Chinese art.

Thus China enjoyed cultural prestige in the eyes of foreign peoples
that were geographically remote and were militarily stronger than
China was; and this cultural prestige also imposed itself upon
neighbours that offered a stubborn resistance to Chinese political
domination. The Koreans, the Japanese, and the Vietnamese readily
received from China not only its own cultural products, such as the
characters and the Confucian philosophy, but also an Indian religion,
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Buddhism, of which China was not the creator but was merely the
transmitter.

The Russians, for their part, before they became converts to,
and propagators of, communism, had already regarded themselves
on two occasions as being the sole residuary legatees of an orthodox
faith that had been betrayed by its originators, from whom the
Russians had received it. When, at the Council of Florence in 1439,
the East Roman Government accepted ecclesiastical union with
Rome under the supremacy of the Papacy, the Russians refused to
endorse an agreement that they held to be a betrayal of Eastern
Orthodoxy; and, after the Ottoman Turkish conquest of Constan-
tinople in 1453, the Russian church considered itself to be the only
one of the Eastern Orthodox churches that was still preserving the
true faith, immune from both Frankish and Turkish domination.
Again, after Peter the Great had, in effect, replaced Eastern Orthodox
Christianity by modern western secular autocracy as Russia’s state
religion, the Russian Tsardom prided itself, in the Napoleonic and
post-Napoleonic age, on having been the only absolute monarchy
in Europe that had not succumbed to the ideas of the French
Revolution.

Russia, however, was much less successful in the pre-communist
age than China was in inducing its neighbours to take it at its own
high valuation. Its western neighbours held that, though Christian,
it was schismatic from the Western Christian standpoint, and that,
anyway, it was backward and indeed barbarous. It was more signi-
ficant still that its fellow Eastern Orthodox Christians, too, looked
down on Russia. It was politically independent and powerful, while
the Greeks, Bulgars, Serbs, and Georgians were politically subject to
Venice, the Ottoman Empire, and the Persian Empire. Yet Russia’s
political power was outweighed, in these other Eastern Orthodox
peoples’ eyes, by its cultural inferiority to them. In matters of
Eastern Orthodox Christian doctrine and practice, it was still they
who set the standard for Russia, not vice versa. Nor did Russia
improve its standing in its neighbours’ eyes as a result of its reception
of secular western civilization in and after the time of Peter the Great.
The Petrine revolution did induce the western countries to admit
Russia into their society, but they continued to treat it as a backward
neophyte who did no credit to the civilization that it was attempting
clumsily to adopt.

What are Russia’s and China’s respective prospects of success in



14 The Impact of the Russian Revolution 1917-1967

their present common role of being propagators of communism—
an ideology that was originally alien to both of them alike? Our
guesses at the answer to this question about the future will be
influenced by our knowledge of the two countries’ respective pre-
communist pasts. We may perhaps gain some further light if we
recall the reasons for France’s success in propagating the partly
alien (that is, English) ‘ideas of the French Revolution’.

Like Chinese cultural exports, these French cultural exports
found ready takers, and these among peoples that were up in arms
against being dominated militarily and politically by a foreign
Power. To compare small things with great, France, in the western
world, had been a miniature ‘Middle Kingdom’ in the Chinese sense
of the term. France’s centrality, unlike China’s, had not been
uncontested, yet neither Italy in the Middle Ages nor Britain in the
modern age had succeeded in wresting from France its primacy. The
shock that the French Revolution gave to the rest of the western
world could not and did not wipe out the cultural prestige that
France had been accumulating in the course of ages. France con-
tinued to have many gifts to give, and these continued to be attractive
to other western peoples, even now that they were being presented in
a revolutionary form.

Revolutionary and Napoleonic France’s greatest asset was its
wealth in capable cultivated men of the professional class. The
Revolution gave such men their opportunity; the subsequent French
conquests extended this opportunity’s geographical scope. A host
of Frenchmen of this kind rationalized the law and the system of
public administration, first in France itself, and afterwards in Italy,
the Low Countries, western Germany, and Switzerland. Heine, the
Jew for whom the French regime spelled emancipation, has expressed
a feeling that was shared with him by millions of non-Jews in these
countries. It felt as if a stuffy house had suddenly been ventilated by
a great breath of vivifying fresh air. The Napoleonic regime, out-
side France’s pre-revolution frontiers, was short-lived, but its effects
there were enduring. The ending of the French military and political
occupation could not undo the social, cultural, and psychological
consequences of this historic episode.

Here we have an important point in which both Russia and China
in 1967 are at a serious disadvantage by comparison with France at
the turn of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. To their credit,
the communist regimes in both countries have been making efforts,
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at home, to raise the level of modern education, which, under the
pre-communist dispensation, had been low in terms of the average
level in the contemporary western world. Russia has now had half
a century for increasing its fund of modern-educated citizens;
China has had eighteen years. Yet today Russia, as well as China,
probably still has a deficit of such citizens for meeting its own
domestic requirements. Certainly, neither country has a surplus
that it can afford to employ abroad on world-wide propaganda
operations. Both the Soviet Union and continental China are, of
course, doing propaganda work abroad on a considerable scale, but
probably they are doing this to the detriment of their own develop-
ment at home.

This dearth of competent citizens is one of the factors that, first in
Russia and then in China, defeated the attempt to establish a liberal
democratic regime and led to the establishment of a communist
regime instead. A communist regime can be operated by a small
number of competent citizens; a liberal democratic regime requires
a much larger number of them to enable it to work successfully.
The presence of a communist regime is presumptive evidence of a
shortage of citizens of this kind. Conversely, if there is a large
number of them, they are unlikely to put up with an authoritarian
regime of any kind—communist, military, or dynastic.

This suggests that the present communist regimes in Russia and
China are not nearly so well equipped as the revolutionary and
Napoleonic regime in France was for propagating their ideology
abroad.

If Russia and China are both labouring under this common
handicap, which of the two has the better prospects? Probably
China, but this only within the limits of the area in which pre-1839
China enjoyed cultural prestige, that is, within the limits of Eastern
Asia, which, besides China, includes Korea, Japan, and Vietnam.
Today, Eastern Asia harbours nearly half the human race—nearly
half, but not more than that.

On a visit to Japan at the end of 1956, I had the impression that,
as a result of Japan’s failure to conquer China in the war of 193145,
China’s traditional prestige in Japanese eyes had revived. I found
that many Japanese of the rising generation were now learning
Chinese, in the hope that a knowledge of Chinese might be a pass-
port to a job if trade between Japan and China were to be resumed on
a considerable scale. After the defeat of China by Britain in 1839,
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and again by Britain and France jointly in 1858-60, and after the
success of the westernizing Meiji Revolution in Japan in 1868, the
Japanese had for a time taken to seeing China through contemporary
western eyes and not in the traditional Japanese light. They had
come to look upon the Chinese as being backward, helpless, and
contemptible ‘natives’. Japan’s subsequent failure to conquer China,
working together with its utter defeat in the Second World War, has,
I believe, had the effect of restoring in Japanese eyes the image of
China as the great central civilized Power which, before the century
of China’s temporary humiliation (1839-1945), was traditional in
Japan, as well as in China itself. If this is a correct diagnosis, then
Japan in the latter part of the twentieth century may prove to be as
open to Chinese communist propaganda as it was to Chinese Budd-
hist propaganda in the earlier part of the sixth century. Of course
this does not mean that Japan would submit to Chinese military
and political domination. Even if Japan were, one day, to adopt
communism from China, it would be a nationalist Japanese com-
munism, and the nationalism in this mixture would prevail over the
communism in it if there were to be a clash between the interests of
the two ideologies. As a matter of fact, it now seems improbable
that Japan will go communist, however high the level to which com-
munist China’s prestige in Japan may rise. Post-Second-World-War
Japan is making such immense technological and industrial progress
under a non-communist regime that communism of any brand seems
likely to have little attraction there.

As for Korea and Vietnam, their traditional policy towards
China has been the same as Japan’s. They have embraced Chinese
culture but have resisted Chinese domination, and this traditional
attitude of theirs seems likely to persist. In both countries,
nationalism seems likely to take precedence over any other ideology.
This means that, in both countries, reunification will be the para-
mount objective, and will be welcomed whether the regime under
which it is achieved happens to be a communist or a non-communist
one. In Vietnam, whatever the military outcome of the present war,
eventual political reunification can be predicted with some confidence;;
and there, at any rate, it seems probable that reunification, when it
comes, will be under a communist regime. But it also seems probable
that a communist reunited Vietnam will be just as determined to
maintain its independence against a communist China as a communist
Yugoslavia is to maintain hers against a communist Russia. This
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can be predicted because, at present, nationalism is the strongest
ideology in the world and no other ideology can hold its own against
nationalism if and when there is a conflict of interests.

It looks, then, as if China is likely to recover its historic position
of being ‘the Middle Kingdom’ of Eastern Asia, but it also looks as
if it is unlikely to be more successful in the future than it has been in
the past in dominating politically its East Asian neighbours, even
if these prove to find Chinese culture as attractive today as they found
it in the past. Beyond the bounds of Eastern Asia, there seems to be
no ground for expecting that Chinese prestige is going to stand high.
China’s traditional claim to be ‘the Middle Kingdom’ of Eastern
Asia was in consonance with the historical realities. On the other
hand, its traditional claim that the Chinese Empire amounted to ‘All
that is under Heaven’ was chimerical. It was founded on Chinese
ignorance of half the world—a half of the world in which there was,
of course, a reciprocal ignorance of China. Today, China does have
a foothold in one little country in this other half of the world. But
Albania is the smallest and most backward of all the countries of
eastern Europe. Some of the more important east European
countries that became the Soviet Union’s unwilling political satellites
after the end of the Second World War may now be playing China off
against the Soviet Union as part of their strategy for recovering
their freedom from Russian domination. But obviously none of
them is intending to submit to Chinese domination in place of
Russian. The mere fact that they are communist countries does not
make them willing to be subject to either of the two communist
super-powers. Though they are communist, Russia’s European
allies are nationalist first and foremost. We may therefore expect
that China’s influence in eastern Europe will be ephemeral, and its
prospects in Africa seem to be no brighter on a long view. This or
that African country may be willing to accept Chinese aid against
some African neighbour with which it has a local quarrel, but, in
the long run, China’s presence in Africa is surely going to be as
unwelcome to Africans as Russia’s presence or as the presence of the
United States and the ex-imperial west European Powers. The only
country outside Eastern Asia in which China’s prospects of exercising
an enduring influence look promising is a non-communist South
Asian country, Pakistan. The common interest that draws China
and Pakistan together is a nationalistic one. Both countries have a
common enemy in India.
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To sum up, China’s prospects of being able to extend the range of
its political domination seem unpromising everywhere. It has better
prospects of re-establishing its cultural influence—but this only in
Eastern Asia, not in the other half of the world. If this is the truth,
China’s prospects, outside its own frontiers, are mediocre. Yet by
comparison with Russia’s prospects, China’s are relatively good.
China can look forward at least to recovering its traditional cultural
prestige in Eastern Asia, whereas Russia—notwithstanding its
recent achievements in atomic weaponry, rocketry, and spaceman-
ship—seems likely to continue to be looked down upon, as being
culturally inferior, in the other Eastern Orthodox Christian countries,
as well as in the West. Even within the bounds of the Soviet Union
itself the western provinces are restive under Russian ascendancy,
because they feel that Great Russia is relatively backward in civiliza-
tion. There is the same feeling in the Soviet Union’s two Eastern
Orthodox Christian allies, Romania and Bulgaria, and the reaction
is still stronger in the three Western Christian countries, Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, and Poland. All the east European former satellites
of the Soviet Union aspire to regain their complete independence,
as Yugoslavia has already gained hers. Russia has never been a
‘Middle Kingdom’ for any of its neighbours—except, perhaps, for
some of the more backward peoples in Siberia, the Caucasus, and
Central Asia. This lack of cultural prestige is a formidable handicap
for Russia in its present effort to spread its influence round the world.

This view might seem to be belied by the depth and persistence of
the devotion to Russia exhibited by some leading western writers,
artists, and intellectuals. For the hopes raised by 1917 were not
confined to the more radical sections of the organized labour move-
ment. On the European continent particularly, and to some extent
in the United States, large numbers of writers and artists and intellec-
tuals felt deeply drawn to the new regime, and responded to the
promise of a new beginning in human history that would substantiate
the belief expressed by Marx and Engels when they wrote that with
the triumph of socialism mankind would move from the realm of
necessity into the realm of freedom. Shaken and outraged by the
war, as these western intellectuals were, to them the first act of the
new government—the decree on peace passed on the day following
the seizure of power—demonstrated both the guilt of their own
society and the possibility that its evils could be eradicated. To these
convictions were added the infection spread by the excitement and
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optimism which informed the work of Russian writers and artists in
the early years of the revolution, ephemeral though they turned out
to be. Together, they generated a sense of commitment to a lofty
cause that long outlived its origins. The intellectual life of Europe
after the First World War cannot be understood unless the strength
of the attraction exercised by the events of November 1917 is given
its full due.

In the thirties the myth of 1917 gained a new lease of life. When
millions were unemployed and hungry people demonstrated in the
streets of London and New York, Paris and Berlin, when the prob-
lems of the capitalist system seemed more intractable than ever
before and its apparent requirements more nonsensical, when Hitler’s
party was making its way to power, the need to believe in the exis-
tence of a more rational, more humane society, brought new recruits
into or near the communist fold. For some, a closer acquaintance
with the realities of Soviet life was enough to put an end to their
attachment—André Gide is perhaps the outstanding example. In
Germany the stupidity of the policy imposed by Moscow on the
German Communist Party drove many of its leading intellectuals
into opposition. For others—and this seems to have been particu-
larly the case in the United States—the series of public trials and the
execution in 1936-39 of so many of the outstanding figures of the
revolution, the suvicide of others, and the assassination of Trotsky,
cut the cord. On those who witnessed them, the realities of com-
munist policy in Spain made a similar impact, and the Soviet-
German agreement of 1939 generated another wave of resignations.
The same pattern of disillusion and rejection was repeated after the
war when Stalin excommunicated Tito, and when Soviet troops
crushed the risings in Berlin in 1953 and in Hungary three years
later.

Nevertheless, the attraction endures—the names of Picasso and
Sartre come to mind (not that either of them has ever formally been
a communist). Their case illustrates two curious features of the
situation of the communisant intelligentsia of the West. First, their
support for Russia has very little that is positive about it—this is
not the reflection of Russian prestige; it is almost entirely the
automatic corollary of their dislike of their own society—Sartre’s
‘I shall hate the bourgeois to my last breath’. (Among the younger
generation this dislike—‘alienation’, to use the current jargon—
takes non-political forms; in politics, as in other respects, they reject
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the paths chosen by the generation of the thirties.) It is less easy to
explain the paradoxical contrast between the style—using the word
in its widest sense—of Russian arts and letters, and the style of
Moscow’s supporters outside the USSR. Long after radical experi-
ments in these fields were suppressed in the Soviet Union, and the
dead hand of the bureaucracy imposed its disciplined conformism,
many of the least conformist, least disciplined writers and artists
outside remained unmoved. Picasso’s ‘formalism’ is anathema to the
Union of Soviet Artists; Sartre’s existentialism is sometimes con-
demned, usually ignored, by Soviet philosophers. Brecht is far less
often staged in Moscow and Leningrad (for many years not at all)
than in New York, Paris, and London. Socialist realism, still the
official creed of Soviet literati, finds no room for the innovations and
experiments of ‘progressive’ writers in the West. Composers were
at one time asked—indeed instructed—to turn out ‘tunes’ that would
appeal to the widest audience of the toilers. The Russian translation
of a Giinter Grass novel omits all the ‘erotic’ passages. And though
Louis Aragon may publicly deplore the imprisonment of some
Soviet writers and the boycott of others, the need is still strong to
preserve the myth, to keep bright the picture of a world that, if not
ideal, is better than their own.

Understandably, there is for them something attractive in the
importance attached by the Soviet authorities to the artist’s function,
to his purpose in society, to the services he can perform in education
and propaganda, in helping to shape the ‘new Soviet man’. The
strength of the concern they show, their serious (if misguided)
appreciation of what the artist and intellectual can contribute to a
country, though it carries with it the acceptance of the tastes and
judgments of a philistine bureaucracy, may seem preferable to the
position of perpetual suspect outsider whose job is to entertain,
divert, and please.

But for the enhancement of its prestige, Russia’s greatest asset is
the technological and economic progress that it has succeeded in
making during the first half century of its communist dispensation.
This is no doubt one of the reasons why it is spending on spaceman-
ship resources that, from any other point of view than that of pub-
licity and propaganda, would be better employed on productive
public works. Communist Russia’s spacemanship is a crude but
easily understandable advertisement of its technological success, and
this advertisement is calculated to make Russian communism look
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like a talisman for countries that possess great undeveloped natural
resources but that, under non-communist regimes, have failed so
far to develop these resources for the benefit of the indigent majority
of the population. Venezuela and Libya are examples of such
countries in which natural wealth abounds while the mass of the
people still remains poor. This is a politically explosive situation,
and it is one from which communist Russia might profit politically
in virtue of its impressive technological and economic record. Here
Russia has a potential political leverage which China does not
possess—at any rate, not yet.

An estimate of communist Russia’s and communist China’s
influence on other parts of the world up to the year 1967 would be
incomplete and therefore unrealistic if it took account of positive
effects only. Negative effects are just as real, and they may eventually
turn out, in retrospect, to have been more important. The most
potent negative effect of communism outside the communist countries
has been in the United States. At the present moment, China, not
Russia, is the American people’s and government’s principal com-
munist bugbear, but it is Russia—which went communist nearly
one-third of a century earlier than China did—that has had the
portentous effect on the American outlook and on American policy
—and this in the domestic American field, as well as in the world-wide
ideological, political, and military arena. This effect of the communist
revolution in Russia on the United States is of major importance
in its influence on the course of the world’s history, considering that,
as the cumulative result of the two world wars, the United States has
become the leading western Power.

The capture of the Russian Empire by communism in and after
1917 was the first event in the Old World, since the creation of the
United States, that awoke American minds to an awareness of the
possibility that the American way of life, and perhaps even the
political independence of the United States, was, after all, not secure.
The awakening was sudden, and the subsequent effect of it has been
traumatic. This has been a psychologically revolutionary new
departure from what had been the prevalent American attitude
towards international affairs since the achievement of independence.
The United States severed its political ties with Britain after Britain
had evicted France from North America. The two events, taken
together and followed up by the Louisiana Purchase and the enuncia-
tion of the Monroe Doctrine, made the American people feel that
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they had achieved not only independence but also security within the
broad bounds of their own hemisphere. This belief, in its turn, made
them feel that they could afford to be indifferent spectators of any
events, however earth-shaking, in the Old World.

The most recent and most surprising illustration of this tradi-
tional American sense of security was the American people’s failure
to appreciate the gravity of the German threat to the security of the
United States in both the First and the Second World War. In
both wars their impulse was to remain neutral, on the assumption
that, as far as America’s national interests went, it was a matter of
indifference for America which of the European contending alliances
won. The United States did, of course, eventually intervene in both
wars, and in each case its immense industrial potential made Ger-
many’s defeat inevitable. Yet probably the United States would not
have become a belligerent if it had not been driven into belligerency
—by Germany in the first war and by Germany’s ally Japan in the
second. Even after its experience of the German temper in the two
wars, the United States still appears to feel no mistrust of German
militarism. Since the Second World War it has deliberately re-armed
Germany to serve as its ally against the Soviet Union.

In the two wars, the United States suffered serious injury at German
hands. The Germans killed or wounded hundreds of thousands of
American soldiers and sank many dozens of American merchant
ships. By contrast, no American soldiers have been killed, and no
American ships sunk, by Russian hands so far. Again, any atrocities
that the Russians may have committed under the Tsarist and the
communist regimes in Russia are eclipsed by the atrocities committed
by the Germans, especially under the nazi regime. Yet the American
people have never been either seriously alarmed, or even passion-
ately indignant, at any German acts. In spite of these acts, the
Americans have had a strong desire to think of the Germans as being
innocuous and respectable. On the other hand, since Russia went
communist in and after 1917, the majority of Americans—though
they have suffered no injury at Russian hands—have thought of the
Russians as being ogres, and since the end of the Second World War
they have eagerly accepted any anti-Russian regime in any country
as their ally. However black the record of an anti-Russian regime
may be, its anti-Russian attitude is a warrant of respectability in a
great many American eyes. This contrast, within the last half-century,
between the respective American attitudes towards Russia and
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towards Germany is startling. It requires explanation; and the
explanation is to be found in the violence of the American reaction to
the Russian Revolution of 1917.

Since 1917, the traditional policy of the United States has veered
round to its extreme opposite. In the days of the Holy Alliance,
American sympathy was always on the side of peoples that were
struggling to liberate themselves from despotic governments—and
this not only in the western hemisphere but all over the world. Read
what Metternich wrote to the Emperor Alexander I apropos of the
promulgation of the Monroe Doctrine:

These United States of America have astonished Europe by a new act
of revolt, more unprovoked, fully as audacious, and no less dangerous
than the former. . . . In fostering revolutions wherever they show them-
selves, in regretting those which have failed, in extending a helping hand
to those which seem to prosper, they lend new strength to the apostles of
sedition, and reanimate the courage of every conspirator. If this flood of
pernicious example should extend over the whole of America, what would
become of our religious and political institutions, of the moral force of
our governments, and of the conservative system which has saved Europe
from complete dissolution ??

These words might have been written by John Foster Dulles apropos
of the Soviet Union. On the map of the United States you will find
a number of places named after nineteenth-century European fighters
for freedom. As late as the close of the nineteenth century the United
States intervened to liberate Cuba from Spain. As late as that, the
American people still thought of themselves as being the champions
of freedom—a free people that was eager to see other people win, in
their turn, the freedom that the American people had won for them-
selves. Today, ‘so-called wars of liberation” excite far less American
sympathy. If they evoke any American action, this takes the shape
of an American expeditionary force to extinguish the ‘brush-fire’.
The American argument is that an insurrection that is liberal at the
start may turn communist later, so the United States cannot afford
to let even a liberal revolution run its course without American
intervention against it. When Fidel Castro took up arms against the
Batista regime in Cuba, he did not win the wholehearted American
sympathy that had been won by the Cuban insurgents against Spanish
rule in the eighteen-nineties. For a brief interval there was indeed a

! Quoted by Dexter Perkins in The United States and Latin America (Louisiana
State University Press, 1961), pp. 46-7.
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good measure of support and approval, since the regime against
which Castro was revolting had been an abominable one. But these
were soon forfeited, and the American attitude settled down to one
of deep suspicion and hostility.

This reversal of American policy has been dramatic. What, then, is
the explanation? The ultimate explanation is, no doubt, ‘the deceit-
fulness of riches’. Wealth does produce, in its possessors, the un-
happy moral effects that are denounced in the Gospels; and,
between the date of the United States’ achievement of independence
and the capture of Russia by communism in 1917, the United States
had become an incomparably rich country.

To the minds of well-to-do Americans, communism looked, from
the date of its triumph in Russia, like an infectious disease that might
prove catching even in the United States itself. When, later, the
American people woke up to the truth that the annihilation of
distance by the progress of technology had deprived them also of their
fancied security against military attack from abroad, there was
bound to be a cumulative American reaction. If it was true that the
width of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans no longer gave the United
States physical protection against potential attempts from abroad to
rob the American people of their wealth, then the United States’
traditional policy of isolationism could no longer give her the security
she was still determined to have. This novel precariousness of the
situation suggested to some American minds—for example, Mr John
Foster Dulles—that henceforth, in order to make itself secure at
home, the United States must sally out beyond its own frontiers to
nip in the bud any subversive movement anywhere in the world,
even on the opposite side of the globe. If this policy had been carried
out toits extreme logical conclusion, and if the United States had not
been a democracy in which issues are freely and vigorously debated,
and in which the Administration’s will is not law, the United States
might have found itself committed to Metternich’s policy of world-
wide repression—a policy that the American people detested when
it was practised by Metternich himself. This would have been calami-
tous because that policy is bound, by its very nature, to fail sooner or
later, as Metternich’s own experience has demonstrated. The
Metternichian policy is to stop change; and change cannot be
stopped, because change is another name for life.

The American people’s enrichment would presumably have induced
them to adopt a defensive-minded conservative stance sooner or
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later. But the event that moved the country to become the con-
scious and deliberate champion of conservatism and to drop its
traditional championship of revolution was the Russian Revolution
of 1917; and in restrospect the effect of this revolution on the
United States may prove to have been more important—and
possibly more lasting too—than its effect on Russia itself. Since
1917, the United States has fancied itself in the role of the world’s
defender against monolithic world communism.

Monolithic world communism was originally a dream of Lenin’s,
and the passage of half a century has demonstrated that this dream is
an illusion. Today, each of the communist countries is just as
narrowly nationalistic-minded as each of the non-communist
countries, and this is recognized in the communist countries them-
selves. In the Soviet Union, in the east European countries allied
to it, in Yugoslavia, in China, no-one any longer pretends that
communism is presenting a united front to the rest of the world.
The only country in which Lenin’s dream is still haunting people’s
minds today is—paradoxically—the United States.

This is dreamland, not reality; for communism has proved not
to be the world-unifying ideological force that Lenin predicted it
would be. It has proved not to be the strongest ideology in the
present-day world. It has been defeated by nationalism, and this is
unfortunate for mankind; for in the atomic age nationalism is a
far more serious threat than communism is to the survival of the
human race. There is, however, an impersonal force at work in
the present-day world that is still more powerful than nationalism,
and that is technology boosted by the systematic application of
science. In the modern world, technology is the key to material
power, and therefore, on a planet whose habitable surface is parti-
tioned among about 125 local sovereign States, every State must have
up-to-date technology. If a country were to fall behind in the race
for technological development, it would go under. In order to have
up-to-date technology, a country must have efficient technicians,
scientists, and administrators. The representatives of these walks of
life are birds of a feather, in whatever country they may happen to
be working and whatever the ideology that happens to be professed
by that country’s government. The technicians, scientists, and admini-
strators of the world’s 125 States can understand each other; they
are, in fact, the nucleus of a new citizen-body—a body of people who
are citizens of the world rather than citizens of some fraction of it.
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Through the uniform professional action of this nucleus of world-
citizens in every country, life is now being standardized in all countries.
In consequence, our distinctive ideological labels, which are focuses
of such strong emotion, are becoming less and less relevant to the
facts of life. No doubt the labels will be retained long after the local
ways of life which the labels purport to distinguish have in truth
become indistinguishable from each other. These cherished emblems
of perilous discord will die hard, but it can be prophesied that they
will all die sooner or later—unless, of course, they first inveigle the
human race into committing mass suicide by fighting an atomic
world war in the near future. We may guess that the United States’
anti-communist label will prove rather more durable than the
Soviet Union’s communist label, but we may also guess that both
labels will gradually fade out. By the end of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics’ second half-century of existence, the terms
‘Soviet’ and ‘Socialist’ will have become meaningless, because the
de facto constitutions of the Soviet Union and the United States
will have become virtually identical.

We may even guess that, by that date, neither the Soviet Union
nor the United States will any longer be sovereign (except, perhaps,
in the nominal sense in which each of the component states of the
United States is sovereign today). One of the characteristics of the
evolution of technology is that, in order to continue to operate
effectively, it has to operate on a constantly expanding scale. The
day is now not far distant at which the minimum unit of effective
technological operation, for all purposes of any importance, will be
the entire surface of this planet, together with a thin but progressively
thickening envelope of outer space. Technology, like truth (and
technology is a prosaic form of truth) is mighty and will prevail.
Nationalism seems to have no prospect of being able to stand up to
technology, powerful though the hold of nationalism over human
hearts still is. Nationalism’s only chance of stopping the march of
technology would be to make a holocaust of the human race, and
in that case nationalism itself, as well as technology, would be
consumed in the burning fiery furnace.

The present essay is a general introduction to the theme of this
book. Some of the more important aspects of the impact of the
Bolshevik Revolution on the world during the first half century after
1917 are discussed in the following essays in detail.
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Professor Seton-Watson deals with the political effects of
communism on nationalism and imperialism, both inside the Soviet
Union and in the rest of the world.

Communism, Professor Seton-Watson points out, has proclaimed
itself to be the champion of national self-determination, and, in the
Soviet Union, the component nationalities have, in theory, the right
to secede. Actually, on the other hand, the Soviet Union has firmly
held together the former Tsarist colonial empire. This is, indeed,
the one great colonial empire that is still substantially intact. Is the
maintenance of the former Russian Empire in the form of the Soviet
Union going to be permanent? Or is this empire, too, going to
dissolve, as so many former colonial empires have dissolved— partly
through the action of communism—within the last half century?

Mr Mclnnes deals with the effects, on the socialist and labour
movement outside the Soviet Union, of the Bolsheviks’ capture of the
Russian State. He is chiefly concerned with the effects in western
countries. He points out that Russia has produced a special Russian
type of revolutionary leader and a special Russian conception of the
meaning of revolutionary orthodoxy. It is indeed true that the
historical figure of Lenin was foreshadowed in Turgenev’s imaginary
picture of Bazarov in Fathers and Sons, while both the self-appointed
leader and his despotic method of organization are prefigured by
Dostoevsky in The Possessed. The leader is not a democratically
commissioned representative of the oppressed masses whose wrongs
he has set out to redress. He has commissioned himself, and the
first and last duty of the rank and file is obedience to him. Ortho-
doxy means faithfully following the party line along whatever twists
and turns it may be given. Nominally the line is determined, from
moment to moment, by a majority of the party itself. Actually, it is
determined by a small directing inner ring. The essence of orthodoxy
is that, however the line may have been determined, it must be
followed blindly. In the figure of the leader we may see a descendant
of serf-owning Russian nobles who has changed his creed without
having changed his behaviour. He expects from his political hench-
men the subservience that his forefathers exacted from their serfs.
As for the Russian communist conception of orthodoxy, it is reminis-
cent of the classical Christian conception of it. In the successive
church councils that shaped Christian orthodoxy in the course of the
fourth and fifth centuries, the shape underwent repeated changes
that were nominally approved, on each occasion, by a majority of
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the fathers, but were usually imposed, in truth, by some domineering
minority. Here, too, unquestioning obedience was demanded for
each successive decision, however this might have been reached. The
vein of authoritarianism in the Christian tradition had not been
eroded in the Eastern Orthodox Christian countries by any counter-
part of the revolt against the passive acceptance of authority that
had begun to assert itself in the West before the close of the seven-
teenth century. A nineteenth-century Russian revolutionary who
had rejected the tenets of Eastern Orthodox Christianity might not
have shaken off the Christian tradition of authoritarianism.

One element that communism inherited from its repudiated
Christian background was the church’s belief in its mission to convert
the whole human race. Russian communism is, or at any rate began
by being, a missionary religion. This is the aspect of it with which
Mr Mclnnes is particularly concerned in his essay. He brings out
the point that the features of Russian communism that were propi-
tious for its victory in Russia have been handicaps for it abroad, and
this especially in western countries. Moreover, the western industrial
workers had been so successful in gaining an ever increasing share in
the amenities of the bourgeois way of life that it had become incon-
ceivable that they would turn back from the revisionist policy that
had paid these dividends to a revolutionary policy that would now
have jeopardized the workers’ own economic and social gains in
attacking the bourgeois regime. In fact, the western workers had
become bourgeois-minded, whereas in Russia the bourgeois way
of life had never gained a firm foothold.

Mr Mclnnes shows that the main effect of communism on western
socialist and labour parties has been to sabotage their left wings and
to drive their right wings farther and quicker towards the goal of
absorption into bourgeois society—a goal towards which they were
already moving and would no doubt have continued to move in any
case, even if the advent of communism had not given them an
additional push in thjs direction.

Would it be an exaggeration to say that, in the West, the ultimate
effect of the impact of communism has been to make it doubly sure
that the future of the West will be a bourgeois one?

Professor Richard Lowenthal analyses the nature and structure of
the communist regime in the Soviet Union, and goes on to consider
how far this has been taken as a model elsewhere.

He points out that the word ‘Soviet’, which is part of the official
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title of the country and of each of its constituent republics, does
not correspond to the actual political facts. ‘Soviet’ means an
elected committee, whereas in reality the Soviet government is not
amenable to any elected body; it is a totalitarian single-party regime.
The party’s fiat is, indeed, not merely above the law; it is the
law.

The totalitarian system of government was improvised by Lenin
in the course of his seizure of power and was a necessary means to
this end. He did not create the system out of nothing; he found it
ready to hand (to a Russian hand, that is) in the nineteenth-century
Russian revolutionary tradition. The nineteenth-century Russian
revolutionaries had professed to be carrying out the will of the
people, but in truth they had been, not the people’s representatives,
but self-appointed leaders who imposed their own will on their rank
and file. Lenin was familiar with this tradition, and he followed it.

What is remarkable, and unusual, about Lenin’s totalitarian
regime is its success in surviving. It survived the defeat of the
counter-revolutionaries in the Civil War; it survived the New
Economic Policy. It succeeded in harnessing the Russian people’s
economic energies to purposes that were not the people’s own, and
it was thus able—at a high cost to Russia—to give the Russian
economy and society an abiding twist in the direction of the Bolshevik
ideology. Lenin and his companions were not visionaries, however.
One of the reasons for their success was that they invariably sacrificed
their ideology whenever this was proving an obstacle to their retaining
their power and making headway with the process of modernization.
They did succeed in creating a distinctively Russian new form of
government. It was new in the sense that it demonstrated the capacity
of ruthless government to drive a coach and horses through social
‘laws’ that had been thought, by Marx and by the liberals alike, to be
immutable by man. The one thing that the Russian communist
totalitarian regime has failed to do has been to achieve its professed,
and never repudiated, objective of giving power to the proletariat and
establishing an egalitarian society.

The Russian-ness of Lenin’s communist totalitarianism made the
fortune of this form of government in its, and Lenin’s, own country.
But its strong point at home in Russia has proved to be its weak
pointin western countries. The arbitrariness of this system of govern-
ment has made it hard to swallow for western communists, who have
been brought up, like other westerners, in the western, not the



30 The Impact of the Russian Revloution 1917-1967

Russian, tradition. The Russian model has, in fact, been virtually
abandoned by the French and Italian Communist Parties, which are
the only two in the West that have come to play an important part
in the national life of their respective countries.

On the other hand, totalitarianism of the Russian type has been
seized upon, as the very tool that they needed for their purpose, by
leaders of revolutionary movements in non-western countries whose
objective was to modernize their peoples’ lives on capitalist, not on
communist, lines. Professor Lowenthal takes Mustafa Kemal
Atatiirk’s political career as a classical example of this. Atatiirk
suppressed the Turkish communists, but at the same time he fol-
lowed in Lenin’s footsteps in his progressive imposition on Turkey of
a totalitarian one-party regime. Mr Lowenthal points out, however,
that this non-communist one-party regime in Turkey did not have
the staying-power that its communist prototype in Russia has had.
Opposition parties were allowed to revive in 1946, and in 1950 the
party that had previously held the monopoly of power allowed itself
to be put out of office by the verdict of a general election—a conces-
sion to liberalism that, in the Soviet Union, was still out of the
question on the fiftieth anniversary of the revolution of 1917.

Professor Peter Wiles discusses the Soviet impact on economic
policy in non-communist countries. His field is large, and, in each
national compartment of it, he goes into illuminating detail. It would
be superfluous to try to give a résumé of this in the present introduc-
tory essay. Mr Wiles’s general conclusion is that the non-communist
governments and classes and peoples that have reacted, on the
economic plane, to the Soviet impact have, in most cases, had no
more than a vague idea of what the Soviet communist doctrines,
objectives, and achievements really are. What they have been
reacting to is an enigmatic new menacing presence in the world
which might bear down upon them, with possibly dire consequences
for them, if they did not forestall this danger by moving of their own
accord in the direction in which their pursuer would drive them if
they were ever to allow him to overtake them.

I have just called Soviet communism a ‘new’ menacing presence,
but it might be more accurate to say that, for Jews, Christians, and
Moslems, this is a familiar presence that has merely assumed a new
dress. In the world of the Judaic religions, has not Soviet com-
munism been playing the traditional role of the Devil, alias Satan or
Iblis? The Devil’s traditional service to human beings has been to
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scare them into doing things that they ought to do rather more
quickly than they might have been willing to move if they had not
observed that the Devil is on their tracks. If communism is perform-
ing this service for the non-communist world, we may presume that
capitalism is performing it for communists. This reciprocal service
as substitutes for the traditional devil is one of the rare useful func-
tions of the two antithetical ideologies. In an age in which the
historic religions are losing their former hold on human consciences,
a convincing replacement of a no longer convincing devil may be one
of the necessities of social life.

I cannot close this introductory chapter without expressing, on my
fellow contributors’ part, as well as on my own, our gratitude to
Mrs Jane Degras, who has been most generous in bringing her expert
knowledge to bear on the subjects with which this book, as a whole, is
concerned, and who edited and prepared it for the press.



The Labour Movement
Socialists, Communists, Trade
Unions

NEIL McINNES

FIFTY years after the Bolshevik Revolution, the influence of that
event on western socialism seems largely spent. After splitting the
labour movement in most countries where there was one, and con-
tributing to the further transformation of that movement in ways that
will be studied below in greater detail, Soviet Russia and the national
communist parties today have virtually ceased to be important
external influences on it. As some say, the communist parties are
evolving towards the position of left wing of the labour movement.
That formulation is unfortunate since the main fact of the situation,
the fact that the communists will have most difficulty in admitting,
is that there is no longer a proletarian socialist movement in western
countries for them to become the left wing of. What is true is that
the communist parties, all that remains of the impact of the Bolshevik
Revolution inside western societies, are seeking—after almost half
a century of bitter rivalry and often bloody conflict—to find grounds
for co-operation with the political parties and trade unions that have
inherited the names, the vocabulary, and some of the ideas of the
Socialist International. This reconciliation, for which the will exists
as well on the socialist side, will no doubt be much more difficult,
painful, and slow than is imagined by apostles of the ‘reunification
of the Left’, who seem to borrow their oecumenical optimism from
similarly inspired theologians dreaming of reunification of the
churches. As in that case, literal reunification is, and long will be,
delayed by the tendency of party machines and bureaucratic appara-
tuses to persist in their being. This inertia is never more dogged than
when ideologically unjustified; a party, socialist or communist, that
has abandoned every point of principle that once made it distinctive,
clings hard to its organization because that is all it has left. However,
these rearguard operations, though they may last years, do not
change the fact that the tendency now is towards a healing of the
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split that 1917 brought to the socialist movement and that, therefore,
the Bolshevik Revolution is henceforth a spent force in this direction.

Yet the notion that what 1917 put asunder can now be brought
together again is quite mistaken, for the two wings that parted com-
pany just after the First World War have suffered the most extra-
ordinary changes since—and in fact one has ceased to exist all but
in name. Bolshevism, for all its mutations, has changed the less.
Of course there is an immense gap between the aspirations of the
October Revolution and the realities of Soviet power, between the
revolutionary movement that western communists imagined they
were adhering to in 1919-23 and the actual Leninist regime. But
that is not a change over time; that is merely the contrast of illusion
with fact. As a political reality, the Russian communist movement
shows a striking continuity from 1917 to today, with important
changes crowded into the last few years only. By about 1924, the
Russian regime and hence the communist parties through which it
made its effects felt in the West had assumed a form that remained
pretty much unchanged for the next thirty years (granted that one
includes among its constant features the ability to perform volte-faces
or tactical zigzags of a sort unknown in other movements). Above
all, the regime and its foreign agents have remained faithful to a
revolutionary mythology which froze, almost fifty years ago, into a
conservative force and a blindness to historical change.

As against that constancy and conservatism, the other half (one
simplifies: the Left has always been a congeries of sects and party
machines) of the socialist movement has been, ever since the split
of 1919-23, fully exposed to the vast transformations of western
economies and polities. It has had to live—where it has been allowed
to live at all, for one must recall that over much of Europe and Latin
America and in part of Asia it has been suppressed for part of the
fifty years we are speaking of—in an atmosphere of competition,
criticism, and more or less free enquiry and political struggle. So
inevitably it has suffered considerably more change than a party
ensconced in absolute power and devoted to the celebration of a
revolutionary liturgy. Indeed, it now bears scant resemblance to the
socialist movement of before the Bolshevik Revolution and even less
to what was specifically proletarian in that pre-war movement.

These transformations not only make impossible, at their term,
the simple reunification of the socialist movement, but they made
difficult, during their occurrence, the identification of the influence of
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the two wings of socialism on each other, amid the confusion of other
influences on both. Specifically, and to take up the position from
which the question will be studied in what follows, it is hard to
separate out the impact of the Bolshevik regime and its communist
parties on the western labour movement in a period during which
that movement was being hammered by depression, fascism, world
war, the development of capitalism, and the transformation of the
status of the working classes.

For all that, there are quite clear cases where the communists
influenced the adjustment of the western labour movement to these
things, and a study of them will be the substance of this essay. In
sum, it will be shown that the consistent impact of the Russians and
the communists on western socialism was in the direction of ham-
pering a realistic or ‘reformist’ acceptance of those new facts, while
at the same time blocking any revolutionary effort to change them.
That is, socialism suffered, as far as it was influenced by the com-
munists after 1917, a dual amputation, on its left and on its right. All
the ‘infantile maladies’ of socialism, the extremist plans for a radical,
revolutionary overturn of modern society in favour of proletarian
self-government, were purged by communist teaching, example, and
interference. At one and the same time, ‘integration’ of the socialist
parties, the trade unions, and the workers generally into the new
society was opposed just as vigorously by the communists. Their
plainest influence has often been to give a bad conscience (and hence
a diminished efficacy) to western socialists seeking to come to terms
with a system they could no longer hope and no longer desire to
overthrow. As this doubly crippling influence is removed, as the
impact of the Bolshevik Revolution on western leftist movements is
spent, the first result is of course a quicker and more rational integra-
tion into society of those who no longer feel ‘outflanked on the left’.
Yet a second result that might not be long in manifesting itself could
be the release of new radical forces seeking, with more pertinence
than Marxist parties obsessed with the problems of another day, to
mobilize present discontents in a movement concerned with thorough-
going social change. Meanwhile, the outworn revolutionary vocabu-
lary whose irrelevance to western conditions is henceforth admitted
even by communists, is taken up by the Chinese for uses that are not
yet clear. But it is improbable that this latest raising of the revolu-
tionary banner will have any effect on western socialism remotely
comparable to the epoch of 1917.
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The influence of 1917 on western socialism was so extensive that
there is no need to exaggerate it, as is sometimes done. For example,
there is systematic overstatement in an essay—written, admittedly,
at the height of the honeymoon of the Soviets and the western
Alliesl—that gives the Bolsheviks credit for the progress of social
welfare doctrines in the West and which mistakes temporary wartime
expedients like labour direction and governmental economic controls
for a permanent Soviet contribution to western political practice.
Such policies, and others thought to have the same origin like anti-
individualism, non-economic incentives, or impatience with the free
interplay of ideas, are part of the common heritage of all varieties
of socialism; western socialists did not have to go looking in Moscow
for them.

More generally, it is remarkable how many western socialists could
show no more concern with 1917 than westerners of other political
persuasions, regarding the whole Bolshevik experiment down to the
present day as something entirely foreign to socialism as they under-
stood it. This was most evident in countries like Britain, where
communism never gained a significant native following, and where
Russian events were held of no more interest than several other
chapters of international affairs. Thus, an account of the British
Labour Party in the 1920s can be written with virtually no reference
to the impact of the Bolshevik Revolution? for the good reason that
the party was evolving in a contrary sense to anything that Russian
influence might have decided, that is, away from a narrowly based
workers’ party towards a national, non-class party. G. D. H. Cole?
has even suggested that Russian influence was often negative in this
respect, making adherents of the Second International ‘more dog-
matie’ in their attachment to parliamentary democracy ‘in their
reaction against the proletarian dictatorship’ preached by the
Bolsheviks. At all events, one finds numerous instances of socialist
parties, and not only in Britain, simply shrugging off the Bolshevik
Revolution as a development that one might regard with more or
less sympathy or distaste but in any case as something peculiar to a
backward empire with no prior experience of democracy. Such
socialists were content to remain extraordinarily ignorant of Soviet

! E. H. Carr, The Soviet Impact on the Western World (London, 1946).

2 Catherine Anne Cline, Recruits to Labour: the British Labour Party 1914-1931
(Syracuse, 1963).

3 G. D. H. Cole, World Socialism Restated (London, 1956), Pl
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Russia until the wartime alliance produced a polite interest, which
lapsed with the return of peace. Examples would be the labour
parties of Australia and New Zealand, but the same attitude was
adopted by those individual socialist leaders in other countries for
whom civil liberty had always been an essential component of
socialism. Perhaps a certain sense of superiority entered into this
attitude, inclining these socialists to put Russian communism in a
class with fascism and Hitlerism as foreign commotions that could
contain no instruction for western democrats. Yet it was a sure
instinct that prompted the judgment that the overthrow of Tsarism
and the subsequent industrialization of a backward country by a
dictatorship could have no relevance to the progress of western
socialism. Wherever attachment to democratic liberties, shared by
socialists with liberals of all sorts, took precedence over specifically
socialist aims, the Bolshevik experiment was regarded as embarrassing
but irrelevant. So one looks in vain for any impact of 1917 on many
socialist and labour parties, except for brief periods, such as the
post-1948 Cold War, when they found themselves incommoded in
their relations with trade unions by a small but active communist
infiltration.

Next, there are instances where an apparently intense interest in
the progress of the Russian Revolution over the decades has been
combined with resistance to communist influence at home and dis-
inclination to change socialist policies in imitation of Russian. What
one is encountering here is the function of the myth of Soviet Russia
as a workers’ paradise. This myth served sections of the western work-
ing class as a consoling fantasy in dark days of economic depression
and unemployment (which were also the darkest days of Stalin’s
tyranny over that workers’ paradise). Political opponents of socialism
naturally enough made capital of western socialists’ toleration of
these fantasies, denouncing in them the progress of Bolshevik
doctrines, but one is bound to notice that they in fact constituted a
striking case of unbridled but ineffectual mythopoeia, and thus
cannot be counted as a material influence at all. Borkenau noted
before the war how

broad strata which were absolutely non-revolutionary in their own countries
started sympathising with the Soviet Union. The same feeling was still
stronger among those groups of the labour movement, principally among
the left-wing socialists, which, while sympathising with revolution, felt
that for a long time to come there was little chance for it . . . the appeal of




The Labour Movement 37

present-day non-revolutionary communism is a strange psychological
phenomenon. It is not due to a revolutionary programme, because the
communists are no longer revolutionary; it is not due to a moderate
programme, because there is no lack of moderate parties of old standing.
It is due, however, to the strange merging of an utterly non-revolutionary
and anti-revolutionary policy with the belief in the myth that paradise on
earth has already been achieved over ‘one-sixth of the earth’s inhabited
surface’. At home, the masses which vote communist would never fight
against democracy, for revolution. It is all the more gratifying, therefore,
to adore the dictatorship in Russia and to indulge, in its service, in all those
impulses of violence, of vilification and extermination of one’s adversaries,
which cannot be satisfied at home.4

In short, one of the most obvious effects of the Bolshevik Revolution
on western socialism was to permit utopian daydreaming that was
seldom allowed to have any influence over practical political activity.

These reservations made, one may note that in every country
where left or labour movements existed before the First World War
(and in most where they arose later), the Bolshevik Revolution brought
a division into ‘socialists’ and ‘communists’. In some countries one
or other of these groups was a small minority of no political impor-
tance; the socialists were soon rendered so in Russia itself, and the
communists remained so in Britain. But in many other countries, and
notably through most of continental Europe, both were substantial
enough forces to make their subsequent rivalry, and occasional
collaboration in ‘united fronts’, facts of the first political importance.
The labels by which they are designated became household words and
were taken to indicate a decisive distinction, though the one com-
munist country between the world wars was the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics. The two words ‘socialist’ and ‘communist’ have
a chequered history, and the latter term, strictly understood, should
have had no application to any Marxist doctrine.> Marx and
Engels chose it for their Communist Manifesto because of the
discredit that utopian fantasy had brought upon the other term,
yet by the end of the nineteenth century and down to 1914, the word
‘communist’ had largely lapsed from use because there was no longer
the same need to distinguish the socialist movement from speculation
by philosophical socialists. Lenin revived ‘communist’ again when,
after the collapse and discredit of the Second International, he sought
a label to distinguish his party from the old socialist parties. At the

* F. Borkenau, World Communism (new edition, Ann Arbor, 1962), pp. 267, 426.
® See the present writer’s article ‘Communism’ in the Encyclopedia of Philosophy
(New York, 1966).
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same time, and inconsistently perhaps from the point of view of
keeping one clear meaning for the term, Lenin made much of an
obiter dictum of Marx in the Critique of the Gotha Programme. Marx
there was seeking to discourage idle communist speculation within
the socialist movement, and he said that the slogan of fair and equal
shares for all (the age-old programme of philosophical communists)
could be inscribed on the socialist banner only in a future that he
made sound sadly remote, namely, when socialism had solved the
human race’s economic problem and when men had undergone a
moral regeneration.® Lenin picked up this brief aside and blew it
up into the dogma of the two stages of post-revolutionary society,
with full communism as the second, higher phase. Stalin gave the
name ‘socialism’ to the first phase. The upshot is that both terms are
now misnomers for the main branches of the leftist movement: the
socialists dissociate themselves from many of the things that the
movement for the autonomy of the working class in the last century
called socialism, while the communists will readily admit to condemn-
ing communism as dangerous fantasy, ‘for the time being’ at least.

By whatever name its products be known, the split occasioned by
the Bolshevik Revolution was momentous. Not, however, because the
socialist movement down to that day had been united. It had never
known unity though it had always hankered after it and had some-
times pretended to have attained it on the strength of misunder-
standings (as, for example, concerning opposition to war). Nor, for
that matter, were the grounds of the division forced by Lenin new;
the distinction he made between the ‘opportunist’ socialists and the
disciplined communists was familiar, in slightly different terms, to all
European leftists. What was new, and what divided the socialist
movement as never before, was a specifically Russian combination of
revolutionary purity and tactical suppleness that Lenin introduced
under cover of a dogmatic theory of political strategy. Lenin, and
after him the communist parties, claimed to be able to settle with a
scientific certitude questions of practice and of principle that had

¢ ‘In a higher phase of communist society, after the enslaving subordination of
individuals under the division of labour, and therewith also the antithesis
between mental and physical labour, has vanished; after labour has ceased
to be a means of life and has become itself the primary necessity of life; after
the productive forces have also increased with the all-round development of the
individual, and all the springs of co-operative wealth flow more abundantly—
only then can the narrow horizon of bourgeois law be fully left behind and
society inscribe on its banners: From each according to his ability, to each
according to his needs’. Karl Marx, Critique of the Gotha Programme.
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always beset the socialist movement. They claimed to possess a
science that showed what, in each concrete historical situation, was
the Left and what the Right, what the progressive solution and what
the conservative one. This science served as rational justification
for what seemed, to western socialists, a fanticism 4 éclipse, a revolu-
tionary extremism and a political purity that could be turned on and
off like a tap. The socialist movement had always been familiar
with the distinctions made and the lines of division drawn by the
Bolsheviks, but it had discussed them in a rational language shared
with other western political movements. From 1917 on, or rather
from 1919, when the Russians began directly to intervene in the
affairs of western socialism, all these issues became justiciable to a
‘science of revolution’” which was actually an opportunist religion. On
this, the western labour movement was riven. So one must look to
see what were the sorts of disagreement that marked the pre-war
socialist movement, and then contrast them with the great schism
that followed the Bolshevik Revolution.

Breaking out in the midst of world war, that revolution found the
international socialist movement already divided against itself, but
the breaches were of the sort that the return to peace would have
healed. The socialist majorities which had rallied to the national
cause and voted the war credits (or at least abstained) were divided
on straight nationalist lines, and their leaders refused as commerce
with the enemy invitations to several abortive international confer-
ences staged after 1915. Only a few socialists maintained this attitude
after the war, declining for a time to sit at the same table as the
ex-enemy. More profound, and yet no more important because
involving fewer people, was the split inside each socialist party
between the majority that had put patriotism before international
proletarian solidarity and the minority that had preached pacifism—
which in the conditions of modern total warfare would soon have led
beyond voting against war credits and opposing conscription to
‘revolutionary defeatism’. Every belligerent country saw its socialists
rent on this issue, but only in Russia and later in Germany did the
minority of revolutionary defeatists gain any significant audience.
Everywhere else, the mass of the workers followed leaders who, in
1914, may well have ‘betrayed’ their anti-war declarations of earlier
years but had not betrayed the generally patriotic mood of their
party members. There developed, with growing war-weariness,
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widespread impatience with these leaders for failing to echo ade-
quately the yearnings for peace among those who bore the main
brunt of the atrocious sufferings of 1915-17. But from there to
revolutionary defeatism there was a distance that only Russians
could cover, for the evident reason that only Russians did not thereby
run the risk of exposing themselves to subjection to a more oppressive
regime. French and British socialists preferred bourgeois democracy
to the institutions of Imperial Germany, and the Germans in turn
preferred these to those of Tsarism. The China of 1914-18 not being
that of 1967, Russians had no such preference.

So, although there was much bitter discussion immediately after
the war among socialists about responsibilities for the disaster, and
although the Russians sought to make this the pretext for a split in
the movement and for the founding of a new International, this was
not an issue that would have caused a great schism. The truth is that
with Jaurés in August 1914 died the illusion of European socialists
that they could, or that they would even want to in an acid test, stop
war between their various nations; and that illusion has not since
reappeared.

The divisions within socialism that were to be more important, as
faults in the rock that will split, date back much earlier than 1914,
They date back to a central ambiguity of Marx’s own political
thought, which in this simply reflects the ambiguous situation of the
socialist movement in a democracy. On the whole Marx had
favoured recourse to political action by socialists, as against the
anarchist, mutualist, co-operativist, and utopian strains in socialism.
Even so, one must note recurrent anarchist themes in his policy, which
are evident in his first work in 1844 and come back in 1871 after the
Commune?; they are pronounced enough for Sorel to think to find
in them ‘the Marxism of Marx’.8 But that aspect of Marxism, and
the socialist lineage it expresses, were not to be of importance in the
socialist schism of this century, for the Bolsheviks and their social-
democratic adversaries agreed in combating anarcho-syndicalism in
all its forms and in seeking to reduce trade unions to dependence on
political parties formed by socialists. The ambiguity that was to
matter was about what sort of politics the movement was to practise,
whether it should be frankly revolutionary or whether it should be
parliamentary, electoralist, gradualist (to use some of the terms

? Maximilien Rubel, Kar! Marx devant le bonapartisme (Paris, 1960), pp. 153, 156.
§ G. Sorel, La Décomposition du marxisne (Paris, 1908).
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that came up in the long debate), in short democratic. Both seemed
plausible policies and warrant for each may be found in Marx’s
writings, a consideration that mattered inside a movement that by
1895 had become self-conscious about its Marxist orthodoxy.
Perhaps it is just this fact, that from Marxism may be deduced
contradictory, incompatible policies, that one may find in it almost as
one chooses a minimum programme and a maximum programme, that
explains the great success of Marxism as the common denominator
of socialist ideologies from Marx’s death in 1883 onwards, so that
Jacobins and Blanquists could rub shoulders inside Marxist parties
with parliamentary democrats. When Bernstein showed the two
contrasting elements in Marxism, ‘The one utopian, sectarian, peace-
fully evolutionist, the other conspiratorial, demagogic, terrorist’,
Kautsky replied that Marx had reconciled these contraries ‘in a higher
unity’. That dialectical solution was entirely satisfactory as long as
one remained (as of course Kautsky firmly intended to remain) on
the plane of mere talk, but it was less so in the conditions of political
action. As a guide to action, Marxism, which was claimed by most
socialists as their ideology from the start of this century, remained
imprecise and contradictory.®

Disagreement about socialist policies—revolution or parliamen-
tarism—raged for a quarter of a century before 1914, with the general
drift in Europe being towards parliamentarism spiced or flavoured
with revolutionary oratory. In practice, the socialist parties were
being integrated into the democratic system but they did not always
care to admit it. It is well known how, when Bernstein asked the
German social-democrats to admit it, they repudiated him and
preferred to listen to the revolutionary demagogy of their leaders.
Less well known but just as typical is the case of Guesde and Lafargue,
whose 1883 Commentary on the Minimum Programme of French
socialism rang with a spectacular revolutionism, threatened the day
when arms would speak more loudly than theories, and poured sar-
casm on hopes of change by parliamentary methods. Now, the
Commentary went on being reprinted (it was up to its fourth re-
printing by 1897) with the same date, 22 October 1883, but with
gradual changes that ultimately altered its sense: the revolution

* Cf. B. Voyenne, ‘De Marx a Staline, le destin historique du marxisme’, in
Robert Aron et al., De Marx au marxisme: 1848-1948 (Paris, 1948), pp.
27-53; A. Wauters, L’ Evolution du marxisme depuis la mort de Marx (Brussels,
1924) pp. 72-3; A. G. Meyer, Marxism: The Unity of Theory and Practice
(Harvard, 1954), pp. 109-27.
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receded, parliament acquired some virtue, and every passage liable
to scare off electoral support was toned down or removed.!® Guesde
became a Cabinet Minister in 1914, and was one of the leading
opponents of French socialist affiliation with Lenin’s International
in 1920—having entered political life as an apocalyptic revolutionary
collectivist forty years earlier. His evolution, and his shyness about
confessing to it, typify the stand of European socialism on the central
ambiguity of socialist politics, an issue to which Lenin was to present
a characteristic solution and one that would split the socialist
movement.

Briefly, Lenin’s answer was that the socialist cause was to be
advanced neither by a party wedded to democratic parliamentary
procedures nor by an uncompromising revolutionary force, but by a
new agency controlled by professional revolutionaries who could
chop and change from one of those policies to the other without
ever losing their purity in opportunism, because their tactics were
decided by a scientific technology of political action. This new sort
of socialist party could, when occasion demanded, appear as elec-
toralist, as parliamentary, and as democratic as the old parties of the
Second International, and it could even co-operate with them in
defensive phases of the proletariat’s action. At the next moment, it
could appear as revolutionary, as violent, and as ruthless as the groups
that kept alive the characteristically French contribution to socialism,
the tradition of violence that runs from the Jacobins via the Blanquists
to the anarcho-syndicalists. To be capable of these extreme, and
sometimes sudden, mutations, the new party, the communist party,
had to be comparatively small and it had to be weeded and purified
by recurrent purges, so that it remained always in the condition of a
perfect instrument. It was to practise discipline of a sort the socialist
parties had never known, nor for that matter military forces, since
the iron chain of command was to extend beyond national borders
to a central international command.

Many of these notions were familiar, taken separately, to western
socialists because they were found in the long and heterogeneous
socialist tradition. Not all however: there were some that came from
Russia, where autocracy and the national character had given rise
to peculiar forms of revolutionism. Less familiar still was the total
effect, the fusion of elements drawn from several quarters and com-

10 G. Sorel, ‘L’Evoluzione del socialismo in Francia’, in La Riforma sociale,
1899, pp. 509-25.
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bined according to a dogmatic theory about what was going to happen
in history in the near future. That is why all western socialists
reacted to Leninism as to something utterly new, both those who
rejected it as a foreign imposition and those who felt that the failure
of socialism in the war and in the post-war labour struggles justified
turning to a powerful novelty that seemed to have proven itself in
Russia. Before looking at the impact of that original combination on
western socialism, one should analyse its principal innovations in
socialist theory. These are the notions of professional revolutionary,
of political purity, and of that science or technology of revolution
that indicated when the instrument was to be used in this way or that.

The professional revolutionary seems to be a peculiarly Russian
product, unfamiliar to even the most extremist western socialists.
Still, the Jacobin and Blanquist traditions assisted the acclimatiza-
tion of this model in the West when it arrived at a crucial moment.
That moment was when socialists realized that Marx had been wrong
in believing that the proletariat would become spontaneously revolu-
tionary in the conditions that capitalism created for it. In fact, it
did not even become spontaneously socialist or class-conscious.
Since that moment—and these facts were stated by Bernstein and
Sorel from the start of the century—orthodox Marxist revolutionism
has been known to be without foundation, so the choice for those who
did not wish to practise revolutionary demagogy has been between
abandoning class-struggle doctrines, on the one hand, and, on the
other, embracing one or other of the revolutionary Marxist heresies,
anarcho-syndicalism or Leninism. These consist in the assertion that
if the working class does not become revolutionary by itself, the
only way to get a revolution is for a small number, designated by
their superior morality, to lead the workers to revolutionary action
even though it does not accord with their apparent or short-term
interests. In Leninism, this small number are professional revolu-
tionaries. In anarcho-syndicalism, they are a syndicalist elite. The
former has proven by far the more general. Syndicalist elites existed
for a time in France and Spain, more briefly in Italy, but they were
impossible to transplant and withered in their native soil. The
professional revolutionary, in contrast, though of Russian origin,
has appeared and thrived in every climate. Indeed, this universality
has given twentieth-century history much of its unity, has made it
more ‘one story’ than some earlier ages.
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The original Russian professional revolutionary was not neces-
sarily a socialist, for many movements of opposition had this same
hard core. It is precisely that neutrality, from a political and ethical
point of view, that made the professional revolutionary infinitely
more adaptable and more easily exportable than such types as the
entrepreneur or the syndicalist; but that neutrality also explains why
the communist professional revolutionary so easily degenerated into
the Stalinist party bureaucrat, the tempered instrument that can
serve conflicting purposes in turn.

The definition of the type is by now familiar. A young man of
whatever social class or origin cuts himself off from his folk and his
environment to dedicate himself, if need be to the point of martyrdom,
to the violent overthrow of the existing order by a small, strictly
disciplined group that hopes to be able to lead masses to revolt. “The
organization of professional revolutionaries, strictly selected, bound
to absolute obedience towards superiors of the organization, ready
for any sacrifice, severed from every link with the outside world,
classless in the most emphatic sense of the term, knowing neither
satisfaction nor moral obligation outside the good of their organiza-
tion, is a specific creation of the Russian soil. . . . Lenin transferred
this organization, with its peculiar methods of selection and work,
its peculiar religious enthusiasm and its equally peculiar indifference
to ordinary moral standards, into the Russian labour movement.
Having conquered Russia with his organization of professional
revolutionaries, he attempted to transfer the same methods to the
west. The history of this attempt is the history of the Communist
International.”

The professional revolutionary was to prove a striking literary
success in the West, but his material political influence there was
limited—at least as long as he remained a communist. It was when
he became, or found a direct imitator in, a nazi or a Palestinian
terrorist, and when he was taken as the model for the Arab or
Asian nationalist, whether of socialist convictions or not, that he
had a real impact in west Europe and in Europe’s colonies. Nechaev
found no place in western social-democratic parties, which held to
the view that a mass movement, a class cause, can no more pivot on
the individual revolutionary than a pyramid can on its apex. He
found a place, for a time, in the western communist parties, but he

11 Borkenau, op. cit., p. 26. Cf. Lenin’s 1902 pamphlet, What Is To Be Done?
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often moved on to other parties,'? or, if he stayed in, he was quickly
enough transformed by the rationalist, bourgeois atmosphere of the
West from a religious fanatic into a party bureaucrat whose acts of
heroism were of an ideological order.

‘Better fewer but better’, said Lenin, referring to the political
purity that the smaller socialist party should have. The notion of
ideological purity was nothing new to socialists at that time. As has
been recalled, there was an official Marxist orthodoxy from the time
of Engels’s death in 1895, and within a few years Croce was com-
plaining of Marxist dogmatism and Sorel of the ‘clerical spirit’ and
‘pontifical authority’ of social-democratic leadership. The terms of
those early complaints are worth consulting,3 for it is often thought
that the Russian communists, or Stalin in particular, introduced
scholasticism and arrogant ex cathedra judgment into socialist
discussion. In reality, the Bolshevik contribution to the notion of
political purity was different.

Nor was the idea new that a party must suffer fragmentation and
undergo purges, at the cost of loss of membership, in order to retain
political purity. Engels used to cite Hegel saying that a party showed
it was fit to conquer by proving that it could withstand a split,* and
he more than once reproved Lafargue and the French socialists for
their ‘opportunism’, telling them that they must ‘swim against the
current’ at moments when the rest of the working class was on the
wrong course.’® And it is well known how Marx made a virtue of
necessity, consoling his few followers with the assurance that they
were right, and scuttling an organization rather than see it fall into
the hands of opponents. Marx and Engels conceived political purity
as the duty to keep a point of view alive at a time of reflux, when
there was no revolutionary opportunity, whereas when there seemed

12 A typical case was Jacques Doriot; see G. D. Allardyce, ‘The Political
Transition of Jacques Doriot’, in The Journal of Contemporary History, 1, ii,
p- 100.

13 B. Croce, Matérialisme historique et économie marxiste (Paris, 1901), p. 180,
in an essay dated 1897; G. Sorel, ‘Les Polémiques pour Pinterprétation du
marxisme: Bernstein et Kautsky’, in Revue Internationale de la sociologie,
1900.

4 B. Tchaguine, Le Développement du marxisme aprés la Commune de Paris,
(Paris, 1954), p. 19.

15 F. Engels, Paul et Laura Lafargue, Correspondance (ed. Bottigelli, Paris,
1956, 1959).




46 The Impact of the Russian Revolution 1917-1967

to be a revolutionary situation or some historical urgency (as during
the Commune), they would readily sink differences.

The Leninist conception of political purity, as it was put into
practice in his own party and as it was forced on the western socialist
parties (in the first place by way of the 21 conditions laid down for
their admission to the Communist International), was original. It
put loyalty to a changing party line above the traditional socialist
notion of loyalty to a class, to an ethic, or to an ideal of revolutionary
purity. A pure party for Lenin meant a perfectly tempered instru-
ment that could be used for apparently contradictory tactical pur-
poses because the user, the party leadership, had in mind a revolu-
tionary strategy that required these manoeuvres. This conception
was new to western socialists. They were familiar enough with the
ebb and flow of the proletariat’s revolutionary hopes, and had
acquired from Marx a vague but firm conviction of the need to
adapt political action to the ‘ripeness’ or maturity of the historical
situation. Most of them, too, had lived through popular fronts,
class collaboration in the defence of democracy (as during the
Dreyfus case, in France), followed by phases of uncompromising
proletarian hostility to the State and the employers (as in the great
strikes of the early years of this century). But this alternation had
been felt as an unsatisfactory oscillation, as a rising and falling of
revolutionary hopes, and the inability of Marxism to clear up their
confusion had been widely recognized. Thus the labour movement
in the years just before the First World War was dividing into those
that settled for the minimum programme of socialism, and they were
the majority, and those who were prepared to hold, in season and
out, to the maximum revolutionary programme. Lenin introduced
the notion of a party that had to make no such choice, for its purity
meant rigid discipline in the service of a theory about how the
maximum could ultimately be attained through a series of zigzags.

This was an instrumentalist, or technological, meaning of purity,
in the sense of fitness or aptitude, as may be seen by the following
contrast. Hegel, Marx, Engels and the western socialists understood
that a party was to be kept politically pure by purging or expelling,
when needful and historically appropriate (that is, not in the face of
the enemy or in a revolutionary situation), those of its members
who were untrue to its ideal, or in disagreement with its ideology or
foreign to its class. Lenin meant that his sort of party was to be
purged both when it was on a left tack and when it was on a right
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tack, in the first case expelling those who lacked revolutionary purity
or were ‘opportunist’, but in the second case expelling those who
clung to an unseasonable revolutionism and declined to compromise.
For what both had been untrue to was the technical fitness of the
party to apply its historical strategy, its theory of revolution, in
whatever way the concrete situation might require.

Western socialists had often gone through phases of self-examina-
tion about their revolutionary purity, as, for example, when they
wondered whether they became tainted by Millerandism, by having
a lawyer who claimed to be a socialist join a bourgeois government.
Whatever side they had taken in such discussions, however, they were
not prepared for a dogmatic theory of intermittent purity and of
successive deviations, such as Bolshevism presented to them. For
those who came to believe that Lenin possessed the revolutionary
technology that required such an instrumentalist approach, it was
acceptable intellectually—though emotionally, in political practice,
it was soon to prove more than flesh and blood could stand, at least
for those who identified themselves with their successive tactical
stances. That is why eventually, in the conditions under which
western socialism lived, the technique of fanaticism a éclipse could be
practised only by a very small bureaucracy exercising authority over
a changing and unstable party membership.

The professional revolutionary and the pure instrumentality of the
small and repeatedly purged communist party are required by, and
justified in, a science of revolution announced by Lenin. Even
westerners who have made the most trenchant criticisms of Lenin
have often conceded that he possessed this science. Thus, Borkenau
said of ‘Left-wing” Communism, ‘It is a handbook of revolutionary
tactics and as such can sometimes be compared for force of argument,
realism, directness, and convincing power, with Machiavelli’s //
Principe. Here a great master of politics speaks. . . . Lenin knew
perfectly the conditions of a successful social revolution.’’® Max
Eastman also praised Lenin as revolutionary ‘engineer’. ‘The most
striking feature of Lenin’s political tactics was the “policy of sharp
turns”. . . . Nothing like this had ever been seen before. . . . It
contributed more than anything else to make his political power seem
occult and almost magical. And yet it was the opposite of magic;
it was the essence of scientific engineering introduced into the sphere
16 Borkenau, op. cit., pp. 191-2.
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of politics. . . . That is the significance of the policy of sharp turns.
It is a proof that Lenin was in the full sense of the term a scientific
engineer. . . . Bolshevism is an unconscious, and therefore incom-
plete, substitution of a practical science of revolution for that revolu-
uonary philosophy of the universe which Marx created.’!?

The trouble is, as fifty years have shown, that this science not only
could not be transmitted to western socialists but could not even be
handed on to Lenin’s successors, nor its propositions set out clearly.
Perhaps Lukacs is a better guide to the source of Lenin’s opinions
when he says, ‘The enrichment that Marxism owes to Lenin consists
simply—simply !—in the more intimate, more obvious, more meaning-
ful linking up of isolated actions with the general destiny, the revolu-
tionary destiny, of the whole working class’. He adds that this
linking up means ‘treating each particular everyday problem in
concrete connection with the historico-social totality, considering it
as a component in the emancipation of the proletariat’, and it is ‘only
that linking up of isolated actions with a central core, which can be
found only by precise analysis of the historico-social whole, that
decides whether isolated actions are revolutionary or counter-
revolutionary’. Lukacs insists that for Lenin there ‘is something
more important than isolated facts or tendencies, namely the reality
of the general process, the totality of the development of society’.1®
The cumbersome language of the Hungarian philosopher conceals,
indeed, the kernel of Lenin’s supposed science: each event is part
of a process that is not yet complete but of which Lenin knows the
end. It is because Lenin assumes that he knows the end of the story
that he can decree, with the vigorous certitude and the miserable
mock scientism of pamphlets like ‘Left-wing’ Communism, who is ‘too
far’ left and who ‘too far’ right at any given moment, that he can
rule beyond appeal who is revolutionary and who counter-revolu-
tionary.

This had always been the problem of the Marxist socialists. They
thought they had a general picture of the evolution of capitalism and
thus knew the future, but could not specify the timing of that evolu-
tion. And it was just the timing that mattered in judging whether a
political action was too far left or too far right. If the revolution is
for tomorrow, as Marx seems to have believed at the time of the

17 M. Eastman, Marx, Lenin, and the Science of Revolution (London, 1926),
pp. 158, 168.
18 G, Lukacs, Lénine (Paris, 1965), pp. 30, 38.
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Communist Manifesto, then there is no need to reform or compromise,
and all sorts of actions become needlessly opportunist; but if the
revolution fades to some fairly remote, and at all events unspecifiable,
future, then those same actions become reasonable, and another
class of actions become reckless, even suicidal. The application of
terms that socialists had debated for decades, such as ‘realist’,
‘sectarian’, ‘opportunist’, ‘Blanquist’, ‘electoralist’—even terms such
as ‘terrorist’—depended on a view of how far ahead lay the consumma-
tion about which, as Marxists, they were generally agreed. Lenin
brushed aside all such debate with the confident air of one who
knows the exact course of the process of proletarian emancipation,
and who can therefore fix precise meanings to all these terms and
pronounce judgment accordingly. There is no need to criticize in any
detail Lenin’s confidence on that score; the facts have already done
so, and some of them will be recalled later. Certainly Lenin’s own
prophecies, once he began to formulate them for western socialists,
and those of his successors (neither more nor less), have been wrong
with a quite unscientific frequency. This means that, in those cases,
what they called ‘infantile leftism’ before the event was not so in fact,
nor what they called ‘opportunist rightism’. It is enough to recall the
German Communist Party’s use of such terms during the rise (in
fact for some months after the installation!) of nazism.

The essence of Lenin’s science is on one page of ‘Left-wing’
Communism where he says, first, ‘Communists should know that the
future in any case belongs to them’, and, then, ‘Communists in all
countries [must appreciate] the necessity of displaying the utmost
flexibility in their tactics’.1® Naturally, if we know that the present
battle is to be decided in our favour in any case, our tactics can be
arbitrary—first left, then right—and we shall always know who is
‘condemned by history’, namely those who oppose us, whether in the
first case or the second.

Thus what western socialism discovered under the Leninist science
of revolution, which was to govern brusque turns from one policy to
its contrary, was dogmatic fideism. It led to arbitrary, unpredictable
oscillation between two attitudes that, before the war, had been
typified by Jaurés on the one side and Sorel on the other. Those
men, and their followers, had put up reasoned arguments for their
positions, for class collaboration and for proletarian revolutionism
respectively. Bolshevism meant that one could be substituted for the

1% The Essentials of Lenin, vol. 2 (London, 1947), p- 633.
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other from one moment to the next with a brief justification which
always consisted in a forecast about what was to happen in the near
future (‘we are on the eve of a new wave’, ‘the third period is about
to begin’, etc.). As an example of this science in application, one
may take Zinoviev, at a time when he was Lenin’s faithful mouth-
piece, appearing before a meeting of communists in 1922 to ‘explain’
the difficult reversal of tactics from the ultra-revolutionism that had
split the socialist parties in the previous three years to a new united
front:

The workers want unity. Not to take account of that state of mind
would be to make sectarians of communists and to help the social-
democrats. If we manage now to use that state of mind, we shall have
both an intelligent communist party and a great mass movement. The
indignation of the working class about splits in the movement is quite
understandable. The effort towards unity is very often, almost always even,
a revolutionary factor. The power of the working class resides in the fact
that it groups millions. That’s the power of numbers. It is quite under-
standable and justifiable that the working class should be against splits.
But we could not always respect that sentiment, because the social-demo-
crats were using it to the profit of the bourgeoisie. We had to make the
split. Now, let’s change roles: the splitters now will be the socialists and
not us. . . . We are on the eve of a new surge of the working class.?

Apart from the horrible détail that in fact 1922 was the eve of the
surge of fascism in Italy and of Tsankov’s white terror in Bulgaria,
this instance of scientific reversal of policies shows that as far as
concerns the advancement of socialism’s cause (as distinct from
Russian interests) it is proposed without rhyme or reason. Because of
a bad guess about the near future—what Lukacs calls relating events
to the general process—words change meaning, roles are reversed,
and a sentiment that was just now to the profit of the bourgeoisie
becomes a revolutionary factor. In numerous other applications the
Leninist technology, whether politically successful or not, never
proved to have any rational or scientific foundation. It was this
rational technology that was to explain the practice of brusque turns
or fanaticism a éclipse and to justify the socialist use of the politically
neutral professional revolutionary. And it was the combination of
these three new Bolshevik concepts that divided the western labour
movement.

It is not needful here to recount the story of that first division in
detail. In any case, it would be mistaken to treat it as an original

20 J, Humbert-Droz, L’Oeil de Moscou a Paris (Paris, 1964), p. 13.
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schism that explains the persistence of a divided socialist movement
since that day, in the way that the separation of Norway in 1905
explains, quite mechanically, the division of the Scandinavian
peninsula since then. The events of 1919-20 were less an irreversible
parting than the first application of the Leninist strategy in a phase
of leftist tactics, as was seen when soon after—on the occasion of the
third congress of the Communist International in June-July 1921—
it was succeeded by the contrary phase of that strategy, the first
‘united front’. These phases have gone on succeeding each other
ever since, and so what matters is the political theory behind that
alternation, rather than the peculiar circumstances of the first split.
That political theory, Leninism, in its three original constituents of
the professional revolutionary, intermittent fanaticism, and the
technology of revolution, thereafter competed with the mainstream
of socialism, first of all by drawing off from it adherents of certain
types. Which types?

Communist-Socialist Competition

If we assume (and the assumption would not be entirely accurate)
that at any given moment there are in each western country a certain
number of people who, independent of the competition between the
communist, socialist, and other smaller left-wing parties, are inclined
to join, support, or vote for a movement answering the general
description of leftist or socialist, then it will be seen that since 1919
these people have been divided, mainly, into supporters of communist
parties and supporters of parties of the sort that could belong to the
Second International; with a residue, in some instances substantial,
supporting smaller extremist or splinter groups. The reason it is
said that the assumption is not entirely accurate is that much evidence
suggests that the number of people of left political opinions is not, in
reality, independent of the competition between the communists and
socialists; or, in other words, a united left movement would have a
different size and membership from the sum of the divided left
movement that has existed since 1919 as a result of the Bolshevik
Revolution. However, it is not possible, for the time being, to quan-
tify that statement more exactly.

It is possible, on the other hand, to specify some of the character-
istics of the membership of the communist parties, and to show the
effects that the separation of people of that sort had upon the socialist
parties. One must bear in mind, however, that open competition
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between the two parties for the allegiance of leftists has not been
possible for the whole of the last fifty years because one or both of
them was, or were, illegal for part of that time. Of the major western
communist parties, only the French has a more or less continuous
history, and it was illegal from September 1939 to the Liberation
(though it was making some of its biggest gains towards the end of
that period in underground Resistance work). The German Com-
munist Party was suppressed between 1933 and the end of the war,
when it reappeared in the eastern part of the country as a Russian
agency and in the western part of the country only briefly before
being again suppressed. The Italian party was smashed by Musso-
lini’s laws of exception, from 1926 to the liberation of Italy in 1943-4.
The Spanish party existed legally inside Spain for barely three years
in all. Even in democracies like the United States and Australia,
the party has been banned for longer or shorter periods, while in
some countries with less secure traditions of political freedom the
communists (and often the socialists too) have been outlawed for
longer than they have been allowed to operate publicly. Still, where
there was competition between these two political forces it may be
seen that communism tended to attract away from socialism the
revolutionaries, the young, and certain social sub-classes, without,
however, ever managing to find itself a stable clientele. These asser-
tions are expanded in the following four sections.

Revolutionaries and Reformists: It would be wrong to imagine
that, in every situation they have faced together since 1919, the
western communists have been more revolutionary than the socialists,
or even that, on the whole, they have been a revolutionary party at
all. But the socialist parties have never been so in earnest since they
lost their revolutionary members to the communists, while the com-
munists have been or appeared to be so recurrently. The upshot has
been that all those who wished to work for a political revolution to
install socialism have found it increasingly difficult, and in the end
impossible, to stay in western socialist parties, whereas there have
been periods when the communist parties welcomed them. True
enough, sooner or later the communist parties would take a brusque
turn in the opposite direction and the revolutionaries would either
have to submit (that is, give revolutionism the new and special
meaning of unconditional attachment to a changing party line both in
its revolutionary and non-revolutionary or anti-revolutionary mo-
ments), or be purged. When purged, such revolutionaries of course
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could not enter or return to the socialist parties (as sometimes hap-
pened with communist members, supporters, and voters who quit for
the contrary reason, because they found the communists adven-
turously revolutionary). It they retained revolutionary aspirations
at all, they joined one or other of the splinter groups, of which
Trotskyism for a time was the largest, that have hovered between
the socialist and communist parties ever since the split.

The result of this process has been a continual voiding of the
socialist parties’ revolutionary membership, so that simply because
of the psychology of their supporters these parties would have under-
gone the shift to the right in their political ideas that is evident since
1919. Many other factors have contributed to that shift, which in
any event has been to some extent a rational adjustment to changed
social conditions; but it is clear, without adopting any particular
psychological theory about ‘the revolutionary personality’, that
there has occurred a selection of personalities such that the socialist
parties have lost their former revolutionary wing.

They really did have that wing before the 1914 war, for the
Bolsheviks did not introduce revolutionism to the West but only the
special Leninist conception of it. There was much less hypocrisy
than one might imagine when the western socialists of 1919-20
replied to the communists come to split their parties, “We are revolu-
tionists too!” The socialists before the war had indeed been moving
towards integration into bourgeois democracy, and they had gone
further along that road than their out-of-date ideology admitted;
but they were still a pugnacious party in comparison with the social-
ists of fifty years later, because they had a revolutionary wing that
was to be lopped off in 1919. In Italy, indeed, the revolutionary
socialists, the ‘maximalists’, got control of the party from the
reformists in 1912, |

During the confrontation of French socialists and those who
were to become the French communists, at Tours in 1920, Marcel
Sembat answered the revolutionism of Moscow: ‘It’s not the first
time we have prepared the revolution inside this party! When I
entered the Chamber [of Deputies] I joined a group called at that
time the Central Revolutionary Committee, and which was inspired
by Vaillant. I assure you we spent a lot of time there talking about
the revolution and even, often, we examined practical ways of
preparing for it. Others, in the Parti Ouvrier Francais, were pre-
paring it too. By what strange error did you come to think that the
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POF was just a party of vote-catchers? . . . we had a programme for
the revolution too. And, heavens! the traditions that inspired our
elders in that Central Revolutionary Committee were real conspira-
torial traditions, too. But, damn it, we didn’t tell the whole world
the way you do in your Moscow conditions.” Succeeding him on the
same platform, Léon Blum told the communists, ‘Let me tell you
that reformism—or more exactly revisionism, I like the word better—
no longer exists in the party. . . . The doctrine of the party is a
revolutionary doctrine. . . . For my part, I only know of one
socialism in France to date, the one defined in our statutes, and it is a
revolutionary socialism. . . . The dictatorship of the proletariat—
we're in favour of it. There again, there is no disagreement in prin-
ciple. We are so strongly in favour of it that the notion and the
theory of dictatorship of the proletariat were included by us in a
programme that was an electoral programme. So we are afraid
neither of the word nor of the thing’.2

One may smile at this revolutionary oratory, and the advocates of
acceptance of Moscow’s 21 conditions who followed Sembat and
Blum to the platform did not fail to point out that the record of the
Second International parties scarcely corresponded to it. But the
point is that even as oratory it passed from fashion in the western
socialist parties soon after the communists drew off that section of
socialists more inclined to be impressed by it. Moreover, when the
pre-war socialists in France and perhaps even in Germany used such
language, they did so with fewer mental reservations, with a less clear
sense of hypocrisy, than was possible for communist demagogues
exercising their party’s monopoly over the revolutionary vocabulary
forty and fifty years later. The socialist parties at that time contained
and were keenly influenced by a revolutionary wing, and the loss
of that wing after the defection of the communists explains much of
their subsequent evolution. Much of the ageing, ossification, bureau-
cratization, and ‘bourgeoisification’ that overtook them from that
time on, and which will be referred to below, was simply the conse-
quence—or, rather, not the consequence but the fact itself—of the
isolation of the radicals and the youth in the communist parties,
leaving the conservatives in complete control of socialist machinery
that previously they had managed only under the criticism of their
own left wing.

Most of the western parties had been, before 1914, a parallelogram

2t Annie Kriegel, Le Congrés de Tours 1920 (Paris, 1964), pp. 28, 118, 127-8.
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of forces where a revolutionary left had tugged against a conservative
revisionist right to produce a centrist line that was, for all that, well
to the left of anything known fifty years later. In German social-
democracy, for example, there had been a left-right-centre triangle,
and ‘shifting tactical alliances among these forces had ensured that
no single one of them would be completely dominant’; but once the
left had moved to the German Communist Party this balance was
destroyed, in favour of the conservatives. From then on, the Social-
Democratic Party was a preponderant right faced with a small left-
wing condemned to ineffectual opposition.?

The same thing looked like happening in Italy where, indeed, the
reformists in charge of the party and of the unions would have dis-
solved socialism in a democratic radicalism had it not been for the
accident of the Libyan war. Instead, something extraordinary
occurred which prefigured part of the later history of European
socialism. After a long crisis within the Italian Socialist Party, the
reformists lost control to the maximalists at the Reggio Emilia
congress in 1912. But this maximalism was not the familiar ‘maxi-
mum programme’ that the left in general was abandoning for a
democratic ‘minimum programme’, for it bore characteristic fascist
features, as, aided by hindsight, we may now see. The effective leader
of the maximalist majority in the party was Benito Mussolini, and
his demagogic extremism constituted a policy that we now know not
to have been socialist at all: ‘the absolute subordination of the
workers’ movement to the party, concentration of all powers in the
central organs and eventually in the hands of a charismatic chief,
creation among the masses of a state of revolutionary tension,
abolition of the limits that had in the past contained social and
political struggle, and willingness to accept all the risks of adventure’.?
That this was not socialism was proven when Mussolini threw open
the party to every type of malcontent and rebel, doubling its member-
ship in the two years between the Reggio and Ancona congresses,
drowning the old guard of socialists in a rabble of sans-culottes,
and confounding the working class with the mob. Even though,
by these means, the reformists were reduced to a minority inside
the party, they continued to predominate among socialist electors
and in the other working-class organizations, and they retained

#2 R. N. Hunt, German Social Democracy 1918-1933 (New Haven, 1964),
pp- 237-8.
B G. Arfe, Storia del socialismo italiano 18921926 (Turin, 1965), p. 143.
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this numerical superiority over maximalist and communist voters
until 1924,

The French Socialist Party (SFIO), from the beginning of the
century, had contained four main tendencies: the revisionists and
Dreyfusards led by Jean Jaurés; the Marxists around Guesde; the
Blanquists led by Vaillant; and an extremist wing, noted especially
for its anti-militarism and anti-patriotism, led by Gustave Hervé.
By the time of the Bolshevik Revolution, the French party was a
left-right-centre triangle: a left wing around the Third International
Committee of Loriot and Souvarine, a right wing associated with
Renaudel and La Vie Socialiste, and, resultant of these forces, a
dominant centrist majority, whose Reconstruction Committee ran
the party. With the removal of the revolutionaries to the Communist
Party—it was, in fact, the majority of socialists who joined that party
at first, but only the revolutionaries stayed there, the rest returning
to the SF1IO—the party machine that had been constructed by Guesde
remained solidly in the power of the conservatives.

That the isolation of the revolutionaries in the French socialist
movement was, as just recalled, a two-step process was due to the fact
that the 1920 division, in that as in many other parties, was not a
single, clean surgical cut. It was complicated by socialist attachment
to the notion of working-class unity, which led socialists to follow
the majority wherever it went, not out of conformism but out of the
conviction that socialism ceases to be itself when it is no longer a
mass movement, the party of the greatest number. So in parties
where the Third International’s 21 conditions for admission were
accepted only by a scissionist minority that hived off to form a
communist party, that party did not at once get all the revolutionaries,
many of whom preferred to stay with the majority and to attempt the
experiment of acting as a left wing. Conversely, where the majority
of the socialist party joined the Third International, as happened in
France, many non-revolutionaries went along with the movement,
scarcely taking seriously Moscow’s 21 conditions. A cycle of purges,
now of left sectarians, now of opportunists, was needed to convince
all western leftists that the socialist parties no longer (and the com-
munists never) put proletarian unity before the distinction between
revolutionary and reformist doctrines.

This initial division was completed earliest in Germany, after
events of great confusion and tragic import. By 1921 already, the
Social-Democratic Party (SPD), now controlled by the conservatives,



The Labour Movement 57

wrote the Gorlitz Programme which in many ways foreshadowed the
Bad Godesberg Programme of 1959. It renounced revolution and
declared for democracy and gradualism. That the party could, so
early and before the earth-shaking events of 1921-59, anticipate the
programme it follows today shows that it was sufficient for the
revolutionaries to hive off in the communist party for social-demo-
cracy to assume many of its present features. Similarly, though less
strikingly, the electoral programme of the French Socialist Party of
April 1919, which was endorsed by the right and the centre but
rejected by the Committee for the Third International (that is, the
revolutionaries who were to lead the movement towards communism),
proved to be the SFIO’s maximum programme for many years to
come. Infact Léon Blum, who was the rapporteur for this programme
in April 1919, was to implement some part of it while head of the
government in 1936.

The ageing and taming of the socialist parties that resulted immedi-
ately from the departure of their revolutionary members initiated a
vicious circle. Asthe Second International parties showed themselves
lessambitious, less imaginative, and less inclined to promote thorough-
going social change, the young and the radicals (later the unemployed)
were driven more surely into the communist parties. And as these
latter declared themselves more Bolshevik, in proportion as Stalin
increased his control over them, the socialist parties reacted in horror
towards the right and moved bodily across the political spectrum,
losing on the left all they might gain on the right.?

As long as revolutionism retained its traditional western meanings,
whether these were Marxist or Blanquist, it seemed possible for the
socialist parties to encompass a revolutionary left wing and, at the
cost of some incoherence, to widen their electoral base both towards
the left and the right with the hope of eventually becoming a ruling
party. In other words, political revolutionism as the extreme left
socialists of before the 1914 war understood it, could fairly com-
fortably exist as a trend or tendency, often a powerful one, inside
parties and movements that also contained consistently democratic,
gradualist, and conservative wings. That co-existence scandalized
non-political revolutionaries, the anarcho-syndicalists, but it was
accepted by other socialists because they saw in it, first, the common
form of all western political movements, which have a left and a
right as naturally as a man has, and, second, the reflection of the
 Hunt, op. cit., pp. 142-8, 245.
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heterogeneity of the working masses. All of that ceases to be true
once the revolutionaries adopt, as more efficacious, the Leninist
notion of revolutionism, for this excludes constant cohabitation with
conservative, democratic socialists, introduces the notion of a
monolithic party without left and right, and, lastly, requires the com-
munist party not to reflect the heterogeneity of the masses, in fact to
cease to be a mass party whenever the party line indicates. Losing
thereby the capacity to contain all those who take a revolutionary
view of the way to socialism, the socialist parties would have been
condemned to political opposition without hope of obtaining power
in the name of the working class, even if the working class had not
been shrinking in relative importance as a proportion of the western
population.

Age: Partly because of the foregoing, the socialist parties lost
many of their youthful adherents to communism, which has generally
been a younger movement. (That is a good part of the explanation
for its being a movement with a less stable membership, since the
young grow old.) This was evident right from the Tours congress
of the French socialists, where it appeared that the younger members
(either in the sense of younger in years or of more recent entry to the
party) were more inclined to favour adherence to the Third Inter-
national. That fact came to be disputed, as one side argued that the
youthfulness of its supporters was proof of its dynamism and its
opponents that it was proof of its adventurousness and lack of
political education. Yet it is certain that the French Communist
Party has always been a younger party than the SFIO and it has been
much more successful in running youth movements—though in the
last few years its hold over some of them, in open revolt against an
unchanging party leadership, was for a time unsure.

Not only is the French Communist Party membership young but,
because of the policy of rapid promotion, its leadership is relatively
young too. It is often recalled inside the party that Maurice Thorez
entered the politbureau at 25 and Benoit Frachon at 30. The leader-
ship aged somewhat after the war and in 1952 the youngest member
of the politbureau was 40, but half its members were still in their
forties. Forty also was the average age of communist deputies in
1946, making them the youngest of the major parliamentary groups.
At the 1953 party conference the average age of delegates was barely
31; two-thirds were in the 25-35 age group and hardly any were
over 45. This youthfulness has been a constant feature of communist
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militancy. In the United States party in 1925 (to choose from a
different sample altogether), out of 43 communist leaders only one
was over 50 and twenty-seven were under 40.% Communist electors,
to return to France and to pass from membership to voting support,
have also been younger than those of other parties. The percentage
figures for 1952, according to a public opinion poll, were:

Communist Socialist
voters voters
Aged over 50 = 73 37
35t049 .. .. 35 33
18to 34 .. .. 42 30

In Germany the corresponding facts are clearer still. Right from
the beginning, the socialist youth bolted to the Communist Party
(and to some extent to the Independent Socialist Party). The social-
democratic youth movement, which had had 100,000 members in
1913, had shrunk to 36,000 in 1919. Though the war, with its heca-
tomb of youth, may explain that in part, the fact is that the SPD
youth movement never had more than 50,000 or 60,000 members
throughout the years of the Weimar Republic. Moreover, the party
leadership was constantly bickering with its youth movement. There
were more young people in the Communist Party (KPD), as the
following percentage figures show:%

1928 1930
SPD KPD SPD KPD
Under 50 .. .. 48 96 48 97
Over 50 N — 4 52 3

It is only in recent years and in the absence of competition from
a communist party that German social-democracy has been rejuven-
ated: the proportion of new members joining while aged under 40
years was 52 per cent in 1955 and 60 per cent in 1961.%

One might fairly suspect that the loss of the youth to the communist
parties has partly caused (and then in turn been partly the effect of)
the declining dynamism of the socialist movement as a party of
protest. It is not inconsistent with that to recall that more demo-

M Draper, American Communism and Soviet Russia (New York, 1963), p. 201.

*¢ Cf. Hunt, op. cit., pp. 89-90.

**D. A. Chalmers, The Social Deniocratic Party of Germany (New Haven,
1964), p. 194,
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cratically controlled parties (and the socialist party of a country has
usually been more so than the communist party of that country)
prefer older leaders, using length of service as a criterion for promo-
tion.”® The pre-1914 socialist movement and the socialist parties
today are alike in venerating the veteran, from the top of the hierarchy
to the bottom. Incontrastto the youth cult in the French Communist
Party, the SFIO’s constitution requires five years membership in
delegates to party congresses or to the national council, in members of
the executive committee, in editors of the party newspaper, and in
electoral candidates. Socialist candidates and deputies are regularly
older than not only communists but the other parties’ men too. In
1951, some 70 per cent of members of federal executive committees
were over 40 and 30 per cent were over 50; only one committee in
twelve had under-forties in a majority. Williams, who reproduces
these figures,?® comments:

The consequence has been that the socialist appeal to youth, and in
general to new elements outside its traditional ranks, has proved decidedly
ineffective. Before 1939 the proportion of new members to old ones in
any given year never fell below 15 per cent; since 1945 it has regularly
been below 4 per cent. The socialist youth organization (in France as in
other countries) has always been looked on with suspicion by the party
leadership. In 1947, on account of its long-standing Trotskyist tendencies,
it was deprived of its autonomy, and therewith of much of its appeal to
youth. In 1953 the organization existed in only 45 out of the 90 French
departments.

The contrast with the communists is, in the French case, so stark
as to lead one to suspect deliberate discrimination against youth, an
attitude that is not found in socialist parties that do not have to com-
pete with a substantial communist party.

Social Class: The socialist movement in western countries before
the First World War was a working-class movement led by intellec-
tuals of bourgeois origin, staffed by militants of proletarian origin
(which does not mean they were still proletarians), and supported
predominantly by the urban proletariat. For example, the German
social-democrats claimed in 1905-6 to have a working-class member-
ship fluctuating around 94 per cent, though of the members of the
Italian Socialist Party only 42 per cent were industrial workers
because of the backwardness of Italian industrialization.

28 Cf. M. Duverger, Les Partis politiques (Paris, 1951), pp. 188-97.
2 P, Williams, Politics in Postwar France (London, 1954), p. 69.
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Today, the socialist parties have a quite different composition
and support, in some cases because they are very much bigger in
absolute numbers than at the turn of the century. They are now
national parties rather than class parties; or at least they want to
establish themselves as such and indeed are much less dependent on
the urban proletariat, especially the manuallabour and factory worker,
even if their following among agrarian sections of the population
has not grown significantly. A moment’s reflection suggests that
in evolving thus these parties have followed the shift in western
society generally, the decline in the proportion of both industrial
and agricultural workers, and the large increase in the number of
people working in clerical, technical, and service occupations. So no
appeal is needed to the influence of the communist parties in order to
explain this change. That is just as well, since the role of the com-
munist parties in relation to the class structure of western societies,
and to the class composition of the rival socialist parties in particular,
has been extraordinarily complex, mercurial, and irrational.

The summary account of that role given by communists themselves
is that the rise of their movement deprived the socialist parties of their
authentically proletarian support, except for a treacherous working-
class aristocracy, and offered the peasantry its first effective defence,
so that the communist parties became the parties of the toiling masses
while at the same time welcoming intellectuals and petty bourgeois
from other sections who foresaw their ruination in the existing
regime. It may be conceded that in one or two countries, and France
would be a case, but then only for certain periods, this has been
(when translated out of that question-begging terminology) a fair
description of the source of communist support. But one must add
that in other countries and at other times, the membership and
support of communist parties has been totally different, and that the
main feature of communism in the West has been the variety and
instability of its clientele.

All such generalizations are hazardous, for the following reasons:
the class and occupational composition (as far as there is any such
thing; but we are assuming the class stratification on which socialists
and communists would roughly agree) of western societies has
changed radically in the past fifty years (and, in west Europe, is still
evolving rapidly), in proportion as productivity per man has risen
both in factories and on the land and as demand for technical and
clerical skills has increased. Not only has the class structure of
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these countries been fluid, but the two major leftist parties have
changed their ambitions in regard to representation of the proletariat.
The socialists, as has been said, sought to reflect the changing social
structure, primarily in order to retain or enlarge their electoral
clientele. Instead of claiming to represent specifically the industrial
proletariat, they became national parties with a more or less marked
bias in favour of the ‘wage-earner’, Arbeitnehmer, Schaffender,
employee. producteur, etc. The communists, on the other hand, have
successively adopted contrasting attitudes to various classes, depend-
ing on which tactic of Leninist strategy was being followed at the
time, depending on the sharp changes in Russian domestic policy
under Stalin as far as concerned the class structure of Soviet society,
and, lastly, depending on communist theories about the evolution of
western countries. To complicate matters, the communists could be
following different policies at the same time in different countries,
with consequently contrasting membership drives. For example,
in 1924-5 the communists were in a phase of proletarian purity in
France, Germany, and east Europe, while practising a united front
in the Anglo-Saxon countries and in China.

Writing in 1939, Borkenau could say, ‘In China the Communist
Party is a party of the peasants and the Red Army, in Spain it is a
party of all classes except the urban proletariat, in Britain and
U.S.A. it is mostly a party of young intellectuals. . . . Only in
France and, to a certain extent, in Czechoslovakia, can the com-
munists still be regarded as a real working class party with real
influence on the proletarian masses’.3® Throughout these variations
in space and time, Marxist theory inclined the communists, as to a
much lesser extent the socialists, to claim to be par excellence the
working-class party. The desire to appear consistently what they
were only occasionally, led to the suppression and falsification of
relevant statistics; there exist no reliable figures on communist
party membership in these terms for the past fifty years. Besides, it
is in the nature of the case that the class affiliations of a political
party are, on every theory except the mechanical pseudo-Marxist
analysis of capitalist society into classes, extremely diverse. Then,
too, one arrives at different results if one takes account of the sup-
posed class of the card-carrying membership, or of the militants, or
of the top leadership, or of the parliamentary representatives, or of
the voters. There have been periods, as during the economic depres-

30 Borkenau, op. cit., p. 420.
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sion of the early 1930s, when a western communist party had for
members the unemployed and the peasants, for militants better-paid
skilled workers currently in employment, for leaders full-time pro-
fessional bureaucrats and intellectuals, for parliamentary deputies
liberal-professionals, ex-militants and intellectuals, and for voters
a mass whose class structure defied analysis and was, in any event,
far from homogeneous. One will note, finally, the various class
affiliations that may be ascribed arbitrarily to such déclassés as
intellectuals, the unemployed, professional party bureaucrats, and
politicians.

What is sure is that the communist parties have nowhere in the
West and at no time since their inception been the representatives
of the majority of the working class and of it only or mainly.
Although the communist party is an organization of revolutionaries
and not the expression of the ‘trade union mentality’ supposedly
produced by capitalism in the workers, the communists still wish to
represent the avant-garde of the working class, avant-garde being a
suitably ambiguous term for a group that is at once in and not in a
movement. Labouring for the ‘real interests’ of the working class,
as opposed to its ‘apparent interests’ (that is, what it wants), they
wish to include as large a number as possible of ‘enlightened’
workers, for Lenin had declared: ‘Only one particular class—
namely, urban workers, and in general factory workers, industrial
workers—is capable of directing the whole mass of toilers and
exploited.’

A constitution built on factory cells was introduced to ensure the
communist parties this proletarian base. As a resolution of the fifth
congress of the Communist International (1924) put it:

Social-democracy, busying itself solely with reformism within the
framework of bourgeois democracy and especially with electoral and
parliamentary jobs, is, consequently, organized into electoral districts.
It has at its base the local section and it has as its principle of organization
the place of residence. The CP, which leads the workers towards the
revolutionary struggle to overthrow capitalism and conquer power,
creates other forms of organization, for its main point of support is in the
factories. The CP must have its base among the workers, in the factory
and on the work site.

If this theory, which could have been announced by Antonio
Gramsci himself and which certainly represents a last hangover
inside communism of the tradition of Proudhon and Sorel, had been
successfully implemented, the communist parties might have had an
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immense impact on western socialism, for this would have meant a
new and revolutionary form of proletarian action, and it would have
brought communists into direct collision not only with the socialist
parties but with the trade unions. It was in part because of the
conflict of the cells with the relevant trade union sections that the
doctrine could not be applied in the West, where—unlike certain
backward countries—the workers were not waiting around to dis-
cover their first experience of association. But there were more
profound reasons for the failure of the communists to get anything
more than a fraction of their own membership (let alone of the
whole industrial working class) organized in cells at the place of
work. The first is no doubt that they were never serious about it,
for this doctrine leads straight to what Lenin denounced as ‘econom-
ism’ if not to anarcho-syndicalism, whereas the communists were in
reality much nearer the ‘political’ obsession of the social-democrats
than the passage cited from the fifth congress resolution suggests.
Even more so were western workers, whose ambition, and achieve-
ment, was to feel less like workers and more like citizens, that is, to
take less interest in what could be achieved directly at the place of
work than in what was available through the market and through
the indirect machinery of democracy. The trade union sections and
various conventional or legislative creations such as employer-
employee committees looked after the former, while it became clear
that in the modern centralized economy even affairs that formerly
could have been settled on the spot required indirect, political action.

Then, the workplace cells could never find application in various
unstable trades or in many backward economies where, precisely,
communist support was located most easily. Nor of course, could
the workplace cells cater for isolated members—housewives, the
self-employed, peasants, artisans, and intellectuals—who came to
provide so much of the party membership to the detriment of its
proletarian purity. Right from the start in 1924, accordingly,
communists resisted the introduction of workplace cells3 and have
continued since to show a preference for organization by locality,
just like any other modern party, despite the dogmatic insistence of
party leaders. That preference is most marked at times of increased
membership, which means that the communist party gets bigger the less
proletarian it becomes. For example, in France when the Communist

3 G. Walter, Histoire du parti communiste frangais (Paris, 1948), p. 171 ff.
Cf. Draper, op. cit., p. 193.
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Party claimed its highest membership ever (over 800,000), there were
28,000 locality cells and only 8,000 workplace cells. In 1962 the
same party had 7,688 local cells, 4,810 rural cells, and 4,534 work-
place cells. In 1964 the latter were still the least numerous ‘despite
all the efforts of the party’.3

So the one project that could have meant a challenge to western
socialism in its relation with the workers aborted. Still, the persis-
tence of the factory cells, however shadowy and however submissive
to higher echelons on which they have no reverse influence, has kept
the communist parties of some countries, such as France and Italy,
as closely in touch with the working class as any other party could
claim to be.

In certain countries communism scored its biggest gains against
the socialist movement in unstable or decaying occupations, like the
marginal coal-mining areas of Britain or the waterfronts of Australia
and some United States ports. Indeed, those toeholds were often
the only ones obtained in those countries, exactly as the First
International found its major support in Britain in the dying crafts
and seldom in the characteristically capitalist large-scale industry
of the day.®® In the small United States Communist Party throughout
the 1920s the bulk of the membership came from the ‘relatively
small-scale or distributive industries such as the needle and food
trades’.3 On the Continent, in the 1930s at least, the communist
hold was in the smaller factories rather than in the bigger: ‘The
bigger the factory, the smaller the communist influence; in the
industrial giants it is altogether insignificant’.3

Above all, the unemployed, when they existed in large numbers as
during the 1930s, flocked to the communist parties just as they did
to other extremist parties such as, in Germany, the National-
Socialist Party. It has been estimated that in that country in 1932,
just before its liquidation, the Communist Party consisted of three-
fifths unemployed and one-fifth highly-paid skilled workers from the
metal-working industries, and very littlein between. Similar estimates
for other countries are more hazardous in the absence of figures, but
there is no doubt of the world-wide character of the alliance, in
52 J. Fauvet, Histoire du parti communiste frangais, vol. 2 (Paris, 1965), p. 328.
3 H. Collins and C. Abramsky, Karl Marx and the British Labour Movement

(London, 1965), pp. 70-7.

* T. Draper, The Roots of American Communism (New York, 1963), p. 393;

American Communism and Soviet Russia, p. 192.
36 Borkenau, op. cit., p. 363 for relevant statistics on the Ruhr.
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communism during the 1930s, of the workless and the best-paid
skilled workingmen, without, of course, the majority of either cate-
gory ever being communist.

Another example of communist party membership being domi-
nated by a transitional social category comparable to the unemployed
is the American party, which for long was composed almost entirely
of immigrants who did not speak English, mainly Finns and Slavs.
They were organized in foreign-language sections, according to their
language. English-speaking members were 7 per cent of the original
1919 party and, six years later, 10 per cent, of whom 8 per cent were
in the Jewish section. When bolshevization led to the proscription
of the foreign-language sections, immigrants left the party in large
numbers. They were not replaced by native-born Americans until a
new transitional category, the unemployed, arose in the 1930s.

As for the supposed class origin of the communist leadership,
office-holders, and deputies in the West, this too has suffered wide
variations as policies changed and as purges decimated those identi-
fied with a particular line of action now abandoned. Initially, com-
munism in the West recruited a motley of classes under intellectual
leadership. Thus, the first directing committee of the French Com-
munist Party in December 1920 contained only four workers to
twenty-eight intellectuals.3® (The first Soviet Government contained
four workers and eleven intellectuals.) Yet when the reaction set in
against intellectuals in Russia, the French party was purged accor-
dingly and, under the Barbé-Celor leadership, 70 per cent of the
central committee were reputed working men. The Stalinist persecu-
tion of intellectuals, engineers, and eventually doctors, led to suspi-
cion of the educated and the bourgeois in some western parties, with
a consequent increase in working-class representation at the top. In
Britain, the United States, and the English-speaking countries
generally, the communist parties remained under the domination of
intellectuals and ex-workers. One cannot stress too strongly, how-
ever, that one is no longer using precise sociological notions of class
when one speaks of intellectuals and of ex-workers turned professional
party officials.

The conclusion must be that the Bolshevik Revolution, through
the national communist parties, did not have any decisive impact on
the class composition of the western socialist movement. The
communist parties would perhaps have wished to deprive the socialists
3¢ D. Caute, Communism and the French Intellectuals (London, 1964), pp. 23-6.
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of their proletarian base, except for the best-paid skilled workers
whose class betrayal could be explained by Lenin’s theory of the
labour aristocracy. In reality, the socialist parties were not even
trying to maintain a characteristically proletarian base. For instance,
the proportion of workers in the German Social-Democratic Party
fell from 94 per cent before the 1914 war to 54-57 per cent in 1955-61,
without there being a rival communist party in existence at either
date. It had claimed 80.5 per cent and 77 per cent in 1925-6 and
1930 respectively, when there was a communist party. And yet the
communist parties were no more successful in obtaining, and much
less successful in holding, a proletarian base: the percentage of
factory workers in the German Communist Party fell steadily from
62.3 in 1928 to 20 or 22 in 1931.

This represents a failure for the communists only in terms of their
own social theory. On a more up-to-date view of the nature of
western societies, there is nothing surprising or discreditable in
failure to establish a large and yet characteristically working-class
party because it would be impossible. There is no one policy, nor
even one type of policy, that expresses what all the industrial pro-
letariat and no one else would want to see attempted in regard to the
various problems that confront western nations, nor any objective
set of interests, recognized or unconscious, apparent or ‘real’, that
peculiarly characterizes the contemporary working class. In other
words, the working class in those countries no doubt exists as a
static category of economics, less surely of sociology, but it no longer
exists (supposing it ever did) as a live political force or as the poten-
tial material for a major political movement. The socialist parties
have, with varying degrees of frankness, adjusted to this situation.
But the communist parties were bound by their outdated Marxist
analysis to continue trying to pick up that globule of mercury,
‘the real interests of the working class’. So it was inevitable that their
impact should have been, in this respect, diffuse and ultimately
irrelevant, and that their political career inside western societies
should have been that of adventurers.

As has several times been noted, there is reason to give the French
party special treatment in this respect as having, very imperfectly
and far from consistently, come nearer than other parties to being
what its statutes call it, ‘the party of the working class of France’.
Though the very top echelon of its leaders have been workers only
by reminiscence (and for a period lived, Stalin-like, virtually without
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contact with workingmen), the level immediately below them is
composed of ‘fonctionnaires de la révolution’ of more recent working-
class origin, and of men whose daily tasks keep them in touch with
workers. At the level below that, the cadres are predominantly
workers but all other social classes are well represented t00.3” At a
1964 congress 55.8 per cent of delegates were workers (with 27 per
cent coming from the metal-workers, the aristocracy that makes up
only 17 per cent of the French workers). However, that was after
the party had shrunk considerably. In 1950, when it was almost twice
as big, party leaders were complaining that worker representation
(e.g. 37 per cent of federal committees) was too small.

The same dilution of worker strength whenever the party expands
can be seen at the level below that, the level of the rank and file
membership. Here workers are often in a minority, and even the
party claimed only 40 per cent of members as working in private
industry in 1959, compared with 47.5 per cent of cadres so employed
at that date.® In the period of expansion of the communist ranks
between 1937 and 1945, membership in industrial regions rose by
only 50 per cent, whereas it rose 100 per cent in semi-industrial
regions and 250 per cent in rural areas; party membership as a
percentage of population was greatest in rural areas, a fact that has
been plausibly connected with the strength of the Resistance maquis
in those parts.

Passing to the base of this pyramid, the electors who vote com-
munist, workers are in a minority in most elections, varying between
44 per cent in 1952 and 38 per cent in 1965, but touching 51 per cent
according to one public opinion poll in the latter year. Naturally,
one must add to these figures the percentage, which varies between
17 and 22, which is described as sans profession, these being, fre-
quently, workers” wives. Incidentally, the poll that gave 44 per cent
of communist voters as workers gave 25 per cent for the corres-
ponding proportion among socialist voters; and it gave 64 per cent
of communist voters as wage and salary earners, compared with
47 per cent of socialist voters.

Other researchers have sought to measure how much of the
potential working-class vote goes to the Communist Party of France.
There are large variations from year to year and from region to
region, but the national average is between 40 and 50 per cent. It

37 J. Fauvet, op. cit. pp. 333-40.
38 Public sector workers in this survey were lumped in with civil servants.
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fell as low as 36 per cent in 1958, when 19 per cent of the potential
worker vote went to the SFIO, 15 per cent to the Gaullist UNR, and
30 per cent to other parties. In 1962, 38 per cent of workers voted
for the PCF and 22 per cent for the SFIO and the breakaway PSU
(United Socialist Party) combined. That meant that 40 per cent of
electors classified as belonging to the working classes did not vote
for the left at all. In the 1965 presidential elections, 45 per cent of
workers voted for General de Gaulle and only 55 per cent for the
single opposition candidate endorsed by both the communists and
socialists (as well as by the extreme right).

There are parts of the country such as Paris (especially the working-
class arrondissements), its ‘Red Suburbs’, and Marseille, where
communists obtain 66 to 75 per cent of the worker vote when this is
suitably defined, but it is no longer true (if it ever was) that ‘outside
Alsace-Lorraine, the great bulk of the industrial working class votes
today for the Communist Party’.3® Disagreements probably turn
upon definition of the ‘industrial working class’ and ‘potential worker
vote’, but if one gives working class the meaning it has in socialist
discussion traditionally (say, manual workers in industry, mining,
and transport, plus wives and people retired from these occupations),
the French Communist Party seldom obtains the support of half of
that class.

What makes it nevertheless the nation’s largest party is the addition
of the farmers’ votes, which are regularly 13 to 15 per cent of its
total support. Indeed, the reddest department of all France was
Corréze in 1951 and Creuse in 1956, predominantly agricultural
regions where by far most peasants own their land. The phenomenon
of peasant communism is interesting but not relevant to our theme,
because there is a parallel growth in peasant socialism; the SFIO has
been making similar gains, at the expense of the Radical Party, in
rural regions.

Fluctuation of the Membership: We have seen that the communist
parties attracted from socialism the revolutionaries, whom they
regularly obliged to accept phases of anti-revolutionism as required
by Leninist strategy; that they attracted in particular the young, and
managed to stay young in average age of membership over long
periods, even when total membership was declining sharply; that
their total membership varied immensely; and that they frequently
relied heavily for membership on transitional groups like the
3% Williams, op. cit., p. 54.
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unemployed, students, immigrants, and refugees, and on occupations
with a high labour turnover such as building. It would follow from
any one of those facts, and a fortiori from their combination, that
membership of communist parties has been and still is unstable in
the extreme, unstable in the sense that the people who compose
the communist parties this year are not the same individuals who
composed them last year to the extent that that would be true of
other parties and institutions. That is why we all know many more
ex-communists than we know communists, and this has been the
case in the West through all the variations of communism since
1920. That inconstancy in the human composition of these parties
would be compatible with what has been claimed to exist in France in
recent years, a ‘constancy of communist temper in certain regions,
professions and families’,*? if different individuals from those regions,
professions, and families continued to make, in constant proportion,
the brief experiment of communist affiliation. Since, however, the
same author notes that communist support varies widely, depending
on whether the party is currently promoting traditional socialist
policies or revolutionary pro-Sovietism, and since he points out that
the PCF remains France’s youngest party and yet has lost half its
membership in ten years, one must conclude that the constancy of its
membership is quite relative. In France as elsewhere in the West, it
has been seen, since the first united-front drive succeeded the first
spell of ultra-revolutionism, that only a minority of western leftists
would be capable of brusque turns, and that the people who follow
one communist tack are not, for the most part, those who follow the
next and contrary tack.#

This is the phenomenon known as ‘fluctuation’ or membership
turnover, that has been constantly deplored in communist party litera-
ture. It is something new in the western socialist movement, which
always boasted, and still shows, a relative constancy in membership,
and which has placed great emphasis on continuity in the service of
the cause. Socialist parties and trade unions in countries known for
political doggedness (Bagehot called it stupidity), such as Britain
and Germany, and only to a somewhat lesser extent in countries of
more mercurial political temper, such as France, have generally had

10 Fauvet, op. cit., p. 336.

1 Draper, American Communism, p. 189, remarks, ‘A much closer correlation
existed between the party’s fluctuation in membership and the party’s political
line than between the fluctuation and the economic situation’.
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a solid core as big as half the membership that would pass a lifetime
with the cause, though total membership might double in periods of
crisis (such as the Liberation of France in 1944). It was that stability
that enabled pre-1914 social-democracy in Germany to run ninety
daily newspapers, to accumulate considerable property, and to
manage an insurance business and numerous other enterprises that
presupposed that socialism would continue to be ‘a steady market’.
It was that same stability that made that movement the subject of
classic studies of bureaucracy, of the tendency towards oligarchy, and
of ossification in political parties. To illustrate the constancy at the
top of the old socialist parties, Roberto Michels noted the names of
delegates to the 1893 congresses of the German, Italian, and French
parties, and then asked how many of them were still active leaders in
1910, seventeen years later. He found that 30 per cent of the Germans
were, 32 per cent of the Italians, and 13 per cent of the French. If that
last figure seems small, it will emerge that western communist parties
could seldom match it. The communist parties were to prove to be
not only less consistently led than the old socialist movements, but
less so even than the socialist parties of their day, which were
exposed to the same acceleration of the pace of history.

For example, at the sixth congress of the Communist International
in 1928, 65 per cent of delegates were attending their first such con-
gress and only 7 per cent had been present at the second congress,
held a scant eight years previously. Taking the names of office-
holders appointed by the seven congresses of that organization, it
emerges that no one, not a single man or woman, attended all seven
nor even six of them. Only 1 per cent attended five congresses, 2 per
cent attended four, and 6 per cent three. Some 73 per cent of names
appear for one congress only, meaning that three-quarters of the
leaders of world communism between 1919 and 1935 held their jobs
only for the interval between two Comintern congresses.*? Similarly,
inside the national parties, delegates to even so lowly a function as
an urban district congress were highly unstable. In Berlin, where in
1931 fluctuation was estimated at 40 per cent a year, 44 per cent of
delegates to a local congress had been members less than a year and
66 per cent less than three years; only 14 per cent had been com-
munists for over seven years. Borkenau comments, in reproducing
these figures, ‘They show . . . that there is a stratum of about 15

42 Annie Kriegel, Les Internationales ourvriéres 1864-1943 (Paris, 1964), ppP-
115, 122. The Stalinist purges hit the non-Russian communist leaders too.
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per cent—of the delegates, not of the members—which has kept its
faith in the party through all vicissitudes’.43

Turnover, or fluctuation, has been much greater among the rank
and file. For the American party, Theodore Draper concludes, ‘we
may estimate, then, that about 100,000 people entered the party in
the decade 1919-29, of whom only about 10,000 stayed in long enough
to represent a basic membership’.4* It continued to be true in the
next few years that more than a third of new members of that party
quit after a few months, while two-thirds had left inside five years.
Similar fluctuation is evident in official communist statistics for that
period relating to Britain, France, and Czechoslovakia, and even
more notably for Germany, where a year such as 1930 saw around
100,000 members, or almost a third of the party, quit, while 143,000
newcomers joined. At the slowest rate of turnover, the big German
party was losing three-quarters of its new members in seven years
and was completely changed in membership in a decade, without
much help from mortality (it was a young party). Borkenau drew
the conclusion that there was a solid nucleus of at most 5 per cent of
the membership of a communist party in the 1930s that was loyal
through successive cycles of Leninist tactics, while the remaining
95 per cent was shifting sand. Actually, nucleus is not a good term
for the stayers because they do not have any great influence over the

party.

In times of economic slump . . . the big majority of the party members
join and leave again within at most three years. In times of relatively good
business . . . fluctuation is still extremely strong but not so strong as in
years of slump. Only about one-fifth of the membership . . . changes
within one or two years; the big changes occur when a party suffers some
spectacular defeat. But within five to seven years the effects have been the
same; practically the whole of the party membership, with the exception
of the stable 5 per cent, have disappeared and been replaced by new
members.*

Fluctuation inside the big western parties, those of France and
Italy, has been no less extreme since the war, though statistics are
harder to come by. The French party seldom reveals its actual
membership, and the Italian party, which does, does not show how
many leave and join each year. For France, we know that at the

43 Borkenau, op. cit., p. 370.
4 Draper, American Communism, p. 189.
46 Borkenau, op. cit., p. 372.
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Liberation membership was still under 400,000 and the party
published the figures of 544,989 for 1945 and the all-time high of
804,229 for the year 1946. Thus membership doubled in two years.
It fell constantly thereafter, and appears to have been back to under
400,000 (that is, the Liberation figure) by 1953 or 1954. Thus in a
decade at the most a minimum of 400,000 people (or the equal of the
total strength of the party at the beginning and end of that decade)
had passed through the party; in truth, many more than that number
did, for we are working with totals without knowing how they are
made up. The decline continued until membership was, on a reliable
estimate, 226,000 in 1959.4¢ Since members are quitting as they grow
older, and as the average age remains young, turnover must have
been high in this shrinking number. Assuming that only 70 per cent
of the cards distributed by the central treasury of the party to the
federations are actually placed, the 1964 membership would be still
under 300,000.

The Italian party, starting out with skeletal forces at the end of
the war, had attained a membership of around 2.5 million by 1948
and claimed to hold it till 1956; thereafter a decline set in that was
constant till 1963 when membership was put at 1,615,000. The same
figure was claimed for 1965. Again it is clear from the bare totals
that 900,000 party members, or well over a third, have left within a
decade. In reality, that fraction could be leaving the party each year.
One is entitled to make that guess by the figures given for the special
1966 membership-card drive launched before the end of 1965—
the first time the party had sought to sign up next year’s members
this year. Naturally that drive was aimed at existing, 1965, members,
so it is instructive that 933,177 cards were placed, for that is only
57.8 per cent of the 1965 membership. (For the Youth Federation,
the corresponding percentage was only 43.3 per cent.) It would be
rash to conclude that 42.2 per cent of the 1965 membership quit, to
be almost replaced by a new draught of youth in 1966, but if accuracy
is impossible the sense of the movement is plain.#’

Thus the most recent facts suggest as strongly as those of the
period 19204 that communism is a phase through which a large
minority of western leftists pass but in which only a tiny fraction of
that minority can make a spiritual home. It was not to be expected

48 Fauvet, op. cit., p. 364.
47 Mario Cesarini, ‘Il PCI nel 1965: un anno mediocre’, in I/ Mondo, 11 January
1966.
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that Lenin’s instrumentalist notion of a political party would accord
with the western socialists’ attitude to politics, that is, that any but
an exceptional few could accept the brusque turn from one sort of
policy to its contrary in the name of a science of revolution of which
the rational basis never became apparent. Looked at in another way,
it is precisely the fluctuation of communist party membership that
explains the possibility of these brusque turns, in that only new-
comers, with no acquaintance with the party’s past, even its immediate
past, could consent to do, say, and believe the opposite of what was
being done, said, and believed in that party yesterday. Sarcasm
about the dialectical versatility of communists is perhaps unwarranted
except when addressed to the small number of ideological old-men-
of-the-sea who perform these contortions, and of whom Maurice
Thorez will long remain the champion. The bulk of communists
only change their minds once, when they leave the party—shortly
after joining it.

The Socialist Parties Today

We have seen what sort of leftists the communist parties separated
off from the western socialist movement, and for how long. We
could now try to draw the implications of what has been said by
showing, succinctly, what the movement looks like as a result, taking
it as an organization, or series of loosely connected organizations.
What the socialist ideology is today, how socialist doctrine has shown
the impact of communism, will be a later concern.

The world’s largest socialist party, the British Labour Party, having
on its left the smallest communist party of the industrialized world,
has not been subject to any of the foregoing influences to any notable
extent. On the contrary, it has influenced the British Communist
Party, making it more moderate, less fanatical, and readier to colla-
borate with non-communists at loggerheads with the Labour Party
(such as Stafford Cripps’s Socialist League and Fenner Brockway’s
ILP in the 1930s). The fact that the British Labour Party has not
had to compete with native communism no doubt explains in part
its earlier transformation into a non-class, national party. Indeed,
it was just after the Bolshevik Revolution, in 1918, that the Labour
Party revised its statutes, which till then had meant that its members
were largely trade unionists, in such manner that non-workers could
enter it through constituency parties. In that way, while echoing its
original proletarian membership by speaking solicitously of ‘workers
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by hand and brain’ (that is, workers and non-workers), the Labour
Party received the disbanding hosts of Liberalism. Already by 1932,
Tawney could say, ‘If variety of educational experience and economic
condition among its active supporters be the test, itis . . . less of a
class party than any other British party’. Since then, experience as
a governing party and constant readiness, when it was not, to become
so, have made it still less of a class party, while the enactment into
law of much of its limited socialist ambitions during its period in
office after the Second World War left it with little to distinguish it
as a socialist party. Yet the curious thing is that the British Labour
Party has been slower and more reluctant than other formerly soci-
alist parties to part with the last shreds of its doctrine, whether as
slogans or as velleities of action. The explanation would seem to
be that, precisely because there is no sizable communist party in
Britain, the Labour Party still has a militant left wing, composed of
trade union leaders and intellectuals who elsewhere would be in the
local communist party. It is still possible in the Labour Party to
resist the non-socialist proposals of leaders like Gaitskell and Harold
Wilson with doctrines that in other countries would be decried as so
radical as to be ‘pro-communist’. And of course socialist parties
that rely on the support, financial, electoral, and other, of the trade
unions (as the British party does, whereas, for example, the West
German SPD does not), will always contain a radical left wing, not
because trade unions are revolutionary but because if one is going to
find the last hangover of proletarian socialism in the West today it will
be in certain unions. The upshot is that while the British Labour
Party has made the most successful adjustment to the new society of
any of the major socialist parties, it can still appear to be further left
than many Continental socialist parties—and the absence of local
communist competition is the reason for both these facts. A com-
parison with the Australian Labor Party may illustrate the point.
There, too, the absence of a substantial communist party means that
the socialist party harbours many radicals who, in France or Italy,
would join the communist party. They are numerous enough to
ensure—once again with the backing of certain trade unions of
importance to the Labor Party and boasting a tradition of proletarian
radicalism—that the party does not surrender all its socialist slogans
or all its old-fashioned socialist illusions. The difference, however,
is that local communism is just so much more an active reality than
in Britain for the accusation of pro-Sovietism, subversion, and
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anti-Catholicism to be taken more seriously when it is made by people
with an interest to exaggerate those dangers. The consequence has
been that the Australian Labor Party could be rent in two, with those
taking the supposed communist menace seriously hiving off to form
a Democratic Labor Party under Catholic leadership, leaving the
Labor Party incapacitated. One might imagine, as a simple hypo-
thesis, a situation where the Australian Communist Party was twice
or three times its present size and influence, whereupon it would
remain a negligible factor in the nation but would be large and
respectable enough to attract toits ranks those who now, by remaining
in the Labor Party, provide the pretext for its ruination; they are so
few that their departure would still leave the Labor Party a potential
governing party.

At the other extreme of communist influence on the socialist
parties—to complete this reference to Anglo-Saxon countries where
communism has never been a great force—is the case of the United
States, where the Communist Party, while always small, was still
large enough to contain all those attached to the old socialist ideals,
while discrediting socialism in the eyes of others less blind to social
change. The result was that the American Socialist Party simply
disappeared. From a peak of one million votes in the 1912 elections,
it declined till it can barely win a few thousand votes today.

The impact on the socialist parties of the loss of certain types of
leftist to the communists has been much more visible, naturally, in
continental Europe. In West Germany, for example, one has seen
the disappearance of socialism as a political force, with the conversion
of the SPD to a non-ideological electoral machine, and although this
process has been completed only recently and under the highly
peculiar conditions obtaining in divided Germany during the Cold
War, one may nevertheless detect its beginnings from the earliest
days of the Weimar Republic, that is, as soon as the communists
had quit. As has been said already, the 1921 Gérlitz Programme ini-
tiated the move away from nominally revolutionary socialism to
gradualist reformism, thereby marking the surrender by German
socialism of its pre-war pre-eminence as the great million-member
model of world Marxism and as the backbone of the Second Inter-
national. The party became, right from the start of the Weimar
Republic, which indeed it helped to found and in which it shared
governmental responsibility, a party of order rather than a party of
protest, let alone a party of revolution. It gave the Republic a
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President, three Chancellors, and the Government of Prussia which
ruled over two-thirds of Germany’s population. The party oligarchy
left in control by the exodus of the revolutionaries to the Communist
Party and, for a time, to the Independent Socialist Party (USPD),
became older and even more solidly entrenched at the head of a
party whose internal affairs were less and less democratic. It is fair
to note, however, that every political party in Germany was be-
coming less democratic at the time, starting with the KPD, and the
illiberal bureaucracy that ran the SPD was probably the least
unresponsive management of any institution in the country. It has
been seen that the KPD did not succeed in becoming a specifically
and peculiarly working-class party, and that the SPD long retained
as much working-class support as the communists; but it is also
obvious that the Socialist Party had lost many members and millions
of voters to the communists and, if it were to maintain its electoral
clientele, it would have to replace them. It sought to do so on the
right, but it could never win enough new support there (the fact is
not surprising in a nation that was drifting towards backing the
nazis) both to replace the extra workers it lost by trying to, and to
pass the one-third barrier that had blocked its electoral progress.
Unable to win more than 33 per cent of the votes, which, it is theoreti-
cally possible, a united socialist party could have done in the condi-
tions of the Weimar Republic, the SPD gloomily settled down, as
Hunt says, to the fate of ‘a permanent minority party, a kind of
parliamentary lobby for German labor’.

Perhaps the most notable change in the party was, rather than any
decline in proletarian membership, the fact that the German workers
who remained loyal to the SPD became increasingly ‘petty bourgeois’
in mentality, to use the polemical expression applied by Marxists
to the first signs of the consumer mentality now general among
western wage-earners. This evolution had many causes, some of
them having nothing to do with the rise of the communist move-
ment alongside the older socialist parties; but in Germany the
shattering experience of the German Revolution and the loss of
radicals to the communist and—be it noted—to the nazi parties
must be mentioned as part of the explanation. Easier to measure
than this change of spirit among the membership of the party is the
transformation of the leadership into an unimaginative officialdom
concerned primarily with their career in the party bureaucracy.
Transformation is perhaps an improper term, since we know, thanks



78 The Impact of the Russian Revolution 1917-1967

to Michels,® how far this process had gone well before the First
World War, but it went to extraordinary lengths once the communists
had left and had polarized (as the NSDAP did) elements liable to
press for radical social change, such as the youth and the unemployed.
For example, the plum jobs the party had to offer, the safe seats in
the Reichstag, went increasingly to paid bureaucrats of the party.
The KPD may have had no better a claim to be a working-class
party but, at least, 58 per cent of the deputies it sent to the Reichstag
in 1930 were workers, whereas only 2 per cent of SPD deputies were
so, against 84 per cent who were full-time officials of the party. This
might seem to be crass insolence on the part of a movement that
claimed to represent German labour, but it must be recalled that the
party’s role was to serve as the passive instrument of the conservative
leadership of the trade unions into which, exactly, German labour
was organized. Only the exclusion of socialist radicals would ensure
that it continued in that role, so from 1924 the executive was entrusted
with the power to expel members from the party summarily. This
weapon, which was given to party managements of various socialist
parties from 1924 on, was justified in Germany, as elsewhere later,
by the need to combat communist infiltration. Such infiltration took
place, recurrently, but the weapon was mainly used to exclude non-
communist socialists who wished to recall the conservative leaders
to their supposed historical mission. The climax came in the SPD
in 1931, when this weapon was used, in the face of the enemy, to
exclude the whole left wing of the party, which then became the
Socialist Workers’ Party (SAP, Sozialistische Arbeiterpartei).

The transformation of the SPD from the time the communists quit
to the close of the Weimar period has been summed up as Verbonzung,
Verkalkung, and Verbiirgerlichung, bossification, ossification, and
bourgeoisification.?® It became a middle-aged party without hope
of gaining power and composed of workers who had adopted atti-
tudes far removed from socialism. The treasurer of the SPD once
explained an electoral setback during the Weimar Republic as due
to the fact that there was much unemployment, inflation, and low
wages, that is, the very conditions that would stimulate support for
a radical party but would deprive a conservative party of order of

4% Roberto Michels, Zur Soziologie des Parteiwesens in der modernen Demokratie.
Untersuchungen iiber oligarchischen Tendenzen des Gruppenlebens (Leipzig,
1911).

#® Hunt, op. cit., pp. 241-8.
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much of its working-class backing. It is not surprising, then, that
the economic disaster of 1930 did not sweep the socialists into power,
but a radical party. Nor is it surprising that the transformed SPD was
helpless before the rise of that radical party, the national-socialists.

Re-emerging after the war, West German socialism at first found
itself in competition with a local communist party. The suppression
of the latter in 1952 made it possible for the SPD to draw, more
frankly, the moral of its electoral defeat in 1953, held in the shadow
of the Russian threat and the repression of the East Berlin workers’
uprising, and of the first successes of the Wirtschaftswunder, the
economic miracle of Ludwig Erhard. The conclusions it drew were
not stated publicly and unequivocally until 1959 in Bad Godesberg,
but their sense was clear from 1953. Fundamentally, they meant the
liquidation of socialism in West Germany. The SPD became a
democratic party with the slogan—once actually raised at a congress
—of ‘No more theory!” It required more than the disappearance of
the competing communist party to complete this change; for ex-
ample, the presence of a communist regime in the eastern half of
the country and the means by which it was maintained there, made it
politically impossible to promote, even demagogically and hypo-
critically, any Marxist policy in West Germany, especially after 1956.
Thus it became urgent, in the peculiar conditions of West Germany,
to give Marxist socialism a decent burial. But it had been dead long
since. The SPD had begun, from the start of the Weimar Republic,
to evolve towards a Volkspartei, which it finally avowed itself to be
in 1959. The avowal, incidentally, appears to have had a liberating
influence, removing from the party the dead hand of trade union
domination, attracting a younger membership, and making possible
a reversal of the oligarchical trend within the party.

In France, where the competition of communism and socialism
has been constant since 1920, the impact of the division of the move-
ment on the Socialist Party may be seen most clearly. It follows from
the principles of that division that the SFIO has become a party of
older people with a reduced working-class representation and a
conservative conception of social change. ‘It has left the impression
of an ageing bourgeois party, sadly lacking in dynamic energy and
continually buffeted by the attacks of more powerful rivals. Its
shifting geographical and social basis is slowly bringing it to resemble
the Radical Party of the Third Republic’.® In particular, it has
80 Williams, op. cit., p. 71.
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become the lobby of the civil servants, notably the schoolteachers
(it has been dominated by one for twenty years, in the person of
Guy Mollet), with views about religion that extend over the narrow
range between militant /aicité and free-masonry. Like the SPD and
other western socialist parties, it has tended to become an electoral
machine seeking to broaden its clientele, but it has remained an
extremely inefficient one because of the presence on its left of a
powerful communist party. This has made it necessary for the SFIO
to persist in certain rituals of working-class politics, which has
prevented its expansion towards the right. However, since those
rituals are so evidently insincere—electors on the right would attach
more weight, for instance, to Guy Mollet’s nationalist policy at
Suez and in Algeria than to his party’s faded Marxist incantations—
the real difficulty hampering the extension of the SFIO’s national
base has been the issue of /aicité, which has ruined every effort to
found a French labour party down to that undertaken by Gaston
Defferre in 1964-5. This in turn may result from the excessive
reliance of the party on civil servants and schoolteachers among its
membership, and especially among its militant adherents, for in
France, these two groups are traditionally hostile to the Catholic
Church. So one could argue that the French Socialist Party will
become more efficient as an electoral machine in winning votes
towards the right only when it broadens its base towards the left,
winning from the Communist and Catholic parties workers and
salariés less obsessed with the old-fashioned problems of secularity,
laicité. Until then, the SFIO will remain a motley, representing
proletarian interests in the industrial north of France, militant anti-
communism in peasant areas, and anti-clericalism in the west of the
country. The separation that occurred at Tours in 1920 is far from
accounting alone for this decline of the French Socialist Party, but
it does explain in large part the fact that the SFIO has not been able
to make a more coherent, a more principled effort to adjust to changed
circumstances.

The Internationals

Most of the socialist parties of before the First World War were,
and most of them today still are, linked loosely in an international
organization that dates from 1889, the Second, or Labour and
Socialist, International. In 1912 this organization counted 3.37
million adherents around the globe and claimed to exercise an
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influence over 7.31 million co-operators, 10.84 million trade unionists,
11 to 12 million voters, and the readers of some 200 daily newspapers.
In 1966 its secretary, Albert Carthy, claimed that it commanded the
support of 70 million voters thanks to the membership of fifty
national parties (the fiftieth, the Australian Labor Party, having
joined only in that year).

No aspect of the socialist movement’s organization was more
bitterly criticized by the communists than its International, and on no
point did the breakaway movement touched off by the Bolshevik
Revolution seek to innovate more radically. Ironically, it is here that
western socialism has been least disturbed by the communists, whose
precept and practice the social-democratic parties simply ignored on
this score for fifty years; and it is here, too, that communism regi-
stered one of its most obvious defeats. It accused the socialists of
exaggerating national differences and thereby co-ordinating in-
adequately the various leftist movements around the world. In
attempting to do otherwise, communism achieved for a time a
substantial measure of co-ordination of movements subscribing to its
cause, but that degree of international unity depended ultimately on
a mixture of terrorism and appeal to the basest motives of subser-
vience, so that as soon as there was relaxation of the central dictator-
ship, unity began to crumble. The collapse began first, naturally,
in communist parties that had, with some Soviet assistance, gained
power in their own countries, and thereby were able to match
centralizing terrorism with armed resistance in defence of national
independence. It soon spread to national communist parties that
were, and seemed likely to remain indefinitely, in opposition, but
could henceforth assert their doctrinal independence, relying if
necessary on the authority of another communist State beside the
Russian.

The Second International was formed only after the founding
socialist parties had grown up independently of each other, so that
when they came to consider the need for co-operation, they had to
recognize their diversity and so they aimed no higher than at a
loose co-ordination of their efforts. The International’s small office,
first in Brussels, where it returned after a spell in Ziirich, was mainly
used for exchange of information and for the organization of con-
ferences which were the real <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>