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The collapse of the Second International and the creation of communist parties in Europe in the early 1920s can be considered as a decisive “time of split-ups”(1) which gave birth to a radically new type of party-form(2) . The militant revolution that the communists called for can be regarded as a successful political “relief”(3) operation: a new generation of young militants, financed and backed up in its rise by the Communist International (Komintern), plain in its rejection of war and united by shared sociological caracteristics, was quickly carried to the head of these movements in an exceptional historical context. These militants despised the old “socialist” order and its oligarchs and called for a complete rejuvenation, a profound regeneration of socialist ideals and political practices. Considered from the French point of view, the stages and consequences of this Europe-wide crisis are central to the understanding of the general turmoil of the interwar years. Studying the somewhat metaphysical breach which gave Communism its own dynamics, is necessary to figure out the nature of the “anthropological revolution” (4) Communism underwent in the wake of leninism triumphant in Russia. This revolution will be scrutinized here through the concept of regeneration and of revolutionary asceticism, which imposed itself in the new communist party in the beginning of the 1920s. Against the symetric effort of fascism towards a “revolution of life”, Communism promoted a new model of political struggle and self-discipline through the complete transformation of the self. This is how this study tries to shade a new light on the controversial nature of the links between fascism and Communism.

The split-up of French Socialism

In 1918, Socialism was in France a shaken ideal. Though a growing number of militants and voters were indeed attracted by it (5), its unconditional rallying with the Union sacrée and its ministerial participation during the war exacerbated the traditional mistrust of rank and file vis-a-vis its elites and, worse, its principles. The inflow of young new militant blood and the moral crisis that followed the long “ministerialist” experience of wartime, created in the party a thirst for policital regeneration of ideals and practices that was fuelled by the political turmoil in which the conflict had cast the structures of the old SFIO.
In 1914 though, confronted with inevitable war, défense nationale imposed itself to a party slowly converted to patriotism and reformism. This ambiguous situation, which has caused so much ink to flow, was up to one man: Jean Jaurès. The well-known “Jauresian synthesis”, built upon the marxist idea of “revolutionary evolution”, allowed Jaurès to hold and unite, if not submit, the ill-assorted components of the old French workers’ movement. Confident in the necessary advent of the socialist reign, the socialist idea, as Marcel Sembat explained, had become “a determinism without miracle” (6). Under the noisy criticisms of Herveism (7), the socialist party under Jauresian rule tamed its radical tendencies, slowly converting itself to reformism, without losing its sincere though theoretical hard-line. Through the Jauresian synthesis, Socialism interwove with the democratic idea: Socialism soon incarnated the democratic requirement of justice, and promised its complete advent without breaking the serene Republican course.
The Jauresian synthesis was undoubtedly fragile: contested from the inside by the antipatriotic leaders, grudgingly accepted by the guesdists who capitalized on the electoral benefits of unity, it finally rested on Jaurès himself. This synthesis outlived Jaurès; its frailty was mostly caused by the return in strength of the idea of revolution, against which Socialism could not anymore oppose the illusion of radicality. Two of Jaurès’ most famous heirs, Léon Blum and Louis-Oscar Frossard, faced each other across the dividing line, with Léon Blum staying in the”old house” and Frossard joining the new party.
Against this reformism which did not want to say its name, it is Lenin who proclaimed and then embodied the brutal obviousness of the revolutionary experiment. He reaffirmed what revolution appears well to be: a leap in the unknown, the cry for the forecoming uprising of the proletariat. The jauresian fiction was thus challenged by the return of the repressed revolutionary yearnings.
In 1918, regeneration of its ideal thus appeared to French Socialism as a necessity. This aspiration constituted the fragile cement of the majority of Tours(8) . Reviving its original intransigence by drawing aside the warmongers was its minimal requirement. For the majority of the socialists who in 1920, joined the Third International, the sacrifice of unity had to redeem the sinful mistake of ministerialism; but it did not mean disavowing the socialist past, nor imposing among themselves a narrow discipline to turn into "stainless communists". They rather dreamt of what Mona Ozouf calls a "miraculous regeneration"(9) of their ideal: confident in the painful virtue of the split-up they had reluctantly accepted, a majority of socialists thought that their party would regain the ardour and energy of its youth and would therefore be able to do its good old job again.
This ideal of regenerated Socialism was nevertheless two-fold: it was not only a forced and frightened assent to momentary political purification. It also hid an ascetic project of regeneration, formulated long before Tours by a small group of radical socialists and unionists. Despite their divisiveness, they hastened the split-up and aimed at creating a "party of a new type". The latter, modelled on the Bolshevik example, had to be a small revolutionary phalanx, devoted to active and permanent agitation. Incompatible in their goals, these attitudes were not long in clashing. The breach of their unstable alliance in the months after Tours and their ensuing confrontation gave its unity to the complex history of fights of fractions and tendencies peculiar to French first Communism. Through this ascetic devotion to revolution, Bolchevism easily managed to penetrate and prosper in France, giving birth to a leninism à la française whose faithfulness to the revolution was the fundamental principle.

Asceticism, totalitarianism and mass success

The ascetic ideal of regeneration combined old ideas of the French workers’ movement and new tendencies that the First World War either reinforced or engendered. Revolutionary asceticism violently rejected middle-class life style and republican traditions which were charged with perverting the Party. Revolutionary syndicalism, blanquism and guesdism merged to draw a new imaginary constellation made of class hatred, working-class exclusivism and fascination for the soviet wonderland. At the same time, war slowly substituted the worship of youth for the ideal of justice peculiar to pre-war Socialism(10) . Endorsing the mission of the radical purification of the decayed socialist ideal, this youth aimed at creating a new man, an ascetic devoted body and soul to revolution, a “professionnal revolutionary” embodied by Lenin and Trotsky.
Turned towards earthly ends, the idea of the new man rests on a project of "totalization" of the human person, reduced solely to its revolutionary utility. It reduces individuality to a radical unidimensionnality, through the forced and voluntary abnegation of habits, friendships, and family ties that together define an individual. The figure of the new man is thus inhabited by the idea of voluntary and fanatic sacrifice for the cause, considered as the obvious and ultimate end of life itself.
Unfortunately, the old man is generally reluctant to rip apart the appearances of his vain former existence. The ideal of the new man is therefore necessarily anxious: it fears the return of the past in the midst of the anewed. This ideal consequently prolongs the asceticism peculiar to revolutionary regeneration by self-discipline and permanent control of others: it combines sacrificial asceticism constitutive of regeneration with an inquisitorial asceticism considered as the surest means to ensure the constancy and the fidelity of the militants. From the intimate conviction of the necessary regeneration of Socialism to the rational and precise project of creation of a new man, the communist militant gives to his passion a logical and ordered turn whose rigour - formerly personal - is upgraded to a collective standard. The militant rationalizes an ambition locked up in intimacy which he extends, in the general exaltation, to his friends and comrades of the party. The idea of the new man therefore paves the way of totalitarianism which sets these volatile predispositions carried by enthusiasm down on institutions and rigid practices.
Far from awaiting the seizure of power to be carried out, totalitarianism consists primarily in a process that finds its origin, its force and its raison d'être in the incandescence of the expectations that it unleashes. It begins with the delirious coalition of enthusiasms, but extends its influence through their relentless organization to prevent them form fading out. Totalitarianism, at its origins, is a pure “movement”, a grouping of revolutionary affinities encysted in democratic society. Fed by the resentments and hopes raised by the time, it draws from the expectations it creates sufficient power to reach a critical mass threshold: it consequently extends to the whole society the methods and practices the communist parties have experienced on themselves.
This two-fold requirement, sacrificial and inquisitorial, was quickly summed up in a new word that corresponds to a peculiar communist practice: self-criticism. The word itself appeared in 1921 in the language of the Party, in Komintern documents as well as in the communist speeches in the fédération de la Seine. In fact, the “pitiless” criticism of “mistakes” was a topic relentlessly discussed in the platforms of the socialist Party in 1919 and 1920(11) . At the congress of Tours, the attitude socialists should take in front of the “brutal methods” of the Bolsheviks and their revolutionary “speech style” is an essential stake of the debates. This is why the exclusion of Jean Longuet, finally obtained thanks to Zinoviev’s “gunshot” in the deafening silence of the new majority is a great bolshevik moral victory(12) . French Socialism however, is caught up in the system which will finally break its unity; from this point of view, the forced resignation of Louis-Oscar Frossard in January 1923 is a crucial turning-point of French Communism: to those who expelled him, this constituted the “ideological foundation” of the Party, the ousting to serve as a reference and a major victory over the remnants of “the petit-bourgeois spirit” in the party.
The Great War played a fundamental role in the intellectual and moral education of the small communist ascetic elite. The bonds of this elite with pre-war Socialism were loose and the war often severed them. A number of prominent communist figures of the early 1920s played the key role in socialist party break-up. Boris Souvarine, a young russian immigrant who had become socialist in 1910, fought in the war in which his brother died as a volunteer soldier. As the editor of the Bulletin communiste, and a close associate of Trotsky, Souvarine directed the assault against the old socialist guard(13) . Albert Treint, who took part in the political liquidation of Souvarine in 1924, considered a military career and did not joined wholeheartedly communist activism until 1919. Suzanne Girault despised her socialist comrades whom she regarded as embourgeoized: she spent the war and the revolution in Russia and left it death in the heart, obeying the orders of the Komintern. With Treint, Girault excluded Souvarine. All three had previously forced Frossard to resign his seat of general secretary of the party(14) . The young prominent communists Raymond Lefebvre and Paul Vaillant-Couturier were highly complacent to political violence; both coming from the right, their bolchevism continued their futurism of the 1910s they had oddly assorted with their revolutionary syndicalism(15) . All of them, besides their divisions, awaited from this ideological struggle a larger renovatio mundi. The revolutionary syndicalists, on their side, fostered a solid tradition of distrust of Socialism; refusing the rat-race(16) , which constituted the background of their militant ethics, was well suited to communist asceticism, once the idea of the independance of the unions had been given up.
However, Communism in France was slow to conquer a mass audience. After the success of Tours, its membership quickly declined, while the SFIO reconstituted its militant base and its electoral audience. This failure and the open confrontation between communists and socialists until the 1930’s must however be reset against the backdrop of popular expectations whose intensity had been considerably amplified by the war. The victory of the Cartel des gauches in 1924 caused immense enthusiasm and deep bitterness following the failure of the Herriot government, which had been openly disparaged by the communists and in which the socialists decided not to take part(17) . The radical and socialist left were still invested with popular hope: the French lower and middle-classes, especially in the countryside, expected from the government of the moderate left the impossible refunding of the “blood tribute” they had paid during the war.
At this time, the French communist party was undergoing great transformation. The bolchevization of the Party disorganized its structures, and announced a new wave of exclusions which were finally implemented at the Congress of Clichy, at the beginning of 1925. A few more years would be necessary for the communist party to anchor itself in factories. Such slowness could not be solely attributed to internal causes. To stem the development of the PCF, the leaders of the reformist CGT Alphonse Merrheim and Léon Jouhaux endeavoured to hold trade-unionism’s independence and promote patriotic productivism. They invited the working-class to produce, even at the expense of their own interests, to prolong in peace the effort of war and strenghten their presence in the production system: all things that trade-unionism could carry out without the support of any party. This is why the negotiations of social security laws in the 1920s were a central stake of the policy of the CGT. But when these laws were passed by the moderate right at the end of the decade, the CGT failed to capitalize the political profit of them. It was not before 1936 that Socialism and reformist trade-unionism found the means to partly implement their social program. In the working-class as elsewhere, the idea of nation squared with the logic of class; one could not imagine building an ideal society which would not be grounded in the nation. French labor was trying to find its own path to paradise.
This failure of Communism rooting in victorious France does not obey a simple causality. No civil war broke out in France in 1918, a situation that constrained the PCF to fold back its revolutionary hopes and learn to be patient, an exercise to which asceticism adapted with no difficulty. Political tension was maintained by a series of incidents which resulted in physical confrontations. In the mid-1920s, several violent eposides opposed communists and anarchists, as in the shooting of the Grange-aux-Belles in Paris on 11 January 1924, or communists and Jeunesses Patriotes in Damrémont street on 19 April 1925. An aggressive militancy backed up by the verbal excesses of the co-general secretary Albert Treint, proved that a new generation, a small group of young, violent communists coming from revolutionary syndicalism, sometimes individualistic anarchism, had taken the lead and was ready to violently counter “reaction” and “fascism”(18) . The international context encouraged the open resort to violence: with the occupation of the Ruhr in January 1923 and the Moroccan crisis, the small French continental imperialism nourished an intense antimilitarist activity among communist militants. Between 1923 and 1924, the membership of the PCF had been renewed: with about 50,000 members at the end of 1923, it rose to 76,000 at the end of 1924, just before bolchevization broke down this recovery(19) . The series of exclusions between 1920 and 1923 had shaken the Party but seemed justified as they imposed the model of the ascetic revolutionary which allured a radicalized fringe of young urban supporters of the working-class.
However violent, the fight against political adversaries and governemental imperialism did not lead to open civil war. The French State kept a close eye to communist activity, and maintained it under a tough but measured vigilance, at least in the 1920s(20) . The Republic had gained in victory on 11 November 1918 a provisional immunity which allowed it to continue the slow process of national and political integration of the masses after 1919. Elsewhere, in Germany, Italy or Russia, weakened or newly established governments had to face an unprecedented “revolution of the army rabble”, as pointed by Boris Pasternak in his Doktor Zhivago. On the contrary, France had managed to tame this vast movement of “decontrol” that demobilizations had been(21) . Significantly, soviets appeared in Alsace and Lorraine and uncontrolled units of revolutionary german troopers, armed and excited by false rumors(22) threatened the precarious order maintained in Strasbourg by the moderate socialists and their improvized civic guard(23) . From 1916 onwards, the French army had to face a moral decline among its regiments and had gone through rather wide mutinies. But there was no general collapse of military and civil authority like in Russia or, to a certain degree, in Germany and Italy after 1918. Though the Zeitgeist was undoubtedly more violent, it is the unprecedented roaming of uncontrolled armed units throughout Europe that allowed extreme political forces to seize and sometimes secure power. The concept of brutalization of G. L. Mosse(24) , which enjoys particular praise by numerous historians of the post-war period, is therefore unappropriate to understand the very situation of Europe at the end of the war. A compared history of demobilizations in Europe, combined with a close look at the control and political use of this “army rabble” by the new ideological forces born out of the war would be much more interesting than the so-called “brutalization” of the masses which is of an uneasy use for France, where much of the combat on the western front took place. The war had subjected to a formidable historical test all national models of integration, all the regimes and national ideologies which in 1914, in face of war, managed to erase all affiliations.
In France, Socialism is the weak link of this chain which broke as soon as Bolchevism imposed its agenda over international matters. Its weakness as well as its resistance to Communism are due to its principles as much as to its history: while its principles drew militants towards revolution, its practices brought it back in the republican arena. On the other hand, the fight against the new impulse of imperialism was for the new communist generation a decisive element in a model of denationalization; faith in the new fatherland of Socialism combined together with militant asceticism to uproot patriotism within the party. This task was the central pillar of the communist credo and practice. There again, revolutionary asceticism was part of the process of selection that lead some proeminent militants to travel to Moscow, as did Maurice Thorez in the spring 1925. In fact, until the turning-point of the Popular Front, French Communism preserved its antinational accent.
In France indeed, Communism only gained a massive popular support when it leaned back against the idea of nation, which it started to reinstate after 1934. Until then, Communism branded itself as a foreign body in the nation. Asceticism alone allowed the Party to preserve sufficent energy to resist the attraction of the nation. But without the latter the party could not grow beyond the limits of a small radical sect.
The 1920s were therefore an exceptional moment: Communism was born from the rupture in the process of progressive nationalization of European Socialism. That is why the revolutionary perceived as a treason what was not a disavowal, but a necessary assent for a majority of socialists in august 1914.
The 1920s were also a decisive moment for at this time the ascetic militant model was anchored into the very heart of French Communism and led to the progressive implementation of a new style of party governance. The PCF got accustomed to practising on itself the totalitarian compression of fractions and personalities. The organization of its pyramidal structure of power took some time, yet was quickly crowned by a Bureau politique whose personnel was certainly still unstable, but whose growing control paved the way for its dictatorship which would be implemented once its members had been bolchevized and proletarianized. 
Nevertheless, the communist breakaway is not only the consequence of the proletarization of its political personnel. Asceticism and ouvrierism worked together to become the very criteria of selection of the new communist elites. The danger of these novelties was soon perceived by some of the members of the young party. Frossard, during the congress of Marseille in 1921, was already worried about the kind of “under-ouvrierism” whose progress jeopardized a party of “freethinking” and “free examination”(25) : his fears were to be confirmed by the liquidation of the jauresian heritage, which was the immediate consequence of the breach of the alliance between popular classes and advanced intellectual middle- and upper-class. The debate however really took off in 1923-1924, thanks to those who, like Amédée Dunois, felt that their hour in the party had come. During the congress of Clichy, Dunois condemned this evolution and was forced to leave the rostrum under the hootings. The growing power of ouvrierism in the party in 1924-1925 was not only, as Dunois thought, the side-effect of the influences of anti-marxist proudhonism and allemanism, which were particularly powerful in the parisian suburbs (26) . It also arose from the dislocation of the Party into an archipelago of local strongholds in which Paris occupied a dominant place. The weight of the Parisian working-class militants and the force of revolutionary syndicalism, violently hostile to any “gentryfication” of its leadership, therefore played a significant part in this grassroot political success.
The proletarization of the communist political personnel could however be neither perfect, nor total, if it is to believe, as Annie Kriegel underlined, that the PCF was not only a “labor party”, but also a “party of the working-class”, the party of “the revolutionary class until the end” where the conscious sacrifice to the revolutionary cause could open career to militants without working-class pedigree(27) . Rather than a narrow party of the organized labor, the Communist Party incarnated a new type of party in which the alliance between intellectuals and workmen, so peculiar to revolutionary parties, was not obliterated, but brutally reconfigured by leninist asceticism. The rejection of plebeian socialism for a narrow ouvrierist political counter-society prevented the PCF from acquiring an immediate mass success, for it still remained out of the nation. But it soon enabled it to channel the impatience of the working-class to which it appealed and resembled(28) .

Communism and Fascism

International Communism started to officially work out theses on Fascism only since 1922-1923, when Mussolini took power after the March on Rome. Fascism was not regarded as a new type of dictatorship, but as the vanguard of the middle-class reaction against the legitimate uprising of the proletariat. In the communist doctrine, non-communist forces of the left soon joined fascism in a larger “social-fascism” clique which isolated the Communist Party(29) . 
However, some communists didn’t wait the theses of the Komintern to theorize about fascism. During the congress of Marseille, Paul Vaillant-Couturier, criticizing the “party nationalism” as diverting militants from their international duties pointed out the fascist environment that soon would compell the party to take cover into “illegal action”. Against this growing threat, the Party had to pitilessly criticize its own mistakes and strenghten discipline among its ranks, without distinction between old and young militants: “[...] There are no young nor old members in the Party. If an old militant is indisciplined, a youngster can denounce him as an elder would denounce a young comrade”(30) . Radical egalitarianism, self-criticism and a youthful hatred of the past are summoned against the threat of a “fascistic spirit” which is just a frontman for the “petit-bourgeois spirit” that lurks around every communist militant. The hatred of Fascism was the cure to sclerosis of militancy and to the return of the “interests” and “economism” among the rank and file. This first antifascism nevertheless failed to achieve its goal which was to allure the “masses” with an alliance between an ideology of humanity and a combative radicality.
Not every militant shared such an interpretation. At Clichy, in 1925, Charles Rappoport turned the hostility of the congress towards him when he refused to portrait Herriot as a fascist, and instead described the Président du Conseil as an “accomplice of Fascism”. Amédée Dunois also rejected the official line: “We all agree about this point: any bourgeois society which collapses automatically generates if not italian-style fascism, at least fascistic phenomena [...]. Italian and German Fascism are an undeniable progress over the reactionary organizations of the past. They present the aspect of a vast and rapidly mobilizable fighting organization. Led by gang bosses and henchmen without scruples and in the pay of the capital, they direct all the action against the working-class. Do we have that in France? No, not yet [...]. All that is not specifically communist we now call fascistic or social-fascist [...]. Well, when words lose their meanings, the ideas they express lose any clarity”(31) .
In his speech, Dunois defended Rappoport and Jacques Mesnil, editor in L’Humanité. Along with Edouard Darville, Mesnil presented a theory of Fascism in a series of articles published by the noted Clarté in 1923. Both had been forme revolutionary syndicalists under the strong intellectual influence of Sorel. But the war they both did not spent on the front had shaken their convictions. “The war”, they wrote, “gave birth to two new parties: the communist party, which consider the 27 October 1917 as the beginning of the new period, and the fascist party, who regards 2 August 1914 as the dawn of the new era”. Though communists refuse to place this new era under the guiding principle of nation, as fascists do, “the key fact”, asserts J. Mesnil, “is nevertheless the final burial of the more democratic than socialist Socialism of politicians, which was the heart of the Second International. The main fact is precisely the final elimination of the democratic, reformist and nationally-minded conception of Socialism, and the advent of a truly class-struggling Socialism, moved by a truly bellicose and heroic spirit, and eager to vigorously wage war on the classes beyond the limits of the nations”. Moreover, Communism and Fascism shared an unembarrassing common origin: “One should not ignore that, among the fascists, there are many ex-socialists and many revolutionary trade-unionists, who claim to represent the sorelian doctrine and who may be the most energetic, sprightly and daring core of fascism”.
To these militants however, fascism could not be a true “revolutionary nationalism”: it was merely “the last spiritual weapon” that the bourgeoisie used to oppose the advent of the new era, “a hybrid mixture of conservatism and revolutionnarism, like the Italian Risorgimento itself”. Fascism nevertheless is the new historical enemy of Socialism: “It will be necessary that the socialists rediscover the "frighteningly serious and sublime character" of the work they undertook. They no longer have against them the trembling and fearful bourgeoisie they met before the war, but a bourgeoisie partly retempered by the war, making litter of any humane ideology and ready to oppose a resolute front to their attacks”. This regeneration of the socialist ideal, whose “weakness” was proven by the very existence of Fascism, bore the promise of a universal proletarian peace, whose reign is announced by bolshevism. The new “civilization of labor” it built in Russia could only be the true “moral equivalent of the war”, only able “to restore in the world a peace similar to that provided by Roman or Christian civilisations”(32) .
Undoubtedly marginal and iconoclastic, the Mesnil and Darvillle’s theory was driven back by the communist party in the margins of the world of the disposed-of communists. Even if Fascism and Communism were born in the wake of a common experiment of the war, which sowed among their followers the same eschatologic seeds, they were turned towards radically antagonistic ends: Fascism worshipped war and the nation for themselves – and not for the virtues that could eventually arise from them.
The recent historiography of Fascism, and particularly the works of Emilio Gentile, has strongly contested the idea of a narrowly “reactionary” nature of fascism. Fascism, according to E. Gentile, also contemplated doing an “anthropological revolution”, inhabited by an ideal of new man who “would have gone beyond the individualism of the private interest and the antagonism between individual and mass; the new man would have been a total man, having found a unique and organic direction in life through its full integration in the organized mass of the totalitarian state, transformed into a community united by faith and a common destiny”(33) . The communist new man, as far as it is concerned, announced an anthropological revolution which was articulated around the duality of its symbols: prefigured by the communist revolutionary regenerated by the fight without mercy nor respite against the doomed bourgeois society; and waiting to incarnate itself in new generations of promethean workers, to whom production would be the cardinal scale of virtues. This fundamental duality reflected the dynamics of the revolutionary time itself, perpetually hesitating between patient formation and spontaneous generation(34) . Revolutionary asceticism thus provided Communism with its militant model of conscious sacrifice to the revolutionary cause. The worship of the machine, the fascination for the factory system and for the industrial construction of Socialism gradually drew the contours of a new man of steel in communist imagination.
Basically, the difficulty for Communism was not to invent its übermensch: it was to find its familiar hero(35) . This role fell to Maurice Thorez in the most beautiful years of mass Communism – a rather surprising function for a man that was a layman since he was recruited and promoted to permanent member by the Party at the age of 20; a man whose official biography insisted on his formative years which could hardly epitomize revolt; a man that moved up the party ladder rather like a meek civil servant; a man who finally embodied the safety of the working-class crafstmanship forging the steel of national happiness(36) .
Annie Kriegel pointed out that the union between Communism with nation could have prepared an unexpected exit out of the totalitarian logic: “Beyond the republican front of our institutions”, she asserted, “the French Communist Party found what makes the coherence and unity of the French political system - the concept of absolutism: by so doing and paradoxically, the communist party as a body moved away from totalitarianism which bolchevism was theoritically carrying”. Communism, as the “mirror image” of the State it wanted to bring down, was caught in its own trap: the party was bogged down in its own success, under king Thorez – king of a yet transitory kingdom that was built in 1934-1936, and collapsed in 1939, when the Soviet overlord allied itself with the sworn enemy and forced him to desert the nation he had just reinvented.
Written in 1974, Annie Kriegel’s article betrayed a secret disappointment: the feeling of a decline of the Leninist creed that 1968 stripped of its prestige of allmighty revolutionary orthodoxy. The real stake of the debate lies in this powerful injunction for the party to incarnate the working-class. From this point of view, Thorez had no aboslut power; he merely incarnated the aspirations towards “totalitarian democracy”(37) , established on a pyramid of communist fiefdoms topped by a dull elite supposed to be the living image of the working-class. The political training of this elite was the key condition to the fullfillement of the communist incarnative ambitions. However true its success may have been, this pyramidal system was nevertheless fragile, for it depended on the “masses” purporterdly incarnated. Without any apparatus of terror, those “masses” remained free to shift their loyalty, however recent and sincere.

Conclusion

The 1920s are much of a decisive time in European history. Two radically hostile anthropological revolutions started to fight over the control of the imaginations. Both undoubtedly obey to specific and autonomous dynamics, ruled by the contents of their ideology and the evolution of their political systems. The spectacular appearance of the revolutionary ascetic in Europe can be considered a truly religious revolution: the rise of the communist new man, abolishing frontiers of classes and nations, is a decisive event of the interwar years: while its followers saw in this model a universal means to free themselves from their bourgeois self – at whatever cost, its enemies portrayed it as a deadly threat against the nation and race. Such a perspective could contribute to renew the debate over the precedence of the October revolution.
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