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· CPGB-BP TAPES DEPOSITED AT BL: The audio recordings of more than 150 interviews with members and former members of the Communist Party of Great Britain, conducted between October 1999 and September 2001 by a group of historians based at Manchester University have now been deposited in the British Library Sound Archive. The Communist Party of Great Britain Biographical Project, part-funded by the Economic and Social Research Council, covers the full period of the party's existence (1920-1991) and deals with all aspects of its work including industrial work, educational and cultural activities as well as local and international campaigns. The BL Sound Archive’s Oral History Collection can be accessed on line here: http://www.bl.uk/collections/sound-archive/holdings.html. The catalogue listing for the CPGB-PB tapes can be accessed here: http://cadensa.bl.uk/uhtbin/cgisirsi/1yTg7xauxC/198290010/18/X087/XSERIES/C1049.

· ESTUDOS SOBRE COMUNISMO: The Portuguese ‘Studies of Communism’ web site has moved to a new address: http://estudossobrecomunismo2.wordpress.com. The site is dedicated to the study of Portuguese (and international) communism, and the political resistance to the dictatorial regime of Salazar e Caetano (1926-1974)  in Portugal and the colonies. It publishes research notes, reviews, original articles, biographical and bibliographical data and primary source material.  
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Conference report

‘Labour biographies and prosopography’, 41st conference of ITH, Linz, 15-18 September 2005

The 41st ITH conference brought together eighty historians around the theme ‘Labour biographies and prosopography’. More precisely, it was the theme of collective biography or prosopography that provided the focus for the majority of papers and the key debate. The choice of the theme demonstrates the aim of the ITH to open itself up to approaches and methods which in recent years have contributed strongly to the renewal of the historiography of the working class movement as the dominant social movement of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The biographical approach, and more particularly that of collective biography, have recently experienced a considerable development, not only in history, but in the social sciences more generally. The results have been especially interesting in the fields of labour and social history. 

The basic aim of the conference was to take stock of a number of projects, already complete or in the course of realisation, in the field of the collective biography of the working class movement; and within a comparative context to discuss their different methodological aspects and research findings and any problems of realisation.

The first part of the conference was devoted to the consideration of a number of particularly significant prosopographical projects. After a general introduction by Bruno Groppo, Claude Pennetier described the experience of the Dictionnaire Biographique du Mouvement Ouvrier Français, an enormous enterprise undertaken by Jean Maitron in 1955. This has since served as both a pioneering example and a point of reference for subsequent biographical dictionaries of the labour movement having a scholarly character. Feliks Tych recalled the political vicissitudes and methodological processes of the Biographical Dictionary of the Polish Workers’ Movement, a project that was launched at the beginning of the 1960s and remains in progress today. Compared with analogous experiences in the former GDR and Hungary, the Polish example provides evidence of the difficulties caused by the political control of biography exercised by ruling communist parties, but also that the situations were characterised by considerable diversity and a certain specificity of the Polish case. Horacio Tarcus stressed that in Argentina, like other Latin American countries, there still do not exist solid works of scholarship on the collective biography of the workers’ movement. He then described his own project, still in the course of development, of a biographical dictionary of the Argentinian left. He explained the rationale for this particular emphasis – a dictionary of the left, and not of the working class movement as such – the selection criteria he has adopted and the methodological problems that are inherent in this type of work.  

Klaus Tenfelde, in his contribution analysing the problem of generations within German social democracy, brought into the discussion one of the key concepts in any reflection on collective biography. This question of generations was also central to the presentation of Jürgen Mittag, who reported on a prosopographical project directed by Wilhelm Schröder on social democratic members of the Reichstag and Länder parliaments between 1870 and 1933. This work, which can now be accessed via the website of the Friedrich Ebert Foundation, provides an especially convincing demonstration of the usefulness of the prosopographical method for the study of the workers’ movement. As a particular field of research linked with that of the labour movement, the co-operative movement formed the subject of Patricia Toucas-Truyen’s paper, which presented the principal results of research into the biographical trajectories of co-operative movement activists in France. Claudie Weill concluded the first day’s proceedings with a paper on jewish socialist activists in Russia.

The second day was given over specifically to problems of collective biography in the historiography of the communist movement, particularly since the opening up of previously inaccessible communist archives in Moscow and elsewhere. Thanks to the accessibility of these archives, considerable advances have been made in this field since the beginning of the 1990s and the conference presentations bore witness to a number of these. Michael Buckmiller described the objectives, methods and results of a vast prosopographical project at the University of Hannover on the cadres and collaborators of the Comintern. The project database, which comprises more than 28,000 biographies deriving from the Comintern archives in Moscow and other sources, is a precious research tool for historians of communism internationally. Klaus Meschkat presented a brief paper on another Comintern-related project which in 2004 resulted in the publication of a biographical dictionary of the Comintern in Latin America produced by a team of specialists including Peter Huber, Lazar Heifetz and Viktor Heifetz. The Comintern was also at the centre of José Gotovitch’s communication on the prosopographical project on French-speaking cominterniens that resulted in the biographical dictionary Komintern: l’histoire et les hommes. Kevin Morgan reported on the CPGB biographical project at the University of Manchester and highlighted a number of questions of method and interpretation confronted during the course of the project. Hermann Weber explored the biographical dimension of German communism between 1918 and 1945 in describing the biographical manual he has recently published with Andreas Herbst, which brings together 1400 biographies comprising practically all the key cadres of the KPD during the period of the Weimar republic and nazi dictatorship. These biographies reveal the often tragic fates of so many communist activists in this traumatic period. Bernard Pudal offered an original interpretation of the communist world as a biocracy. Pudal’s argument was that the importance attached by communist parties to biographical management and verification as instruments of legitimation stemmed necessarily from their focus on political capital, not scholarly capital or capital per se, as a means of social differentiation: the criterion on which social hierarchy was based in the world of communism was that of biography and the account of each individual’s social and ideological history.

Two short presentations closed the second day. Drawing primarily on judicial archives, Ottokar Luban explored the biographies of activists in the Spartakus group centred on Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht between 1915 and 1918. Ulla Plener sketched a collective portrait of certain German women, exiled in France during the nazi period, who played a part in the resistance movement.

As points from the papers were taken up in discussion, the conference above all provided an opportunity for the comparative evaluation of different approaches and the results obtained by them. The conference clearly demonstrated that the method of collective biography opens up genuinely new perspectives in the field of labour and social history, exactly as in other fields of historical scholarship. By focusing attention on individual trajectories, it encourages the posing of fresh questions and a better understanding of the complexity of motivations of activists. It is very much a live field of research, as shown by the various examples of national projects and the fact that projects that have already reached fruition are providing a reference point and stimulation to similar enterprises elsewhere, for example in Latin America. Numerous issues remain unsettled and will continue to provoke debate. These do not just concern the field of social history, but other social sciences such as sociology or anthropology.

The scholarly direction of the conference was provided by a team coordinated by Bruno Groppo and comprising Feliks Tych, Michael Buckmiller, Claudie Weill, Claude Pennetier, Bernard Pudal, Berthold Unfried, Christine Schindler and Winfried Garscha. Eva Himmelstoss was responsible for the technical organisation. The Centre d’Histoire Sociale du XXe Siècle (Université Paris I) was closely involved with the preparation of the conference.

Bruno Groppo, Paris

FEATURES

Did James Barke join the Communist Party?

James Barke (1905-58) was a precocious young man. ‘At 17 he chaired his first Labour Party meeting ...’ his friend, James A Russell wrote in the Scottish Co-operator. Barke was living in Partick at the time and he was Chair of the Partick ILP. In 1946 one of his comrades in that branch wrote: ‘For more than twenty years I have considered myself an “old comrade” of yours, though we were never more closely associated than appearing on the platform of the Star Palace in Partick at an unemployed meeting. Your chairmanship had perhaps room for improvement, but I thought you very intellectual.’1 In the General Election of 1922 ten Labour MPs were elected in Glasgow and the first Scottish Communist MP, in Motherwell, J T Walton Newbold.

In notes for a talk Barke wrote: ‘by the age of 18 [I] had written my first play which I was soon to see produced by the Scottish National Players. By then it was 1923. But the biggest influence in my life had already taken place - the impact of the ‘14-‘18 War and the Russian Revolution...’2 In 1923 John MacLean died. In his article ‘Living in Scotland’ for the Scottish Field in January 1956 Barke wrote (of Glasgow): ‘Here I became acquainted with the now almost mythical John MacLean.’ Perhaps ‘legendary’ would have been a better word. Did he know MacLean personally or did he attend his meetings? He describes MacLean’s outdoor meetings in The World His Pillow (1933) and The Land of the Leal (1939). A copy of MacLean’s printed ‘Notes of lectures given at the British Socialist Party (Glasgow) Economic and Industrial History Class’ remains in Barke’s Papers.

Barke also re-created scenes from different aspects of the General Strike in the novels mentioned above. But he worked in management himself for Barclay, Curle & Co Ltd, Clydeholm Shipyard, Whiteinch from 1922 to 1946 (following three years as office-boy for the same firm).

By 1930 Barke was writing to Theodore Dreiser: ‘I notice you are a signatory to the Amsterdam Anti-war Congress. My concluding word is that you may become as great a power in that direction (the overthrow of World Capitalism and the establishment of the workers’ dictatorship) as you have so magnificently been in the world of letters.’3
In his ‘Living in Scotland’ article Barke referred to: ‘the bright (if brief) promise of the ILP...’ He appears to have supported the ILP until 1932 but in his diary for 5 and 6 August that year he makes notes of a meeting with James Maxton, then Chair of the ILP. ‘All in all I left Comrade Maxton depressed and disillusioned. Maxton is such a wonderful personality, is such a sincere fighter that it seems a great pity that he hasn’t the intellectual honesty to see the CPGB position much more clearly. It is very sad to see an ILP leader of the international standing of Maxton believing such a lot of tosh about the Communists.’4
Clearly Barke supported the CP at this time without praising the party in public as he had praised the ILP. In a letter to Grassic Gibbon, 5 September 1933, he wrote: ‘either you stand by the working class and its heroic vanguard the Communist Party or you take your stand... with Fascism...’5 This sharp confrontation reflected the policy of the Third Period of the Communist International.

But did James Barke join the CP? In his essay in A Weapon in the Struggle, ‘James Barke: A Great-Hearted Writer, a Hater of Oppression, a True Scot’, H Gustav Klaus assumes that he did. ‘He crossed the Rubicon some time in late 1932 or 1933 by joining the CP in whose ranks he remained until his death in 1958.’6 In Red Letter Days, too, Andy Croft refers to Barke as ‘...James Joyce writing about Glasgow with a Communist Party card in his pocket.’7 These statements are not supported by evidence.

The question had already been asked by a contemporary Scottish socialist author, J Lennox Kerr (1899-1963). On 3 March 1936, Barke replied, ‘I understand that you are anxious to know if I am a member of the Communist Party. The first time we met you asked me this question and I replied in the negative which was true and remains so. Now you have Max Goldberg’s reassurance. I am merely a Left writer - whatever that may be.’8 Max Goldberg (1899-1973) is shown in a CP photo of the 1930s reproduced on the cover of Scottish Labour History Society Journal 31, 1996. In a letter to Hugh MacDiarmid, 9 February 1939, Peter Kerrigan writes: ‘There is one thing in your letter [of 6 February] to which it is necessary to draw your attention. James Barke is not and never has been a member of the Communist Party.’9 At that time Peter Kerrigan was Secretary to the Scottish District Committee of the CP.

Why was Barke ‘merely a Left Writer’? The most specific clues as to Barke’s and Kerr’s reasons for not joining the CP are contained in letters from Kerr to Barke in which Barke’s views are reported as well as his own. One is dated ‘3rd Oct.’ from Kerr’s address in Sussex. He had been living in Paisley in 1936 and had moved to Sussex by 1937.

Don’t go fashing yourself about tackling the Party until you are sure you are well. It’s a poor policy to die for a cause you would be more useful to alive. Later on, we’ll get together to talk about what’s in our minds and we’ll evolve some method of retaliation. I have an idea I’ll never be much welcomed by the Party as it is constituted in its higher places today and I’m not greatly troubled.

Just now my usefulness is curtailed by being away from the folks I know and would work with but that’s just temporary and I’m more concerned with getting ready for them than I am with biting the heels of the young gentlemen of the Party now.

But I do think it would be a good idea if we could collect the best of the working-class writers now and see how they feel about this attitude of the Party. A dozen of us could exert so much more pressure than two of us. So, if you have any names in mind, we might make a start by writing to them, laying out our views. We could keep the Party informed of what we are doing, so we could not be given the label of sabotagers. Send them a copy of all our letters.10
It seems clear that Barke and Kerr were in communication with the party or some of its officers at this stage, but the point at issue, ‘this attitude of the Party’, is unclear here. Another letter from the same address but only dated ‘Wednesday’ is more specific.

In the isolation of my own room, I can at least be away from these young men in flannel bags and Marxist handbooks.

It is a bitter pill, Jamie, that the likes of us... who if we are not conversant with the latest Strachey interpretations... do know our own folks are rendered so useless. We could, I know, go into the struggle from the Party membership as wall chalkers, and by our intense devotion to one of the Leaders, be appointed sharpeners of the chalks, but I still, as I always have done, consider that a waste of material and refuse to lay aside my real usefulness. You in your Major Operation and I in Woman of Glenshiels earned our standing and are entitled to exercise our best qualities in the struggle, as writers. I am not going to take any other job. If they won’t recognise us as authors and give us work to do in that field, then I, for one, will dig my own furrow and to hell with ‘Party loyalty’... if what they do is Party loyalty. I am more concerned with the fight to shape some sort of proletarian literature out of myself....

…But, as you propose, if we could gather a band of working-class authors together, we could assert ourselves. And we ought to do it.11
Kerr continued his sarcasm in ‘yours... fraternally’. Major Operation (1936) was built around the international communist metaphor for revolution in the 1930s and Peter Kerrigan was thought to be the model for the character of Jock MacKelvie, a red leader who becomes a Red Leader. Woman of Glenshiels (1935) was set mainly in an earlier period and contained a particularly sensitive re-creation of a conscientious objector in the First World War who is is driven by pressure to enlist and is killed in France. It appears that Barke and Kerr looked for some special position in the party as writers and were unwilling to undertake the ordinary duties of members. Kerr later joined, and left, the Labour Party. 

Barke remained in Scotland and was known to leading communists there. He was photographed with William Gallacher, Communist MP, for West Fife from 1935 to 1950, and wrote on the back, ‘J.B. with Willie Gallacher M.P. - after the culmination of the greatest 1930s Hunger March.’ The photograph was probably taken in Queen’s Park, Glasgow in 1936; and James A Russell has recorded that: ‘as long as (Barke) was fit he marched in the May Day procession to Queen’s Park.’

In November 1936 Barke contributed the anti-Nationalist article, ‘The Scottish National Question’, to the Scottish issue of Left Review which earned him the description of ‘the official mouthpiece’ of the ‘Scottish “Communist” clique’ by Hugh MacDiarmidl2 and of ‘the British CP’s ideological policeman’ by James D. Young.13
Barke’s position can be seen as ambiguous. Harry McShane, for example, records that he was a member of an ‘extended’ Scottish Committee of the party of ‘forty or fifty people instead of the normal fourteen to twenty’ which was called to vote on Aitken Ferguson’s draft statement on Scottish devolution in 1938. McShane continued: ‘A lot of the people invited to the extended committee were the literary elements of the Party, and when the vote was taken on the statement there were only two against: myself and Jimmy Barke, the novelist and playwright.’14 However, it seems highly likely that this committee included non-party sympathisers on a particular question.

In his TS memoirs in the Gallacher Memorial Library in Glasgow Caledonian University Bill Cowe, the Party’s Glasgow organiser in 1938, referred to Ferguson’s pamphlet Scotland, now published, and stated that Ferguson, George Middleton, who became General Secretary of the STUC in 1948, and Barke organised the ‘Pageant of Scottish History’ which was ‘initiated by the Communist Party’. MacDiarmid was omitted from the printed ‘Cultural’ section.

An unusual incident took place in the Glasgow Press Club on the evening of 3 December 1938. Writers, including Barke and MacDiarmid, had assembled for the PEN dinner in honour of William Power, author and journalist. While in Glasgow MacDiarmid was due to attend a meeting with the Scottish Secretariat of the party on either 6 or 7 December to discuss his differences with the Secretariat. In a letter to his friend, Barbara Niven, MacDiarmid related why he did not attend.

I intended to do so, but as the result of an assault upon me in the Glasgow Press Club by James Barke, the novelist, whom I understood to be a member of the CP and a personal friend of some of the District Committee and of my particular enemies in or near the Party, I finally decided not to do so, and didn’t. The District Committee now tell me that Barke is not a member of the Party.15
Another piece of evidence shows that Barke was on familiar terms with individual CP members at this time. Tom Murray recalled to Ian MacDougall that he had approached a prominent activist in the west of Scotland (in 1939) to ask him if he would form part of a skeleton party organisation if the party were made illegal on the outbreak of war. Murray went on:

This individual, who had given us his word of honour that he wouldn’t discuss the matter with anybody, nevertheless immediately proceeded in confidence to a friend of his, James Barke, the author, to find out if Barke knew what this was all about because we, of course, hadn’t shown our hands. James Barke, knowing nothing, proceeded to the Party district office, who of course said they knew nothing about it, which was the correct line to take.16
In January 1941 Barke became the first Chair of Glasgow Unity which had been formed by five companies which had been brought together by the necessities of war - Glasgow Workers’ Theatre Group, Clarion Players, Glasgow Players, Transport Players and the Jewish Institute Players. The company performed four of Barke’s plays: Major Operation, based on the novel, in 1941; The Night of the Blitz in 1944; When the Boys Come Home in 1945; and Her Name Was Barbara Allan in 1946. Among the dedicatees of the published script of Major Operation in 1942 were William and Jean Gallacher and J R Campbell.

‘The night of the blitz’ was 14-15 March 1941. In the play Barke shows the reconciliation of a working-class and a middle-class family, both of whom had lost daughters in the blitz. William, son of working-class parents, marries Concordia, daughter of middle-class parents, and makes a powerful communist declamation at the end:

We are the workers, strong. We are the masses moving, in a vast triumphant throng: moving towards the daylight, moving towards the sun, out of the night and terror of bomb, and plane, and gun. Gathering purpose, slowly; but working out a plan, to end the exploitation of man by man. We know how our Russian comrades won out for a sixth of the earth and, in spite of the blood and terror, brought Socialism to birth. Now we in our terror and torment must reach for the Soviet Star and hold it aloft as a banner to rally from near and from far.17
The theme was in direct opposition to the theme of Major Operation which appeared to show at the end that the only role for a middle-class man lay in aiding a working-class man and going to his death in the process.

The title When the Boys Come Home refers to the expectation that the returning soldiers would not tolerate pre-war conditions. The main characters are skilled workers and the scenes are set in the Foreman Steel Checker’s office. The characters represent different points of view, for example, Donald and Peter are platers but Donald is a communist and shop steward and Peter is a nationalist. In a long letter to Gallacher, 6 June 1945, Barke revealed that he has had a ‘very painful relationship with the small anti-Barke CP group in Unity Theatre...’ This group had raised serious objection to his new play and Sam Aaronovitch had ‘vetoed the play’ in the name of the CP. Barke also recalled that Aaronovitch had criticised The Night of the Blitz and he (Barke) had been banned from attending rehearsals. He explained the basis of the group’s objection to When the Boys Come Home and added his reply:

... the play was ‘anti-working class; too Scottish Nationalist; too much bloody Burns; attacks on industrial canteens, which we support; all wrong about hydro-electric development ...’ - in fact not a play at all but a hotchpotch of anti-Party, anti-working class confusion.

I answered briefly [to Robert Mitchell, the producer]. I categorically denied every charge, repudiated them with scorn and said I had never (despite many attractive temptations) become a political or artistic prostitute; and that, though all art was political, politics were not art - that I had written a play and not a pamphlet.

Barke also quoted the opinion of ‘a leading comrade, on leave from the Navy’ that ‘we don’t want any Mayakoffskys driven to suicide by a bunch of half-witted RAPPists.’18 The reference was to the Russian Association of Proletarian Writers which Mayakovsky had joined two months before his suicide. The letter showed that Barke was able to make personal contact with leading Party members in Glasgow, including Kerrigan, Johnny Gollan and Bob McIlhone.

However, the production of When the Boys Come Home went ahead unaltered on Thursdays, Fridays and Saturdays from 21 June to 14 July 1945.

On 27 June Gallacher wrote a fine, undogmatic letter to Barke from his constituency without indicating receipt of Barke’s letter:

Geo. Middleton spoke to me about your new play the other night. He told me it was very good but offered a bit of light criticism about certain features of it.

He then said you were having some trouble. I told him to tell you when he got back to Glasgow that I am on your side, whatever the trouble is.

Of course there may be something in the play that I don’t like. That I cannot say, but you & the lads are doing a great job & you deserve all the help & encouragement we can give you.19
On 12 October 1945 Barke gave his clearest hint as to why he wasn’t a party member in the ink draft of a letter in reply to a letter from Albert Mackie, poet and journalist, on 3 October. ‘To you my non-conformism is communism. Well, why boggle at a name - except that the Communist Party would not acknowledge me. That is the extent of my non-conformism…But The Day’s coming yet for a’ that. ...’20
In a letter prior to 1 August 1946 Kerr wrote: ‘Rumour has it that you are proceeding to America. Let me in mischief recall... The Manifesto declaration - “The Communists disdain to conceal their aims”... Earl Browderism is dead. Have a good time - with your conscience.’21 Here Kerr appears to regard Barke as a communist. Earl Browder had dissolved the CPUSA after the dissolution of the Third International in 1943 and formed a looser Communist Political Association in its place; however, the CPUSA was re-established in 1945. Perhaps Kerr implies here that Barke would have preferred a looser communist political association.

Barke replied on 1 August:  ‘Rumour is not always a lying jade. I am also going to the USSR; but either there or in America my conscience will be what it has always been: I can therefore be depended upon to enjoy myself accordingly. Not having any political affiliation will not affect this in any way.’22 There is no evidence that Barke visited either the USA or the USSR.

When Geoffrey Wagner, an American scholar, wrote to Barke, 12 June 1950, to ask him if he had written about Grassic Gibbon in the Daily Worker, Barke noted in the margin of the letter: ‘I most definitely did not write here’.23 In an undated draft reply to Wagner, he wrote, ‘In so far as the Daily Worker and Our Time are concerned, I wouldn’t touch Our Time with a barge pole!’24 Our Time, a monthly cultural review, had ceased publication in October 1949. Perhaps Barke knew that it was under the control of the CP’s National Cultural Committee (Chair, Emile Burns, and Secretary, Sam Aaronovitch).

Barke and Gallacher remained in friendly correspondence until Barke’s death. Gallacher thanks Barke for his ‘kind thoughts’ when he is hospital in 1950, and plans to visit him after he has heard that he is unwell in 1957. Out of eight letters Gallacher only once addresses Barke as ‘Comrade’ (in 1942).

Gallacher and MacDiarmid both spoke at Barke’s funeral. In his essay, ‘James Barke - A True Son of the Soil’, Robert Bonnar recorded that Gallacher had said that: ‘it was in Glasgow… that Jimmy Barke’s mind was formed and his inmost thoughts fashioned. It was there on Clydeside in the hungry 1930s that Jimmy Barke became the marxist, the communist, the crusader. He remained a crusader to the end.’25
John Manson
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Was Grassic Gibbon a Communist Party member?

It is impossible to demonstrate that Grassic Gibbon was ever a member of the Communist Party as there are no records in existence.

In a letter to Naomi Mitchison on 10 August 1933 Gibbon claimed that he had been a member when he was in the Royal Army Service Corps.

I was thrown out of the Communist Party as a Trotskyist - while I was in the ranks of the Army, doing Communist propaganda. So I went Anarchist for a bit, but they’re such damn fools, with their blah about Kropotkin (whose anthropology is worse than Frazer’s) and Bakunin. When the last Labour Government went west, I re-applied to join the Communists, but they refused to have anything to do with me. Brief history of a revoluter. I once tried (and wrote a propaganda novel for it) to form a Society of Militant Pacifists - chaps who were to engage in sabotage, train-wrecking, and so on if another war came. But the Promethean Society pinched my members.1
The tone is flippant. Gibbon’s service with the RASC finished in March 1923. Were there expulsions from the CPGB for ‘Trotskyism’ at this time?

In a letter to Eric Linklater on 10 November 1934 Gibbon changed part of his account. ‘Everyone insists on regarding me as a Communist - except the Communist Party of Great Britain, which twice in 1931 refused my application to join.’2 The date of his application is the same as in the letter to Naomi Mitchison but in his letter to her Gibbon had ‘re-applied’.

It seems certain that Gibbon also told Hugh MacDiarmid that he had been expelled as a trotskyist when they met on several occasions in 1934 in London. MacDiarmid had joined the party in August that year. MacDiarmid repeated his criticism of Gibbon as a trotskyist on at least four occasions.

Gibbon was a Trotskyist and an ex-member of the CPGB.3
From the political angle, the principal criticism to be levelled against him is that which the Communist Party themselves levelled when they expelled him as a Trotskyist.4
Towards the end of his life he became better equipped and entitled to call himself a Communist, albeit with ineradicable Trotskyist leanings.5
and I think the Communist Party itself said later on that he must be regarded as a Trotskyist.6
Two years after the publication of the quotation immediately above MacDiarmid withdrew his criticism of Gibbon as a trotskyist without explanation. Dr Michael James McGrath recorded part of his interview with MacDiarmid when he was researching his thesis.

However, shortly before his death, Grieve stated that he had been wrong to say Mitchell had once been a member of the CPGB who suffered expulsion for Trotskyist sentiments. He did recall, nevertheless, that he and Mitchell attended open meetings of the CP while he was in Welwyn early in 1934 on business relating to the publication of Scottish Scene. 7
McGrath also recorded that: ‘Grieve would not be drawn on the question of precisely what he meant when he called Mitchell a Trotskyist.’8

McGrath recounted MacDiarmid’s statements about Gibbon’s party membership and about their attending open meetings in 1934 to Ray Mitchell, Gibbon’s widow.9 She replied that she did not ‘believe that Leslie and Grieve attended meetings of the CP’ and continued: ‘Leslie was a member of the Communist Party in Aberdeen – or so I am told. He was not a member in London – he was in the RAF ...’l0 But Gibbon couldn’t have been a party member in Aberdeen as he left early in 1919 before the party was formed.

In his synopsis ‘Memoirs of a Materialist’, written in 1934, Gibbon proposes ‘Shots of the author and his wife as Communist agents in a General Election’ and gives the date as ‘1931’.11 This date is consistent with his re-application or application to join the CP referred to in letters to Naomi Mitchison and Eric Linklater. There was a CP candidate in Hammersmith North in October 1931 when Gibbon and his wife were living at 29 Percy Road. E F Bramley received 697 votes. But Mrs Mitchell recalled that they canvassed for the ILP.

John Manson
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REVIEWS

Hermann Weber and Bernhard H. Bayerlein (eds), Der Thälmann Skandal: Geheime Korrespondenz mit Stalin, (Berlin: Aufbau-Verlag), pp386. ISBN: 3-351-02549-1. €22.50 (hbk).

Between 1925 and 1933 Ernst Thälmann was the chairman of the German Communist Party (KPD) and its uniformed paramilitary organisation, the League of Red Front Fighters. A former Hamburg dockyard worker and union official, his proletarian appearance, predilection for ultra-radicalism and infamously mixed metaphors shouted from the podium at mass rallies resonated with the party’s working-class activists among whom he was popular. Yet, had it not been for Moscow’s intervention, Thälmann would have been ousted from the party leadership by his comrades in the Central Committee. The incident formally precipitating this ‘palace coup’, which took place in September 1928, was the discovery of Thälmann’s role in covering up an embezzlement scandal in his own party organisation in Hamburg. Under the local leader, John Wittorf, a sum of 3,000 Marks had been misappropriated from party funds. As we have long known, however, the stakes were higher. Thälmann’s removal was part of a last ditch effort by those KPD leaders hostile to another ‘ultra-left turn’ in Comintern strategy. Its imminent arrival had already been signalled in the secret agreement with the German leadership in February 1928 and at the Sixth Congress of the Communist International (Comintern) the following summer.

The extent of the KPD’s rebellion caught Stalin off guard, as he wrote to Thälmann in a letter dated 25 October 1928:

At first it was very difficult for us to understand in what way 90 per cent of the members of the Central Committee, who could not be counted as members of the Right and Conciliators, could adopt a resolution, and then publish it, which, in reality, meant the discrediting of the leadership of the KPD and above all comrade Thälmann.

The letter goes on to indicate that, although Thälmann had Stalin’s full support in the factional struggle, he was reproached for his style of leadership. From now on, Thälmann was to adopt a more collegial approach toward the party’s ‘Left’ and to participate in the work of the Secretariat and the Politburo lest events repeat themselves. 

The contribution of this volume, in which 90 documents from previously closed archives in Berlin and Moscow are published, is the empirical reconstruction of how the Stalin faction dominated the decision-making process in the communist movement and acted to eliminate its opponents. The most important new insight is a detailed depiction of how Stalin used a previously unknown secret network of personal contacts to circumvent the official channels within the Comintern and the KPD. In the first of two introductory essays, Hermann Weber places the ‘Thälmann Scandal’ in the context of the KPD’s ‘Stalinisation’ – a highly influential conceptual framework he pioneered in the later 1960s.
 Thälmann was part of the influx of former members of the Independent Socialist Party (USPD) in 1920, which turned the KPD into a mass party of some 350,000 members. Like many of this new cohort, he stood on the party’s hard left, joining Ruth Fischer’s ‘Left Opposition’ to the moderate ‘united front’ policy pursued during 1922-1923. His rise into the national party leadership was on the left-wing tide that carried with it the majority of party members after the revolutionary hopes of 1923 turned to disappointment. ‘Teddy’, as Thälmann was known in party circles, was one of a number of proletarian figures who joined the new party leadership headed by communist intellectuals, around Ruth Fischer, Arkadi Maslow and Arthur Rosenberg, in order to lend them working class credibility. Crucially, however, Thälmann had already nailed his flag to the ‘Stalin faction’, and was regarded in Moscow as what Zinoviev termed ‘the gold of the working class’. When Stalin intervened in the autumn of 1925 to end the independent left-wing policy pursued by the former ‘Left Opposition’ in Germany, Thälmann was appointed party chairman as a trusted member of the so-called ‘Comintern-loyal left’. This was, as Weber details, a decisive early stage in the party’s stalinisation. 

During the mid-1920s, Thälmann’s leadership was responsible for returning the KPD to a ‘united front’ policy, purging his former comrades in the ‘Left Opposition’ who resisted this and completing the party’s reorganisation on the basis of ‘democratic centralism’. Never comfortable with any policy of limited, tactical co-operation with social democracy, by late 1927 Thälmann was now an enthusiastic advocate of another ‘left turn’. The opponents of ‘ultra-leftism’ were now the so-called ‘Conciliators’, who sat on the Politburo and Central Committee, and the ‘Right’, whose leaders Heinrich Brandler and August Thalheimer retained positions in the Comintern. Using more recently available documentation,
 Weber details the degree of opposition to Moscow’s ‘third period’ policy and the extent to which Thälmann had lost the confidence of Moscow’s normally loyal German supporters. Wilhelm Pieck went as far as openly stating: ‘I do not believe that he [Thälmann] is suited to stand at the head of our party’. After Stalin’s intervention to rehabilitate Thälmann, however, the KPD’s leading organs voted unanimously to reinstate him. It was this act of submission, according to Weber, that marked the completion of the stalinisation process and made possible the KPD’s fateful treatment of social democracy as the ‘main enemy’ during Hitler’s rise to power. 

The main purpose of the second introductory essay is to provide narrative shape to the new archival evidence published in the volume. Bayerlein identifies three ‘cycles’ in which Stalin rehabilitates Thälmann in the KPD and then uses the issue to eliminate opposition to the policies of the ‘third period’ throughout the communist movement. The first cycle (29 September – 6 October 1928) details how Stalin used his inner circle of loyal lieutenants to rehabilitate Thälmann in the KPD, circumventing the official channels of the Comintern and its chairman, Bukharin. It was at this moment that Bukharin’s sun set in the Soviet solar system. (pp50-53). The principal actors in Moscow were Molotov, who Stalin charged with the day-to-day running of business until his return from holiday in the Crimea, and Pyatnitsky, the Secretary of the Comintern, who dealt with a delegation from the KPD which arrived at the end of September. A key early role was also played by Stalin’s supporters in the KPD, including Heinz Neumann and Hermann Remmele, who, together with Thälmann, formed the Political Secretariat of the German party after 1929. Importantly, Bayerlein identifies Walter Ulbricht as the ‘central link’ in the stalinist chain of command, denouncing any member of the German leadership who questioned Moscow’s wisdom (pp37, 41).  Using these back-channels, it was possible to have the German Central Committee’s resolution to depose Thälmann reversed in less than two weeks.

The second cycle (6 October – 18 December 1928) reconstructs the Stalin faction’s strategy of ‘roll back’: the decision to rehabilitate Thälmann was put into practice and the ground was prepared to force the ‘left turn’ in the Comintern. Crucially, the agenda set by Stalin and Molotov was taken into the Comintern after a closed meeting between the Soviet Politburo and the Russian delegation to the Executive Committee of the Communist International (ECCI). Yet, resistance in the Comintern apparatus and the KPD leadership continued to slow down this process. Petrovsky, Stalin’s emissary who had been sent to Berlin at the end of September, still identified considerable resistance in the KPD in a report dated 17 October. Manuilsky, the head of the Western Bureau of the Comintern, warned that relations between Thälmann and the party leadership had been greatly ‘disrupted’, and stressed that he personally did not rate Thälmann as a suitable leader. Astonishingly, he further cautioned against a general purge of the ‘Conciliators’, drawing particular attention to Hugo Eberlien, and advised against the arch-stalinist Heinz Neumann’s return to Germany. But his advice was ignored: the purge of party dissidents was prepared apace and the ‘left turn’ was forced on the wider party. Neumann, Ulbricht and Thälmann sent Stalin wildly unrealistic political reports, which presented the lockout in the Ruhr iron and steel industry as a revolutionary situation in the making.
   

The third cycle (19 December 1928 – March 1929) concluded the ‘Thälmann Affair’, which had become a test of loyalty to Stalin’s policies throughout the international communist movement. The meeting of the ECCI Presidium on 19 December marked the last open debate in the Comintern; although any prospect of overturning Stalin’s agenda was already unthinkable. Nevertheless, Stalin walked around the assembled delegates, shouting at and insulting his three remaining opponents: the KPD’s Clara Zetkin, the Swiss Jules Humbert-Droz and the Italian Angelo Tasca. The meeting removed the last obstacle to forcing the ‘third period’ throughout the member parties of the Comintern, which culminated in the ‘purge’ of tens of thousands of leading party members, officials in the Comintern apparat and rank-and-file activists. Yet Stalin had little regard for the local consequences of these actions. In a letter written to Manuilsky in the spring of 1929, he stressed that at last the entire leadership of the KPD was in his hands. Symbolically, the welcome accorded to Thälmann at the KPD’s twelfth and final congress in July 1929 was ‘Heil Moscow!’ The KPD’s press now stylised Thälmann as the ‘German Stalin’ – a model communist to be emulated. 

Bayerlein’s essay also extends beyond the immediate boundaries of the ‘Thälmann Scandal’, assessing, most notably, the German party leader’s relationship with Stalin. Before Thälmann’s arrest by the Nazis in 1933, Stalin cultivated a personal​-seeming ‘friendship between men’ (Männerfreundschaft). In 1928, Thälmann had five meetings with Stalin, including one private meeting, making him the general secretary’s most frequent visitor in Moscow.
 In Thälmann, Stalin had identified an ultra-loyal German follower. Yet, after Thälmann’s arrest Stalin did nothing to assist his release, as was done for the Hungarian Comintern official Rakosi and was possible on a significant scale after the Hitler-Stalin Pact of 1939. Here Bayerlein draws on his role as one of the editors of the German edition of the Dimitrov Diaries to make the convincing case that Stalin believed Thälmann had been ‘turned’ by the Nazis. During a discussion in 1941, as the Comintern was being evacuated in the face of the Wehrmacht’s advance into Soviet Russia, Dimitrov recalled how Stalin casually informed him:

Obviously Thälmann is being worked on there in various ways. He is not loyal to the principles of Marxism, and his letters are witness to the influence of fascist ideology […The Nazis] will not kill him because they obviously hope to be able to make use of him on demand as a “reasonable” Communist (pp62-63).

As the editors point out, the personal relationship between Thälmann and his Soviet patron was a ‘parable’ of stalinism as an arbitrary and brutal political system; an international movement in which all foreign influences were regarded as a virus likely only to weaken the Soviet body politic. 

This volume is an important contribution to the understanding of the decision-making processes in the KPD, the Comintern and the wider communist movement. A compelling case is made for identifying the ‘Wittorf Affair’ as the key turning point in the stalinisation of the KPD, the removal of Bukharin as head of the Comintern and the point at which the policies of the ‘third period’ were uniformly forced on the world communist movement. However, these erudite and interesting introductions never substantially depart from ‘history from above’. Scholars are left no wiser about the impact of these events among ‘ordinary’ party members – although the documentation published could have facilitated this. For example, there is no discussion of how the ‘palace coup’ precipitated something close to a revolution among those local activists who did not want to risk the potentially devastating effects of another ‘left turn’, especially in trade union work.
 The editors also emphasise the connection between Stalin’s policy in Germany and the nazis’ ‘seizure of power’. But to assume that a united workers’ movement could have prevented the collapse of the Weimar Republic is ‘what-if’ history, and fails to account for why the KPD and its supporters wanted bring down Germany’s first, failing democracy. In the post-Cold War world, it reads like a return to the rationale of a bygone era. The editors could also have stressed that almost no German communist leader ever wanted to leave the Comintern – on the ‘Right’ or ‘Left’ of the party. Emphasising Clara Zetkin’s hostility to the ‘third period’ and the Comintern’s degeneration ‘from a living, political organism into a dead mechanism’ of Soviet domination fails to engage with why she, too, stayed in the KPD. But another omission is more important than any of these considerations, and it is pointed out by editors themselves: the continued lack a critical biography of Thälmann. It can only be hoped that the subject will soon finds its historian, who will unravel the myths constructed by East Germany’s official historians of Thälmann as the emblem of the ‘anti-fascist tradition’ and epitome of communist virtues.

Norman La Porte

Notes

Heinz Deutschland (ed), ‘Ich kann nicht durch Morden mein Leben erhalten’: Briefwechsel zwischen Käte und Hermann Duncker 1915 bis 1917 [‘I cannot save my life through murdering’: Käte and Hermann Duncker’s Correspondence between 1915 and 1917], (Bonn: Pahl-Rugenstein), 2005, pp210. ISBN 3-89144-364-1. €19.19.

Who are Käte and Hermann Duncker? What does their correspondence between 1915 and 1917 tell us about their pioneering role in the foundation of the communist party of Germany? Alongside Rosa Luxemburg, Karl Liebknecht and Franz Mehring, Käte and Hermann Duncker constituted the very core of resistance to the First World War by the forerunners of the German Communist Party (KPD), the Gruppe Internationale / Spartakusbund. Responsibility for the Spartakusbund fell to Käte Duncker: Hermann was called up to front line service; Rosa Luxemburg and Karl Liebknecht were imprisoned; and Franz Mehring’s advance years limited his activism. It was in her flat that the weekly meetings were held to discuss the Spartakusbriefe (Spartakus Letters), the organ of the Gruppe Internationale.
Käte Duncker, born 1871 and a member of the German Social Democratic Party (SPD) from 1898, was a leading activist in the women’s movement. During the war she represented the Spartakus group at the national conference of the SPD in September 1916, and the Internationale group at the third Zimmerwalde Conference in Stockholm in September 1917.

Hermann Duncker, born 1874 and member of the SPD from 1893, was the great education officer – Wanderlehrer – of the party and the trade unions from 1907. In 1925 he became head of the Education and Propaganda Department of the KPD and organised the famous MASCH (Marxistische Arbeiterschule, the Marxist Workers’ School). He was forced into exile in the US, arriving via Denmark, Britain and France, and returned in 1947 to the Soviet zone of occupation in Germany, to become dean of the faculty of social sciences at the University of Rostock, and from 1949 to 1960 rector of the Bundesschule des Freien Deutschen Gewerkschaftsbundes, college of the East German trade unions.

The correspondence between Käte und Hermann, which covers the time between 25 August 1915 and 28 September 1917 is not so much about political events as about their motivations. It is a testimony to the intimate relationship between Rosa, Karl, Franz, Käte and Hermann and, thus, deepens the understanding of the division into three factions of the SPD, Spartakus Bund, Unabhängige Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands (USPD), and Mehrheitssozialdemokratie (Majority SPD). Käte’s letters in particular express the deep moral indignation against the party majority which kept supporting the imperial war while Hermann had to witness how millions of young men’s lives were sacrificed on the battlefields for the sake of capitalist international competition. Both Käte and Hermann sympathised with the revolution in Russia and regarded people like Bernstein and Kautsky, who opposed the war but disapproved of the revolution of the proletariat, as despicable traitors to the Socialist International. Political analysis, moral commitment, and emotional feelings were almost indistinguishably intertwined in their reflections on the increasing misery caused by the bloodshed in the trenches and hunger at home.

The letters were written in full consciousness of censorship. Hard information about political activities were to be avoided or encoded. The editor, Heinz Deutschland, has meticulously made annotations disclosing hidden codes in the text – such as the use of krankenhaus (hospital) to mean prison, familientreffen (family meeting) to indicate a meeting of the Spartakus Group, or Grossvater (grandfather) to refer to Franz Mehring. He also explains much of the context to the events and facts mentioned in the letters. 

Deutschland has not only given a short biography of Käte and Hermann but also provided valuable additional information through a number of publications and papers written by them for the anti-war movement, and the Internationale and Spartakus groups between 1914 and 1917. Finally, for a better understanding of the socio-historical background, he has added a glossary of 150 persons mentioned in the letters.

This collection is foremost a moving document of the loving relationship between these revolutionaries in the centre of the birth of communism. At the same time two themes stand out as the inseparable message contained in these letters: the need for a reconstruction of the International as the organisation of the working classes; and the hope pinned on the Russian Revolution. Much to the credit of the editor, this publication makes an important contribution to understanding the split in the socialist movement during the First World War, itself critical to the global political development of the twentieth century.

Jörn Janssen

Ivo Banac (ed), The Diary of Georgi Dimitrov, 1933-49, (New Haven and London: Yale University Press). pp495. ISBN 0-300-09794-8, £27.50 hbk.

Georgi Dimitrov is one of the communist movement’s most significant figures and the publication of his diary, covering the years 1933-49, in an English translation is a welcome addition to historical sources in this country. Dimitrov wrote his diary in nineteen separate notebooks that are now in the former Communist Party archive in Sofia, with a copy held in the Russian State Archive of Social and Political History in Moscow. The diary was first published in Bulgarian in 1997. The Yale University Press was given access to the diary in 1993 and decided to publish an English translation. Because parts of the diary were written in different languages – Bulgarian, German and Russian – it was necessary to assemble a team of translators under the editorship of Ivo Banac. Professor Banac writes in his Preface that if he had known how long and arduous the assignment was going to prove he would have hesitated before taking it on. We must be grateful that he stuck to his task, for Professor Banac and his team have done a superb job in translating and editing the diary.

Georgi Dimitrov was born in Bulgaria in 1882, the son of a fur-hat maker, and he became a printer, an active trade unionist, a marxist, and an early member of the Bulgarian Social Democratic Party. His trade union and political activities led to Dimitrov spending several spells in King Ferdinand’s prisons before he was elected a member of the Bulgarian parliament. Dimitrov followed Lenin’s lead and opposed the First World War on the grounds that it was an imperialist war, and his opposition led to his arrest in 1918. After his release he became a founder member of the Bulgarian communist party. He then made his way to Moscow, where he met Lenin and was elected to the executive committee of the Profintern. He returned to Bulgaria to take part in an abortive communist uprising, after which he moved to Vienna, working for the Profintern and Comintern. In 1929 he was transferred to Berlin and was in the city when Hitler was appointed chancellor in January 1933.

In the wake of the Reichstag fire Dimitrov, together with his fellow Bulgarians Popov and Tanev, Reichstag deputy Ernst Torgler and the deranged Dutchman Marinus van der Lubbe, were arrested and charged with participation in a plot to set fire to the Reichstag. The nazis although in power were still feeling their way towards the establishment of a totalitarian state in Germany and they decided to put Dimitrov and the others on trial. The ‘Reichstag Fire Trial’, as it came to be called, was held in Leipzig, between September and December 1933, and it transformed Dimitrov from a shadowy Comintern agent into an international celebrity. The nazis had caught a tiger by the tail. Dimitrov to his immense credit showed exemplary courage and considerable ability in conducting his defence. Speaking in German he exposed the weaknesses in the prosecution’s case and used the trial to expound his faith in communism. The eyes of the world were on Leipzig and Dimitrov, Popov, Tanev and Torgler were acquitted, Van der Lubbe was found guilty and executed. The Bulgarians were offered asylum in the Soviet Union and moved there, Torgler was rearrested on release from the court and sent to a concentration camp. Against the odds, he survived this ordeal and became an official of the Social Democratic Party in post-war Germany.

Back in Moscow Dimitrov resumed his work for the Comintern and in 1935 was appointed its Secretary-General, the perfect person to lead the new line of ‘popular front’ opposition to fascism. He served in this post until the dissolution of the Comintern in 1943. Two years later he became the first communist prime minister of Bulgaria, and held this post until his death in 1949. 

To many surviving communist party veterans Georgi Dimitrov is still the ‘Lion of Leipzig’, the man who turned the tables on the nazis during a period when everything seemed to be going their way. However, according to the ex-communist Ruth Fischer in her book Stalin and German Communism (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1949) Dimitrov knew before the trial that Stalin had done a deal with the nazis to secure his release. Her source is émigré gossip and I for one find her evidence too thin to be taken seriously and the idea of a deal unconvincing. Why should the nazis have been interested in such a deal? Goering and Goebbels were not people who liked to be shown up in an open court, as they were at Leipzig. Furthermore, no documentary evidence has been found among the extensive collection of nazi papers captured by the Allies at the end of the Second World War. Nor has anything emerged from recently opened Soviet archives.

Whatever the flaws in his character – and Dimitrov was no plaster saint – the course of his life shows him to have been a brave and able man, as well as a ‘steel hardened’ communist. Perhaps it is for the latter that he can be criticised, for he always deferred to Stalin even on occasions when he must have known that Stalin was wrong. This was probably due not so much to fear of Stalin as to Dimitrov’s conviction that it was his communist duty to obey Stalin’s orders. As the Yugoslav leader Milovan Djilas put it, communists believed that ‘Stalin was not only the undisputed leader of genius, he was the incarnation of the very idea and dream of the new society’ (Conversations with Stalin, Harmondsworth: Penguin Books, 1962, p14). By the mid-1930s Stalin, like the Caesars of Ancient Rome, had been elevated to the status of a god – and it is difficult to argue with a god. Indeed, Stalin dominates the pages of Dimitrov’s diary in the same way that Stalin dominated the Comintern.

Dimitrov’s entries in the diary for 1939 become more guarded as Stalin, a master of realpolitik, skilfully manoeuvred his way towards an understanding with Hitler. As a good communist Dimitrov loyally applied the new line of August 1939, but the entries suggest that he did so without the same enthusiasm he had shown during the ‘popular front’ period.

The diary confirms that the decision to wind up the Comintern was taken as early as April 1941, when the Soviet Union was still honouring the Nazi-Soviet Pact, although the timing of the announcement was left open. There was little life left in the Comintern when it was formally dissolved in June 1943 and, as recorded in the diary, most of the Comintern’s communications network was handed over to the Soviet intelligence services.

There is an intriguing entry on 25 May 1942, when a report from Gaik Ovakimian the NKVD specialist on ‘Anglo-Saxon countries’ [sic] comments on:

Pol[litt’s] strange behaviour. English intelligence is using him to plant its people in the party and also in the apparatus of Sov[iet] organs. So far it has been impossible to determine whether Pol[litt] is carrying out this work deliberately or whether English intelligence is taking advantage of his lack of vigilance.

Dimitrov noted in his diary: ‘Arrange to undertake the most scrupulous study of Pol[litt] and what is generally taking place in the leadership of the English CP’. Clearly Harry Pollitt was far from being above suspicion.

The diary establishes beyond all doubt that Dimitrov was the prime mover in the execution of Nikola Petkov, the leader of the Bulgarian Peasants’ Party, who opposed the communist takeover of Bulgaria. Dimitrov was very sensitive to criticism that that the nazis had dealt with him more fairly at Leipzig in 1933 than he had treated Petkov in 1947. He recorded in his diary that it should be made clear that the circumstances surrounding the two trials were entirely different. Dimitrov was no ‘liberal’: he fully supported the ruthless measures needed to establish communist power in post-war Bulgaria. Nor was he a narrow Bulgarian nationalist, and over the years he toyed with various schemes for the creation of a ‘Balkan Federation of Communist states’.

The diaries record that in the last decade of his life Dimitrov was a very sick man suffering from diabetes, chronic gastritis, a diseased gall bladder and several other ailments. Severe illness prevented him from playing any significant role in the Cominform’s break with Yugoslavia in 1948. Although he had some sympathy for Tito’s position, Dimitrov followed Stalin’s lead. The last entry in the diary is for 24 January 1949 when Dimitrov attended a meeting of Bulgaria’s Council of Ministers, where among other things ministers discussed the proposed trial of evangelical pastors on charges of espionage and the affairs of Soviet-Bulgarian friendship societies. Georgi Dimitrov died in Moscow on 2 July 1949, and his embalmed body was installed with due pomp and ceremony in a marble mausoleum in the centre of Sofia.

The last words of Dimitrov in his closing speech to the court at Leipzig were: ‘The wheel of history moves slowly on towards the ultimate, inevitable, irrepressible goal of Communism’. Stirring words that echoed around the world in 1933. However, at the time of writing Dimitrov’s forecast appears to be well off course as global capitalism holds the field and little of what Dimitrov worked for survives. His body was removed from its mausoleum in 1990 and cremated, his ashes being transferred to a family plot in the city cemetery. In the 1990s the empty mausoleum suffered the indignity of being occupied by squatters. After much consideration of possible alternative uses it was finally blown up in 1999. Meanwhile Bulgaria abandoned its command economy and struggled to prepare itself for membership of the European Union. Nevertheless, although the wheel of history has not turned as he expected Dimitrov remains one of the most interesting of his generation of communist leaders. He was in Stalin’s phrase, one of the ‘men of a special mould’. Yet in spite of his loyalty to the party line laid down by Stalin, Dimitrov was never a one-dimensional figure: he was a strong personality with his own views on important matters, although he had to move with extreme caution in expressing and implementing his own ideas. No one was safe from Stalin’s anger and suspicion. Dimitrov’s diary, although written with some discretion under the circumstances of the time, provides us with additional information concerning his thoughts and actions.

Archie Potts

CHNN STYLE GUIDE

The editors of the Communist History Network Newsletter will be pleased to advise on any style or formatting questions, and can assist in the preparation of any article for publication, particularly where English is not the contributor’s first language. Word processed material, submitted on disc or as an email attachment (in Word or Rich Text format), is preferred. Typed or clearly handwritten material is also acceptable.

Please adhere as closely as possible to the following guidelines in preparing your text. 

Capitalisation 

The CHNN house-style aims for minimum capitalisation and minimum extraneous punctuation. 

The use of capital letters should be restricted, where possible, to proper nouns only.

Hence: marxism; communism; leninism; bolshevism; maoist; feminism (rather than: Marxism, Communism, Leninism, Bolshevism, Maoist, Feminism), but the Communist Party of the United States of America; the Institute of Marxism-Leninism.

Hence: ‘the weakness of communism in the trade unions’ (rather than: ‘the weakness of Communism in the Trade Unions’)

Hence: ‘the hope that a communist party could play a vital role’ (rather than: ‘the hope that a Communist Party could play a vital role’

Capital first letters may be used for particular events or eras within communist or left history; alternatively these may appear in lower case within single quotation marks:

Hence: Third Period or ‘third period’; Popular Front or ‘popular front’ (but excluding ‘Third Period’)

References to standard inner-party organisations and bodies should normally appear in lower case: 

Hence: central committee; executive committee; party congress (rather than; Central Committee; Executive Committee; Party Congress)

However, capital first letters may be used for non-standard organisations, or when referring to a particular instance of that organisation or body:

Hence: ‘the party established the new Policy and Procedure Sub-Committee’ or ‘delegates at the Twentieth Congress of the CPSU’ 

Punctuation and Abbreviations
The use of additional full-stops in names and abbreviations should be avoided.

Hence: E P Thompson; CPGB (rather than E. P. Thompson; C.P.G.B.)

References to page numbers should not include a full-stop

Hence: pp22-4 (rather than pp.22-4)

Spelling conventions

We use British spellings except in citing from original sources or referring to non-British institutions, e.g.-ise rather than –ize spellings throughout.

Hence: the Labour Party (UK) or the labour movement (generic) but the Farmer-Labor Party (USA)

Publication titles

The titles of all publications should appear with the first letter of each main word capitalised and in italics (eg Marxism Today; The End of History).

The titles of articles should appear in single quotes and should not be capitalised (eg ‘The communists’ capital’, was published in Communist History Network Newsletter).

Titles of theses should also appear in single quotes and not be capitalised.
Quotation Marks

Single quotation marks should be used for all quotations, with double-quotations marks within that if required.

Hence: the committee: ‘assessed the evidence, but rejected the “not guilty” plea’.

References
Footnotes may be used (and will appear in the CHNN as ‘endnotes’ after the author’s name). Contributors may use the footnote facility with Word, or submit footnotes as a numbered list, with the position of the footnote reference in the text clearly indicated.

For references to unpublished archival material, wherever appropriate use the file designation employed by the archive (for example CPGB/EC/09). 

Dates and numbers
These should appear in the format [plain date] [month] [year]: as in 14 September 1940 (rather than: September 14th 1940)


To refer to decades, use ‘1930s’ (rather than: ‘30s’ or ‘thirties’).

Numbers to ninety-nine should be provided in words, number upwards of 100 in figures, except where used idiomatically (‘there were three thousand mourners at the funeral.’)

In providing covering page references, use shortened versions (pp225-7, not pp225-227 or 225-27) except for the teens (pp115-17, not 115-117 or 115-7).

Announcements
Announcements are intended to promote conferences, seminars and other events; and publicise research projects. Publication announcements are only normally used for material not available to UK readers through normal distribution channels.

Thesis reports
Thesis reports should summarise the purpose, outline the contents and introduce the key findings of the research.

The report should begin with a reference to the institution at which the thesis was completed; the date it was accepted; and any special repository at which a copy has been deposited.

Book reviews
Reviews should begin with a citation in the following format (assuming that all of the information is available).

[Author / Editor], [Title], ([Location of publication]: [Publisher]), [Year of Publication], [Pagination], [ISSN/ISBN], [Price].

For example: John Smith, A History of Communism, (Edinburgh: Castle Press), 2002. pp202, ISBN 123-4567-89, £19.50.

If for any reason the material is best ordered direct from the publisher or author, please provide contact and price details.

The editors cannot accept unsolicited book reviews, but are always happy to received details of books for review, particularly items of specialist interest published by small or independent publishers.

Style within cited material
Extracts from published and unpublished sources quoted by contributors should appear in their original format: ie, should not be reformatted in the CHNN style. 

Author credit
Contributors have the option of adding an institutional affiliation or other attribution, which will appear next to their name at the end of their published piece. For example: ‘John Smith, University of Taunton’; ‘Jenny Smith, Rochdale History Society’. 

An email contact address may be added if desired – but please be aware that this will also appear in the online edition of the Newsletter on the CHNN website.

Length of contributions

There are no fixed guidelines as to length of contributions. However, potential contributors are advised to consult the editors at an early stage for guidance regarding specific items.

Deadlines

The CHNN appears twice a year, in the spring and autumn. The deadlines for contributions are normally the end of March and the end of September respectively.

Richard Cross

Norman La Porte

Kevin Morgan

June 2006




� 	‘Letter Stalin to Thälmann’, 25.10.1928 (Document 60), p222. The letter had been drafted by Pyatnitsky ten days earlier. The Central Committee’s resolution was first published in the left-wing communist newspaper Volkswille, and widely taken up by the press throughout Germany. 


� 	Weber’s first English-language account of his important Stalinisation thesis will appear in Norman LaPorte, Kevin Morgan and Matthew Worley (eds), Stalinisation and Beyond, (Houndsmill: Palgrave), 2008.


� 	For another valuable publication, containing a CD-Rom of documentation from the former Institute of Marxism-Leninism in Berlin (SAPMO), is Elke Reuter, Wladislaw Hedeler, Horst Helas and Klaus Kinner (eds), Luxemburg oder Stalin. Schaltjahr 1928. Die KPD am Scheideweg, (Berlin: Karl Dietz) 2003, especially pp65-85.


� 	For Thälmann’s depiction of the Ruhr lockout, see ‘Letter Thälmann to Stalin’, 7.11.1929 (Document 65), pp230-36.


� 	‘Letter Thälmann to Stalin’, 1.8.1928 (Document 18), p119, note 1. At these meetings, resistance to the ‘left turn’ in the KPD was discussed, in particular the role of the ‘Conciliator’ Arthur Ewert.


� 	Norman LaPorte, The German Communist Party in Saxony, 1924-1933, (Oxford: Peter Lang), 2003, pp239-45.
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