Chapter 3. Other
Disagreements

Beside the great divergences of principle which separated the
Anarchists and the Bolsheviks, there existed differences of detail
between them. Let us mention the two most important incidental
points of variance — the question of the purported “workers’ con-
trol of production” and that of the Constituent Assembly.

Contemplating the workers’ problem, the Bolshevik Party pre-
pared to begin [moving toward a solution] by instituting the so-
called workers’ control of production — that is, the introduction of
workers into the management of private enterprises.

The Anarchists objected that if this “control” were not to remain
a dead letter, and if the workers’ organizations were capable 6f ex-
ercising effective control, then they also were capable of guaran-
teeing all production. In such an event, private industry could be
eliminated quickly, but progressively, and replaced by collective in-
dustry. Consequently, the Anarchists rejected the vague nebulous
slogan of “control of production”. They advocated expropriation —
progressive, but immediate — of private industry by the organizations
of collective production.

We want to emphasize, in that connection, that it is absolutely
false — I insist on this, because the false assertion, sustained by ig-
norant people and by those of bad faith, has been fairly widespread
— it is false, I say, that in the course of the Russian Revolution, the
Anarchists knew only how to “destroy” and “criticize”, “without
being able to formulate the least positive ideas”. And it is false that
the Anarchists “did not themselves possess, and therefore never ex-
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foresee either the direction or the result of a movement
by the masses. Consequently, we consider it our duty
always to participate in such a movement, seeking to
communicate our meaning, our ideas, our truth, to it”
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Chapter 2. Anarchist Position

on the October Revolution

On the same day, the Union for Anarcho-Syndicalist Propaganda
published a statement in Golos Truda in which it indicated clearly
its position on the question of political power. It summed up the

situation in two compact paragraphs:

“1. Inasmuch as we give the slogan ‘All power to
the Soviets’, an entirely different meaning from
that which, in our opinion, is given by the Social
Democratic Bolshevik Party, ‘called upon by events to
lead the movement’; inasmuch as we do not believe in
the broad perspectives of a revolution which begins
with a political act, that is, by the taking of power;
inasmuch as we do not support any action of the
masses for political goals and under the control of a
political party; and finally, inasmuch as we conceive
of an entirely different way, both for the beginning
and the subsequent development of a real social
revolution, we do not support the present movement.

“2. Nevertheless, if the [proposed] action by the masses
should commence, then, as Anarchists, we will partic-
ipate in it with the greatest possible energy. For we
cannot put ourselves out of touch with the revolution-
ary masses, even if they are not following our course
and our appeals, and even if we foresee the defeat of
the movement. We never forget that it is impossible to
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the means of production, transport, and distribution,
to establish, in complete independence, a really new
human existence — this on the one hand, and the
Marxist political authority on the other; a struggle
between the authoritarian and libertarian systems;
a contest between two principles which have been
battling for pre-eminence for a long time: the Marxist
principle and the Anarchist principle.”

And, the Anarcho-Syndicalist editors concluded, only a complete
and definitive victory of the Anarchist principle — the principle of
the free and natural self-organization of the masses — would spell
a true victory for the Great Revolution.

They did not believe, they declared, in the possibility of achiev-
ing the Social Revolution through the political process. They did
not believe that the work of new social construction, and the solu-
tion of the vast, varied, and complex problems of that time could
be achieved through a political act, by the taking of power by the
top or centre. “Those who live,” they predicted, “shall see!
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If, finally, the political party aspiring to power ... liqui-
dates itself after the victory and yields its place effec-
tively to a free self-government of the workers; and

If the ‘power of the Soviets’ does not become, in reality,
statist power of a new political party.

But, the Anarcho-Syndicalists held, if “power” actually meant
the activity of the authoritarian and political lobbies of the Bolshe-
vik Party, lobbies directed by its principal authoritarian and politi-
cal centre (the central power of the party and the State); if the; “tak-
ing of power by the Soviets” really meant usurpation of power by a
new political party, for the purpose of reconstructing, by means of
this power, from above and by that “centre”, the whole economic
and social life of the country, and thus resolving the complex prob-
lems of the moment and of the period — then this new stage of the
Revolution would not be the final stage either.

Golos Truda did not doubt for an instant, it stated, that “this new
power” would neither begin nor understand the real Socialist con-
struction, nor even satisfy the immediate essential needs and in-
terests of the population. And it did not doubt that the masses
would quickly become disenchanted with their new idols and be
forced to turn to other solutions after having disavowed those new
gods. Then, after an interval — of uncertain length — the struggle
would of necessity begin again. This would be the commencement
of the third and last stage of the Russian Revolution — a stage which
would be a Great Revolution in itself.

“This will be a struggle [the editorial continued]
between the living forces of the creative spirit of the
masses, on the one hand, and the Social Democratic
power, with its centralist spirit, defending itself bit-
terly, on the other. In other words: a struggle between
the workers’ and peasants’ organizations acting
directly and on their own, taking the land and all
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organized forces of the workers, the beginning of gen-
uine Socialist construction?

Will this victory and this new ‘power’ succeed in lead-
ing the Revolution out of the impasse in which it finds
itself? Will they manage to open new creative horizons
for the Revolution, for the masses, for everyone? Are
they going to point out the true course for the Revolu-
tion to constructive work, the effective solution for all
the burning questions of the period?”

It would all depend, the Anarcho-Syndicalist organ contended,
on what interpretation the conquerors put on the word power and
their idea of the organization of power. It would depend, too, on the
way in which the victory would be utilized by the elements holding
power after that victory.

Plainly pessimistic, the editors of Golos Truda cited several cir-
cumstances vitally necessary to a just and equitable handling of
the situation by the Bolsheviki. Only if certain factors existed, they
averred, could the new crisis become the last one; only then could
it signify the beginning of a new era. Those factors embodied five

ifs:

“If by ‘power’ one wishes to say that all creative work
and all organizational activity throughout the whole
country will be in the hands of the workers’ and peas-
ants’ organizations, supported by the armed masses;

If one understands by ‘power’ the full right of these
organizations to carry on this activity and to federate
to this end ... thus beginning the new economic and
social construction which will lead the Revolution to
new horizons of peace, economic equality, and true lib-
erty;

If ... ‘power to the Soviets’ does not signify installation
of lobbies of a political power ... ;
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leader, Lenin, who, aided by Trotsky, as is now generally known,
directed all the preparations for the taking of power).

“All power to the Soviets!” was therefore, in reality, according to
the Anarchists, only an empty formula, subject to being filled later
with any kind of content. And it was a false, hypocritical, deceptive
formula — for, the Anarchists declared, if “power” really should
belong to the Soviets, it could not belong to the Bolshevik Party,
and if it should belong to that Party, as the Bolsheviks envisaged,
it could not belong to the Soviets.

That is why the Anarchists, while admitting that the Soviets
should perform certain functions in the building of the new soci-
ety, did not accept the formula without reservations. To them, the
word power rendered it ambiguous, suspect, illogical, and dema-
gogic. They knew that, by its very nature, political power could
not really be exercised except by a very restricted group of men
at the centre. Therefore this power — the real power — could not
belong to the Soviets. It would actually be in the hands of the party.
Then what did the formula “All power to the Soviets” truly mean?

Comment and doubts having to do with that theme were ex-
pressed by the Anarcho-Syndicalists in an editorial entitled Is This
the End?, published in their weekly, Golos Truda.! Pointed Oues-
tions were asked in that editorial.

“Will the eventual realization of the formula, All power
to the Soviets — rather the eventual taking of political
power — be the end? Wili this be all? Will this act ac-
complish the destructive work of the Revolution? Will
it completely prepare the ground for the great social
construction, for the creative spirit of the people in re-
volt? Will the victory of the ‘Soviets’ — if it is achieved
— and, again, the ‘organization of power’ which will
follow it, effectively signify the victory of labor, of the

! Petrograd, October 20, 1917.
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Chapter 1. Two Opposing
Conceptions of Social
Revolution

Our principal task herein is to examine and establish, to the ex-
tent of our ability, what is unknown or little known about the Rus-
sian Revolution.

We begin by emphasizing a fact which, without being ignored, is
considered only superficially in the western world. This: In October,
1917, this revolution entered upon wholly new terrain — that of the
great Social Revolution. Thus it advanced on a very special route
which was totally unexplored.

It follows that the subsequent development of the Revolution
assumed an equally new and original character. Therefore, our ac-
count will not resemble any of the existing histories of that revolt.
Its general appearance, the factors it comprised, its very language,
will change, taking on an unaccustomed and singular aspect.

We go on to another fact which is less well known, and which
for many readers will be unexpected. In the course of the crises and
failures which followed one another up to the revolution of 1917,
Bolshevism was not the only conception of how the Social Revolution
should be accomplished. Without speaking of the left Social Revo-
lutionary doctrine, resembling Bolshevism in its political, author-
itarian, statist, and centralist character, nor of several other small
similar currents, a second fundamental idea, likewise envisaging a
full and integral social revolution, took shape and spread among the

dared to proclaim and defend these glorious and just principles.
This was all the more true in that the Bolshevik Party proclaimed
itself every day on the street corners as being the only party strug-
gling for the interests of the city workers and the peasants; the only
party which, once in power, would know how to achieve the Social
Revolution.

“Workers and peasants! The Bolshevik Party is the only one which
defends you. No other party knows how to lead you to victory. Workers
and peasants! The Bolshevik Party is your own party. It is the only
party that is really yours. Help it to take power and you will triumph.”

This leitmotif of the Bolshevik propaganda finally became an ob-
session. Even the left Social Revolutionary Party, which was much
stronger than the small Anarchist groups, could not rival the Bol-
sheviks. However, it was then strong enough so that the Bolsheviki
had to reckon with it and offer it, for some time, seats in the gov-
ernment.

Finally, it is interesting to compare the position of the Bolsheviks
to that of the Anarchists, on the eve of the October Revolution, on
the question of the workers’ soviets.

The Bolsheviki expected to achieve the Revolution, on the
one hand, through an insurrection of these Soviets, which were
demanding “all power” for themselves, and, on the other hand,
through military insurrection which would support the action of
the Soviets (the whole proceedings of course under the immediate
and effective direction of the party). The working masses had the
task of vigorously supporting this action, In perfect accord with
their point of view and their “tactics”, the Bolsheviks launched the
general slogan of the Revolution: “All power to the Soviets!”

As for the Anarchists, they were suspicious of this slogan and
for good reason — they knew well that that formula did not at all
correspond with the real plans of the Bolshevik Party. They knew
that in the last analysis the latter sought highly centralized power
for itself. (That is, for its central committee and ultimately for its
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politicians, and the generals. According to the anarchists, those
masses should leave the front and return to the country, thus pro-
claiming to the world their refusal to fight stupidly for the inter-
ests of the capitalists and their disgust with the shameful butch-
ery. Such a gesture, frank, integrated, decisive — the Anarchists
believed — would produce an enormous effect upon the soldiers of
the other nations, and might lead, in the last analysis, to the end
of the war, perhaps even to its transformation into a world rev-
olution. They thought that it was necessary, taking advantage of
the immensity of Russia, to draw the enemy on, cut him off from
his bases, cause his Army to disintegrate, and put him out of the
fighting.

The Bolsheviks, however, were afraid of such direct action. Politi-
cians and statists, they wanted a peace through political and diplo-
matic channels, the fruit of discussions with the German generals
and “plenipotentiaries”.

The land to the peasants! the factories to the workers! By these
words the Anarchists understood that, without being the I property
of anyone, the land should be put at the disposal of all those who
desired to cultivate it (without exploiting anyone) i and of their as-
sociations and federations, and that likewise the factories, works,
mines, machines, et cetera, should be at the disposal of all the work-
ers’ productive associations and their federa- j tions. Methods and
details of this activity would be regulated by those associations and
federations, by free agreement.

But to the Bolsheviki this same slogan meant the nationalization
of all those elements. For them the land, the works, the factories,
the mines, the machines, and the means of transport should be the
property of the State, which would permit the workers to use them.

Again, the difference of interpretation was fundamental.

As for the masses themselves, intuitively they understood all
those slogans rather in the libertarian sense. But, as we have said
earlier, the voice of Anarchism was relatively so weak that the vast
masses didn’t hear it. It seemed to them that only the Bolsheviks
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revolutionary circles and also among the working masses; this was
the Anarchist idea.

Its influence, very weak at first, increased as events widened in
scope. By the end of 1918 this influence had become such that the
Bolsheviks, who did not allow any criticism, nor any contradiction
nor opposition — were seriously disturbed. From 1919 until the end
of 1921, they had to engage in a severe struggle with the progress
of this idea: a struggle at least as long and as bitter as that against
reaction.

We underline at this point a third fact which also is not suf-
ficiently known: Bolshevism in power combated the Anarchist and
Anarcho-Syndicalist ideas and movements not on the grounds of ide-
ological or concrete experience, not by means of an open and honest
struggle, but with the same methods of repression that it had em-
ployed against reaction: methods of pure violence. It began by bru-
tally closing the centres of the libertarian organizations, by pro-
hibiting all Anarchist activity or propaganda. It condemned the
masses to not hearing the voices of the Anarchists, and to misun-
derstanding their programme. And when, despite this constraint,
the Anarchist idea gained ground, the Bolsheviks passed rapidly to
more violent methods, imprisonment, outlawing, killing. Then the un-
equal struggle between these two tendencies — one in power, the other
confronted by power — increased, and became, in certain regions, an
actual civil war. In the Ukraine, notably, this state of war lasted
more than two years, compelling the Bolsheviki to mobilize all their
forces to stifle the Anarchist idea and to wipe out the popular move-
ments inspired by it.

Thus the conflict between the two conceptions of the Social Revolu-
tion and, at the same time, between the Bolshevik power and cer-
tain movements of the labouring masses, held a highly important
place in the events of the period embracing 1919-1921. However,
all authors without exception, from the extreme right to the ex-
treme left — we are not speaking of libertarian literature — have
passed over this fact in silence. Therefore we are obliged to estab-



lish it, to supply all the details, and to draw the reader’s attention
to it.
Here two pertinent questions arise:

1. When, on the eve of the October Revolution, the Bolsheviki
rallied an overwhelming majority of popular votes, what was

the cause of the important and rapid rise of the Anarchist
idea?

2. What, exactly, was the position of the Anarchists in relation
to the Bolsheviks, and why were the latter impelled to fight
— and fight violently — this libertarian idea and movement?

In replying to these questions it will be found easy to reveal to
the reader the true visage of Bolshevism.

And by comparing the two opposing ideas in action one can
understand them better, evaluate their respective worth, discover
the reasons for this state of war between the two camps, and, fi-
nally, “feel the pulse” of the Revolution after the Bolshevik seizure
of power in October, 1917.

Accordingly we will compare, in a rough manner, the two con-
cepts:

The Bolshevik idea was to build, on the ruins of the bourgeois
state, a new “Workers’ State” to constitute a “workers’ and peasants’
government,” and to establish a “dictatorship of the proletariat.”

The Anarchist idea [was and] is to transform the economic and
social bases of society without having recourse to a political state, to
a government, or to a dictatorship of any sort. That is, to achieve
the Revolution and resolve its problems not by political or statist
means, but by means of natural and free activity, economic and so-
cial, of the associations of the workers themselves, after having overt-
nrown the last capitalist government.

To co-ordinate action, the first conception envisaged a certain po-
litical power, organizing the life of the State with the help of the
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statist organizations, and all out-moded social systems — both gov-
ernmental and authoritarian.

But the Bolsheviks pretended to wage the Revolution specifically
with the aid of an omnipotent State, of an all-powerful government,
of dictatorial power.

If a revolution did not abolish the State, the government, and
politics, the Anarchists did not consider it a social revolution, but
simply a political revolution — which of course might be more or
less coloured by social elements.

But achievement of power and organization of “their” govern-
ment and “their” State spelled the Social Revolution for the “Com-
munists” [the label which the Bolsheviki adopted later].

In the minds of the Anarchists, social revolution meant destruc-
tion of the State and capitalism at the same time, and the birth of a
new society based on another form of social organization.

For the Bolsheviks, social revolution meant, on the contrary, the
resurrection of the State after the abolition of the bourgeois State —
that is to say, the creation of a powerful new State for the purpose
of “constructing Socialism”.

The Anarchists held it impossible to institute Socialism by means
of the State.

The Bolsheviki maintained that it could be achieved only
through the State.

This difference of interpretation was, as will readily be seen, fun-
damental.

(I recall big posters on a wall in Petrograd, at the time of the
October Revolution, announcing lectures by Trotsky on The Orga-
nization of Power. “A typical and fatal error,” I said to comrades,
“for if it is a question of social revolution, one should be concerned
with organizing the Revolution and not with organizing power)

Respective interpretation of the call for immediate peace also was
notably different.

To the Anarchists that slogan was a call for direct action by the
armed masses themselves, over the heads of the governors, the
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and overpowering, would remain without serious consequences,
because the subsequent acts [of the Bolsheviki] certainly were not
going to correspond to their theories.

But I was sure that, on the one hand, the masses, in view of the
weakness of the Anarchist movement, would blindly follow the Bol-
sheviks, and that, on the other hand, the latter inevitably would
deceive the masses and mislead them into an evil course. For be-
yond any doubt they would distort and pervert their proclaimed
principles.

That is what happened in fact.

In order to quicken the spirit of the masses, and gain their
sympathy and confidence, the Bolshevik Party launched, with all
the strength of its agitational and propaganda apparatus, slogans
which until then had particularly and insistently been voiced by
the Anarchists:

Long live the Social Revolution!
Down with the war! Immediate peace!

And especially:

The land to the peasants!
The factories to the workers!

The labouring masses swiftly seized upon these slogans, which
expressed their real aspirations perfectly.

From the lips and under the pens of the Anarchists, those slogans
were sincere and concrete, for they corresponded to their principles
and called for action entirely in conformity with such principles.
But with the Bolsheviks, the same slogans meant practical solu-
tions totally different from those of the libertarians, and did not at
all tally with the ideas which the words appeared to express. For
the Bolsheviki, they were only slogans.

Social Revolution meant for the Anarchists a really social act: a
transformation which would take place outside of all political and
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government and its agents and according to formal directives from
the “centre”.

The other conception conjectured the complete abandonment of
political and statist organization; and the utilization of a direct and
federative alliance and collaboration of the economic, social, techni-
cal, or other agencies (unions, co-operatives, various associations,
et cetera) locally, regionally, nationally, internationally; therefore
a centralization, not political nor statist, going from the central gov-
ernment to the periphery commanded by it, but economic and tech-
nical, following needs and real interests, going from the periphery
to the centres, and established in a logical and natural way, accord-
ing to concrete necessity, without domination or command.

It should be noted how absurd — or biased — is the reproach
aimed at the Anarchists that they know only how “to destroy”, and
that they have no “positive” constructive ideas, especially when
this charge is hurled by those of the “left”. Discussions between
the political parties of the extreme left and the Anarchists have
always been about the positive and constructive tasks which are
to be accomplished after the destruction of the bourgeois State (on
which subject everybody is in agreement). What would be the way
of building the new society then: statist, centralist, and political,
or federalist, a-political, and simply social? Such was always the
theme of the controversies between them; an irrefutable proof that
the essential preoccupation of the Anarchists was always future
construction.

To the thesis of the parties, a political and centralized “transi-
tional” State, the Anarchists opposed theirs: progressive but imme-
diate passage to the economic and federative community. The polit-
ical parties based their arguments on the social structure left by the
centuries and past regimes, and they pretended that this model was
compatible with constructive ideas. The Anarchists believed that
new construction required, from the beginning, new methods, and
they recommended those methods. Whether their thesis was true
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or false, it proved in any case that they knew clearly what they
wanted, and that they had strictly constructive ideas.

As a general rule, an erroneous interpretation — or, more often,
one that was deliberately inaccurate — pretended that the libertar-
ian conception implied the absence of all organization. Nothing is
farther from the truth. It is a question, not of “organization or non-
organization”, but of two different principles of organization.

All revolutions necessarily begin in a more or less spontaneous
manner, therefore in a confused, chaotic way. It goes without say-
ing — and the libertarians understood this as well as the others —
that if a revolution remains in that primitive stage, it will fail. Im-
mediately after the spontaneous impetus, the principle of organiza-
tion has to intervene in a revolution as in all other human activity.
And it is then that the grave question arises: What should be the
manner and basis of this organization?

One school maintains that a central directing group — an “elite”
group — ought to be formed to take in hand the whole work, lead it
according to its conception, impose the latter on the whole collec-
tivity, establish a government and organize a State, dictate its will
to the populace, impose its “laws” by force and violence, combat,
suppress, and even eliminate, those who are not in agreement with
it.

Their opponents [the Anarchists] consider that such a concep-
tion is absurd, contrary to the fundamental principles of human
evolution, and, in the last analysis, more than sterile — and harmful
to the work undertaken. Naturally, the Anarchists say, it is neces-
sary that society be organized. But this new organization should be
done freely, socially, and, certainly, from the bottom. The principle
of organization should arise, not from a centre created in advance
to monopolize the whole and impose itself on it, but — what is
exactly the opposite — from all quarters, to lead to points of co-
ordination, natural centers designed to serve all these quarters.

Of course it is necessary that the organizing spirit, that men
capable of carrying on organization — the “elite” — should inter-
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Chapter 1. Bolsheviks and
Anarchists Before October

Here we find occasion to go back and review the respective po-
sitions of the Bolsheviks and the Anarchists prior to the October
Revolution.

The position of the Bolsheviki on the eve of that revolution was
characteristic.

It is well to recall, however, that Lenin’s ideology and the posi-
tion of his party had changed considerably since 1900. Aware that
the Russian labouring masses, once started in revolt, would go far
and would not stop at a bourgeois solution — especially in a coun-
try where the bourgeoisie hardly existed as a class — Lenin and
his party, in their desire to anticipate and dominate the masses in
order to lead them, ended by formulating an extremely advanced
revolutionary programme. They now envisaged a strictly Socialist
revolution. And they arrived at an almost libertarian conception of
the revolution, with almost Anarchist slogans — except, of course,
with regard to the fundamental point of demarcation — the taking
of power and the problem of the State.

When I read the writings of Lenin, especially those after 1914, I
observed a perfect parallelism between his ideas and those of the
Anarchists, except for the idea of the State and power. This iden-
tity of understanding, recognition, and prediction seemed to me
already very dangerous for the true cause of the Revolution. For
— I did not fool myself — under the pen, in the mouths, and in
the acts, of the Bolsheviks, all these great ideas were without real
life, without a future. These writings and these words, fascinating
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Part I1. About the October
Revolution

vene. But, in every place and under all circumstances, all those
valuable humans should freely participate in the common work,
as true collaborators, and not as dictators. It is necessary that they
especially create an example, and employ themselves in grouping,
co-ordinating, organizing, using good will, initiative, and knowl-
edge, and all capacities and aptitudes without dominating, subju-
gating, or oppressing any one. Such individuals would be true or-
ganizers and theirs would constitute a true organization, fertile and
solid, because it would be natural, human and effectively progres-
sive. Whereas the other “organization”, imitating that of the old so-
ciety of oppression and exploitation, and therefore adapted to those
two goals — would be sterile and unstable, because it would not
conform to the new purposes, and therefore would not be at all
progressive.

In fact, it would not contain any element of a new society, inas-
much as it would only alter the appearance of the old. Belonging to
an outdated society, obsolete in all respects, and thus impossible as
anaturally free and truly human institution, it could only maintain
itself by means of new artifices, new deceptions, new violence, new
oppression and exploitation. Which inevitably would lead astray,
falsify, and endanger the whole revolution. So it is obvious that
such an organization will remain unproductive as a motor for the
Social Revolution. It can no more serve as a “transitional society”
(as the “Communists” pretend), for such a society must necessarily
possess at least some of the seeds of that toward which it purports
to evolve. And all authoritarian and statist societies possess only
residues of the fallen social order.

According to the libertarian thesis, it is the labouring masses
themselves who, by means of the various class organizations, fac-
tory committees, industrial and agricultural unions, co-operatives,
et cetera, federated and centralized on a basis of real needs, should
apply themselves everywhere, to solving the problems of waging
the Revolution. By their powerful and fertile action, because
they are free and conscious, they should co-ordinate their efforts
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throughout the whole country. As for the “elite”, their role, ac-
cording to the libertarians, is to help the masses, enlighten them,
teach them, give them necessary advice, impel them to take the
initiative, provide them with an example, and support them in
their action — but not direct them governmentally.

The libertarians hold that a favourable solution of the problems
of the Revolution can result only from the freely and consciously
collective and united work of millions of men and women who
bring to it and harmonize in it all the variety of their needs and
interests, their strength and capacities, their gifts, aptitudes, incli-
nations, professional knowledge, and understanding. By the natu-
ral interplay of their economic, technical, and social organizations,
with the help of the “elite” and, in case of need, under the protec-
tion of their freely organized armed forces, the labouring masses
should, in view of the libertarians, be able to carry the Revolu-
tion effectively forward and progressively arrive at the practical
achievement of all of its tasks.

The Bolshevik thesis was diametrically opposed to this. In the
contention of the Bolsheviki it was the elite — their elite — which,
forming a “workers’ government” and establishing a so-called “dic-
tatorship of the proletariat”, should carry out the social transfor-
mation and solve its prodigious problems. The masses should aid
this elite (the opposite of the libertarian belief that the elite should
aid the masses) by faithfully, blindly, mechanically carrying out
its plans, decisions, orders, and “laws”. And the armed forces, also
in imitation of those of the capitalist countries, likewise should
blindly obey the “elite”.

Such is, and remains, the essential difference between the two
ideas. Such also were the two opposed conceptions of the Social
Revolution at the moment of the Russian upheaval in 1917.

The Bolsheviks, as we have said, didn’t want even to listen to
the Anarchists, still less to let them expound their thesis to the
masses. Believing themselves in possession of an absolute, indis-
putable, “scientific” truth, and pretending to have to impose it im-
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2. That of the unachieved Revolution. In that case, history
would have had only one way of continuing: retreat to
world-wide reaction, world-wide catastrophe (war), total
destruction of the existing society, and, in the last analysis,
resumption of the Revolution by the masses themselves,
actually achieving their emancipation.

In principle, the two roads were possible. But the totality of fac-
tors present rendered the second road much more probable. It was
the second, in fact, that was followed by the 1917 Revolution.

But the first is the one that should be taken by the next revolu-
tion.

And now, our philosophical parenthesis concluded, let us return
to the events [involved in all this].
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exists. Its fate, in the course of the next revolution, depends on
a highly complicated interplay of all sorts of factors, objective
and subjective, the latter especially being infinitely varied, mobile,
changeable, unforeseeable, and intangible — a play, the result of
which can never be “objectively inevitable”.

Concluding on this point, I repeat that the insufficiency of de-
struction was the fundamental cause of the triumph of Bolshevism
over Anarchism in the 1917 Russian Revolution. It goes without
saying that this was the case, and that it is being discussed here be-
cause the play of various other factors did not efface either the cause
or the effect. But it could have been otherwise. And who knows
what subjective factors played a part in the triumph of Bolshevism?

To be sure, the discrediting in advance of the evil political
chimera of authoritarian “Communism” would have assured, facil-
itated, and accelerated the realization of the libertarian principle.
But in a general way, the insufficiency of this discrediting at the
beginning of the Revolution did not at all signify the inevitable
eclipse of Anarchism.

The complex play of various factors may have unexpected re-
sults. It may end by suppressing cause and effect. The political and
authoritarian idea, the statist conception, might have been destroyed
in the course of the Revolution, and this would have left the field free
for the achievement of the Anarchist concept.

Like all revolutions, that of 1917 had two roads before it:

1. That of the true Revolution of the masses, leading directly to
their complete emancipation. If this road had been taken, the
prodigious enthusiasm and the definitive result of such a rev-
olution would have effectively “shaken the world”. Probably
all reaction would have been impossible from then on; and
all dissension among the social movements would have been
prevented in advance by the force of the fait accompli. Fi-
nally, the ferment which followed the Russian Revolution in
Europe probably would have led to the same definitive result.
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mediately, they fought and eliminated the libertarian movement
by violence from the time the Anarchist idea began to interest the
masses — the usual procedure of all dominators, exploiters, and in-
quisitors.

In October, 1917. the two conceptions entered into conflict,
which became increasingly acute, with no compromise possible.
Then, for four years, this conflict kept the Bolshevik power on
the alert, and played a more and more significant part in the
vicissitudes of the Revolution, until the libertarian movement in
Russia was completely destroyed by military force at the end of
1921.

Despite this fact, or perhaps because of it, and the lessons that it
teaches, it has been carefully killed by the whole political press.
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Chapter 2. Causes and
Consequences of the Bolshevik
Conception

It was, as is well known, the political, governmental, statist, cen-
tralist conception which won in Russia in 1917.

And at this point two preliminary questions arise which need to
be clarified before we deal with the events there in that year.

What were the fundamental reasons that permitted Bolshevism to
triumph over Anarchism in the Russian Revolution? How is thai tri-
umph to be evaluated?

The numerical difference between the two groups and the poor
organization of the Anarchists is not enough to explain their lack of
success. In the course of developments their numbers could have
been increased and their organization improved. Violence alone
also is not a sufficient reason. If the masses could have been won
over to Anarchist ideas in time, violence could not have been used
against that movement.

Moreover, as will be seen, the defeat could be imputed neither to
the Anarchist idea as such nor to the attitude of the libertarians. It
was the almost unavoidable consequence of a complexity of factors
beyond their control.

Therefore let us seek to discover the essential causes of the re-
pulse of the Anarchist concept. They are multiple. We will enumer-
ate them, in the order of their importance, and try to judge their
exact worth:
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Joffre accepted Gallidni’s plan and ordered the attack. This was
the third subjective fact — for it needed the good will and other
moral qualities of Joffre to accept that proposal. Another generalis-
simo, haughty and jealous of his prerogatives, might have replied
to Gallieni: “You are the commander in Paris. So tend to your own
affairs and don’t meddle in what is not within your province”

Finally, the strange fact that the discussions between Gallium”
and Joffre were not intercepted by the German high command, usu-
ally well informed about what occurred on the French side, must
also be added to this chain of subjective factors, a chain which led
to the French victory and which was decisive for the issues of the
war.

Themselves aware of the objective improbability of this victory,
the French characterized it as “the miracle of the Marne”. But it was
not a miracle. It was simply a rather unusual event, unexpected and
“imponderable”, growing out of a group of subjective factors which
overcame the objective elements.

It was in the same sense that I said to my comrades in Russia
in 1917: “A ‘miracle’ is needed for the libertarian idea to overcome
Bolshevism in this revolution. We must believe in this miracle and
work for its realization”

By that I meant that only an unforeseen and imponderable play
of subjective factors could militate against the crushing objective
weight of Bolshevism. This did not occur. But what is important is
that it could have occurred. And let us recall that it almost occurred
twice — once at the time of the Kronstadt uprising in March, 1921,
and in the course of the severe fighting between the new authori-
ties and the Anarchist masses in the Ukraine in 1919-1921.

Thus in the human world “absolute objective inevitability” does
not exist. At any moment purely human, subjective factors can in-
tervene and override [any such abstraction].

The Anarchist conception, as solidly and “scientifically” estab-
lished as that of the Bolsheviks, (the latter conception also was
treated as Utopian by its opponents, on the eve of the Revolution)
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are, on the contrary, infinitely mobile and variable. (This problem
is one of free will). How and to what extent does “determinism”
prevail over the “free will” of man? Inversely: in what sense and to
what degree does “free will” exist and how does it extricate itself
from the hold of “determinism”? In spite of the researches of many
thinkers we still do not know.

What we do know perfectly is that subjective factors hold an im-
portant place in human affairs — to such an extent that sometimes
they overcome the apparently “inevitable” effects of the objective
factors, especially when the former are connected in a certain way.

Let us cite a modern example, striking and universally known.

In the war of 1914-18, Germany, objectively, should have de-
feated France. And, in fact, scarcely a month after the beginning
of hostilities, the German Army was under the walls of Paris. One
after another, the battles were lost by the French. France was “al-
most inevitably” going to be conquered. (If it had been, it would
have been easy to say later, with a “scientific” manner, that this was
“historically and objectively indispensable”). Then there occurred a
series of purely subjective developments. They linked together and
destroyed the effects of the objective factors.

Too confident of the crushing superiority of his forces and car-
ried away by the enthusiasm of his victorious troops, General von
Kluck, who commanded the Kaiser’s Army, neglected to cover his
right wing adequately — this was the first purely subjective factor.
(Another general, or even von Kluck at another time, might have
covered that wing).

General Gallieni, military commander of Paris, observed this er-
ror of von Kluck, and proposed to Generalissimo Joffre that the
uncovered wing be attacked with all the forces available, notably
those of the Paris garrison. This was the second subjective circum-
stance — for it required the discernment and the will of Gallieni
to make such a resolution and risk such a responsibility. Another
general — or even Gallieni at another moment — might have been
neither so discerning nor so determined.
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1. The general state of mind of the masses, and also of the culti-
vated strata of the population.

In Russia, as everywhere else, the State and the government
seemed to the masses to be elements that were indispensable,
natural, and historically established for all time. The people did
not even ask if the State and the government represented healthy
institutions.! Such a question did not occur to them. Or if some

! To avoid confusion, I will give some definitions here:

I use the term State in its current and concrete meaning: a meaning that
it has acquired at the end of a long historical evolution, a meaning which is per-
fectly and uniformly accepted by everyone: a meaning finally, which precisely
constitutes the object of the whole controversy.

Herein the State signifies a congealed political organism, “mechanically”
centralized or directed by a political government supported by a complexity of
laws and coercive institutions.

Certain bourgeois. Socialist, and Communist authors and critics use the
term State in another sense, vast and general, declaring that all organized society
onalarge scale represents a State. And they deduce from this that any new society,
whatever it is, will “necessarily” be a State. According to them, we are fruitlessly
discussing a word.

According to us, they are playing with words. For a concrete concept,
generally accepted and historically given, they substitute another, and they com-
bat, in the name of the latter, anti-statist, libertarian, Anarchist ideas. Moreover,
they thus confuse, unconsciously or deliberately, two essentially different con-
cepts: State and Society.

It goes without saying that the future society — the real one — will be
society. It is not a question of the word, but of the essence. (It is probable that they
[those authors and critics] will abandon a term which designates a determined
and limited form of society. In any case, if the future good society is called a
“State” it will thus give that term an entirety different meaning from that which
is the subject of the controversy.) What is important — and what the Anarchists
maintain — is that this future society will be incompatible with what is called a
State at present.

I take advantage of this occasion to remark that many authors are
wrong in admitting only two definitions of the term accepted up to now: Either
the State (which they confuse with Society) or a free disorganized assembly and
a chaotic struggle between individuals and groups of individuals. Consciously
or unconsciously, they omit a third possibility which is neither a State (in the
concrete meaning indicated) nor a random gathering of individuals, but a soci-
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one formulated it they began — and often also ended — by not
understanding him.

2. This statist prejudice, almost innate, resulting from evolution
and environment through thousands of years, thus becoming “sec-
ond nature”, was further reinforced — especially in Russia, where
Anarchist literature hardly existed except for a few clandestine
pamphlets and leaflets — by the press generally, including that of
the Socialist parties.

We must not forget that the advanced youth in Russia read a lit-
erature which invariably presented Socialism in a statist form. The
Marxists and the anti-Marxists disputed among themselves, but for
both the State remained the indisputable basis of all modern society.

So Russia’s younger generation never thought of Socialism ex-
cept in a statist form. Except for a rare few individual exceptions,

ety based on the free and natural union of all sorts of associations and federations:
consumers and producers.

There exists, therefore, not one but two essentially different anti-
statisms. One, unreasonable, and consequently easily attacked, is allegedly based
on the “free caprice of individuals. “ (Who has advocated such an absurdity? Is it
not a pure invention, created for the sake of argument?) The other is a-political,
but is reasonably based on something perfectly organized, on the co-operative
union of various associations. It is in the name of the latter form of anti-statism
that Anarchism combats the State.

An analogous observation also should be made about the term govern-
ment. There are many who declare: “It will never be possible to dispense with
men who organize, administer, direct, et cetera” Those who do these things for
a vast social complex — for a “State” — form a “government” whether you like it
or not. And they still pretend that it is only a discussion of words! They fall here
into the same error. The political and coercive government of a political State is
one thing; a body of administrators, organizers and, animators, or of technical,
professional, or other directors, indispensable for the co-ordinated functioning
of the associations, federations, et cetera, is another.

So let us not play with words. Let us be precise and clear. Does one
accept, yes or no, that a political State, directed by a representative, political, or
other government, can serve a function in a true future society? If yes, one is not
an Anarchist. If no, one is already one, for the most part. Does one agree, yes or
no, that a political State, et cetera, can serve a transitional society on the way to
true Socialism? If yes, one is not an Anarchist. If no, one is.
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All modern revolutions which are not carried out by the masses
themselves will not lead to the historically indicated result. So they
will be neither progressive nor “justified” but perverted, turned
from their true course, and finally lost. Led by new masters and
guardians, again kept from all initiative and from all essentially free
responsible activity, and compelled as in the past to follow docilely
this "“chief” or that “guide” who has imposed himself on them,
the labouring masses will revert to their time-honoured habit of
“following” and will remain an “amorphous herd”, submissive and
shorn. And the true revolution simply will not be accomplished.

7. Of course it might still be said to me:

“Suppose for the moment that you are right on certain points. It
is none the less true that, though the preliminary destruction was,
in your opinion, insufficient, the total Revolution, in the libertarian
sense of the term, was objectively impossible. Consequently what
happened was, historically at least, inevitable, and the libertarian
idea could only have been a utopian dream. Its utopianism might
have put the whole Revolution in danger. The Bolsheviks knew this
and acted accordingly. That is their justification”

The reader may have noticed that I invariably say: “almost in-
evitable”. I use “almost” deliberately. From my pen this word takes
on a special importance.

Naturally, in principle, the general objective factors outweigh
all others. In the phase we are considering, the insufficiency of the
preliminary destruction — and the survival of the political princi-
ple — would, objectively, lead to the accession of Bolshevism. But
in the human world the problem of “factors” becomes exceedingly
delicate. The objective factors dominate it, not in an absolute man-
ner, but only to a certain degree, and the subjective factors play an
important role.

What exactly is this role, and to what extent is it significant?
VVe do not know. The rudimentary state of the sciences of man do
not permit us to define [the two roles] precisely. And the task is all
the more arduous in that neither of the two is fixed, but that both
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4. Thus it is clear that it was not at all a question of justification,
but only an historical explanation of the triumph of Bolshevism
over the libertarian conception in the Russian Revolution of 1917.

5. It follows also that the real “historical meaning” of Bolshevism
is purely negative. It is another lesson from experience, demon-
strating to the labouring masses how not to wage a revolution — a
lesson which completely condemns the political idea. Under the
conditions existing [in Russia in 1917] such a lesson was almost
inevitable, but not at all indispensable. Acting in another manner
(which, theoretically, would not have been impossible), the Bolshe-
viks could have avoided it. So they have no right to be proud of
themselves, nor to pose as saviours.

6. This lesson also emphasizes other important points:

a. The historical evolution of humanity has reached a stage
where continuity of progress requires free labour, exempt
from all submission, from all constraint, from all exploita-
tion of man by man. Economically, technically, socially, and
even morally, such labour is, from now on, not only possible
but historically indispensable. The “lever” of this vast social
transformation (of which, through several decades, we have
been experiencing the tragic convulsions) is the Revolution.
To be truly progressive and “justified” that revolution must
necessarily lead to a system in which human labour will be
effectively and totally emancipated.

b. In order that the labouring masses may pass from slave
labour to free labour, they must, from the beginning of
the Revolution, carry it out themselves, in full freedom, in
complete independence. Only on this condition can they,
concretely and immediately, take in hand the task which
is now imposed upon them by history — the building of a
society based on emancipated labour.
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the Anarchist conceptions remained unknown to them until the
events of 1917. Not only the Russian press, but all education in
that country — all the time — had had a statist character.

3. It was for the reasons set forth above that the Socialist parties,
including the Bolsheviks, had at their disposal, at the beginning of
the Revolution, sizeable cadres of militants ready for action.

The members of the moderate Socialist parties already were rel-
atively numerous at that time, which was one of the causes of the
success of the Mensheviks and the right Social Revolutionaries. As
for the Bolshevik cadres, they were then mainly abroad. But all
these men [and women] quickly returned home and immediately
set to work.

Compared with the Socialist and Bolshevik forces which were
acting in Russia from the beginning of the Revolution on a wide
scale and in an organized, disciplined manner, the Anarchists were
only a handful of individuals without influence.

But it was not only a question of numbers. Renouncing politi-
cal methods and goals, the Anarchists logically did not form an ar-
tificially disciplined political party for the purpose of conquering
power. They organized themselves into groups for propaganda and
social action, and later into associations and federations practicing
free discipline. This mode of organization and action contributed
to putting them, provisionally, in an inferior position in relation
to the political parties. That, however, did not discourage them, for
they were working for the day when the masses, having been made
to understand — by the force of events, reinforced by explanatory
and educational propaganda — the vital truth of their conception,
it would be achieved.

I recall that, when I returned to Russia from abroad and arrived
in Petrograd in the early part of July, 1917, I was struck by the
impressive number of Bolshevik notices announcing meetings and
lectures in all parts of the capital and suburbs, in public halls, in
factories, and in other gathering places. I didn’t see a single Anar-
chist notice. Also I learned that the Bolshevik Party was publishing,
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in Petrograd and elsewhere, a daily paper of wide circulation, and
that it had important and influential nuclei nearly everywhere —
notably in the factories, in the administrations, and in the Army.

And T observed at the same time, with bitter disappointment,
that there was not in the capital a single Anarchist newspaper nor
any oral Anarchist propaganda. There were, it is true, a few very
primitive libertarian groups there. And in Kronstadt there were a
small number of Anarchists whose influence made itself felt. But
these “cadres” were insufficient to carry on effective propaganda,
not only for advocating an almost unknown idea, but also for coun-
teracting the powerful Bolshevik activity and propaganda. In the
fifth month of a great revolution, no Anarchist newspaper, no Anar-
chist voice was making itself heard in the capital of the country. And
this in the face of the almost unlimited activity of the Bolsheviki!
Such was my observation.

It was not until August, and with great difficulty, that a little
group of Anarcho-Syndicalists, consisting mainly of comrades re-
turned from abroad, finally succeeded in starting a weekly news-
paper, Golos Truda, The Voice of Labour, in Petrograd. As for oral
propaganda, however, there were scarcely three or four comrades
in that city capable of performing it. In Moscow the situation was
more favourable, for it already had a libertarian daily, published by
a fairly large federation, under the title of Anarchy. In the provinces
Anarchist forces and propaganda were insignificant.

It was astonishing that in spite of this poverty, and such an un-
favourable situation, the Anarchists were able to gain, a little later
— and nearly everywhere — a certain influence, forcing the Bolshe-
viks to combat them with arms in hand, and in some places, for a
considerable time. This rapid and spontaneous success of the Anar-
chist idea is highly significant.

When, on my arrival [in Petrograd], some comrades wanted to
know my first impressions, I told them this: “Our delay is irrepara-
ble. It is as if we had to overtake on foot an express train, which,
in the possession of the Bolsheviki, is 100 kilometres ahead of us,
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revolutions. But this erroneous act had nothing to do with the ca-
pacity or incapacity of the masses.

Let us suppose for the moment that there had been no one to
profit from that error. Would the masses have been capable of car-
rying the Revolution to its final goal — to effective, complete eman-
cipation? To this question I reply categorically: Yes.I even maintain
that the labouring masses were the only ones capable of leading it
there. I hope that the reader will find irrefutable proof of that in
this work. And, if this affirmation is correct, then the political fac-
tor was not in the least necessary for preventing reaction, continuing
the Revolution, and bringing it to a successful conclusion.

2. Let us point out now that our thesis is confirmed by a sig-
nificant fact, details of which will be given later. In the course of
the Revolution, many Russians recognized their error. (The political
principle began to fade). They wanted to correct it, to act them-
selves, to get rid of the pretentious and ineffectual guardianship
of the party in power. Here and there they even set to work. But
instead of being pleased with this, of encouraging them, or of help-
ing them along that course, as true revolutionists would have done,
the Bolsheviki opposed that tendency by unprecedented deceit, vi-
olence, and a profusion of military and terrorist exploits. Having
discovered their error, the revolutionary masses wished to act them-
selves and felt that they were capable oj doing so. The Bolsheviks broke
their spirit by force.

3. It follows, irrefutably, that the Bolsheviki did not “push the
Revolution as far as possible”. Retaining power, with all its forces
and advantages, they, on the contrary, kept it down. And, subse-
quently, having taken over the capitalist property, they succeeded,
after a fierce struggle against popular total revolution, in turning it
to their own advantage, restoring under another form the capitalist
exploitation of the masses. (Wherever men do not work under con-
ditions of freedom, the system is necessarily capitalistic, though
the form may vary).
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and pushing the Revolution as far as possible, thus barring the
way to reaction? Was not their action historically justified, with
its methods and consequences?”

To that I reply:

In the first place, it is necessary to define the problem. Funda-
mentally, were the labouring masses capable of continuing the Rev-
olution and building the new society themselves, by means of their
class organizations, which were created by the Revolution, and
with the help of the revolutionists?

The real problem is there.

If the answer is no, then one can understand why someone might
try to justify the Bolsheviki,® without, however, being able to pre-
tend that their revolution was the true revolution, or that their
procedure was justified where the masses were capable of acting
by themselves. But if the answer is yes, then they are irrevocably
condemned “without extenuating circumstances”, whatever the cir-
cumstances and the momentary mistakes of the masses may have
been.

In speaking of the insufficiency of destruction, we meant by that
especially the evil survival of the political idea. This not having
been nullified in advance, the masses, victorious in February, 1917,
entrusted the fate of the Revolution subsequently to a party, that
is to say, to new masters, instead of getting rid of all pretenders,
whatever their label, and taking the Revolution entirely into their
own hands. Thus they repeated the fundamental error of previous

¢ As the reader will see, I do not mean that in this case the Bolsheviks were
justified. Those who would maintain that they were must prove that they did not
have any other way of acting in order to prepare the masses, progressively, to
achieve a free and total revolution. I am emphatically of the opinion that they
could have found other methods. But I am not much concerned with that aspect
of the question. Considering the thesis of the incapacity of the masses as being
absolutely false, and considering that the facts set forth in this work prove it
abundantly, I have no reason to envisage a situation which, to me, simply did not
exist.
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and is travelling at the rate of 100 kilometres an hour. We not only
have to overtake it, but we must grab hold of it at full speed, hang
on, get into it and fight the Bolsheviks, dislodge them, and finally,
not take over the train, but, what is much more delicate, put it at
the disposal of the masses and help them make it go. A miracle is
needed for all that to succeed. Our duty is to believe in that miracle
and work for its realization”

I may add that such a “miracle” occurred at least twice in
the course of the Revolution — first, in Kronstadt at the time of
the uprising in March, 1921; and second, in the Ukraine [in the
forward sweep of] the mass movement called Makhnovist. These
two achievements, [are among the developments that] have been
passed over in silence or distorted in the works of ignorant or
biased authors. They remain generally unknown to the public.

4. Certain events of the Revolution, cited farther on, prove to us
that despite the unfavourable circumstances and the insufficient
number of Anarchist cadres, the Anarchist idea could have blazed
a trail, or even won, if the mass of Russian workers had had at their
disposal, at the very beginning of the Revolution, class organizations
that were old, experienced, proven, ready to act on their own, and to
put that idea into practice. But the reality was wholly otherwise. The
workers’ organizations arose only in the course of the Revolution.

To be sure, they immediately made a prodigious spurt numeri-
cally. Rapidly the whole country was covered with a vast network
of unions, factory committees, Soviets, et cetera. But these organi-
zations came into being with neither preparation nor preliminary
activity, without experience, without a clear ideology, without in-
dependent initiative. They had no historical tradition, no compe-
tence, no notion of their role, their task, their true mission. The lib-
ertarian idea was unknown to them. Under these conditions they
were condemned to be taken in tow, from the beginning, by the
political parties. And later the Bolsheviks saw to it that the weak
Anarchist forces would be unable to enlighten them to the neces-
sary degree.
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The libertarian groups, as such, could only be transmitters of
ideas. In order that those ideas be applied to life, “receiving” sets
were needed: workers’ organizations ready to get these idea-waves,
“receive” them, and put them into practice. If such organizations
had existed, the Anarchists of the corresponding professions would
have joined them, and given them their enlightened aid, advice,
and example. But in Russia, those “receiving sets” were lacking,
and the organizations which arose during the Revolution could not
fulfil this purpose [with the needed swiftness]. The Anarchist ideas,
although they were broadcast energetically by a few “transmitters”,
were “lost in the air” without being received effectively. So they had
no practical results.

Under these conditions, in order that the Anarchist idea might
blaze a trail and win, it would have been necessary either that Bol-
shevism didn’t exist, or that the Bolsheviks acted as Anarchists —
or that the Revolution had left sufficient time to the libertarians and
the working masses to permit the workers’ organizations to receive
that idea and become capable of achieving it before being swal-
lowed up and subjugated by the Bolshevik State. This latter possi-
bility did not occur, the Bolsheviki having swallowed the workers’
organizations, and blocked the way for the Anarchists, before the
former could familiarize themselves with Anarchist concepts, op-
pose this seizure, and orient the Revolution in a libertarian direc-
tion.

The absence of these “receiving sets”, that is, of workers’ orga-
nizations, socially ready to receive and carry out, from the start,
the Anarchist idea, (and then, the lack of time needed to create
such “receiving sets”) — this absence, in my opinion, was one of
the principal reasons for the failure of Anarchism in the Russian
Revolution of 1917.

5. Another factor which we will glance at, and the importance of
which is not inconsiderable, despite its subjective character, could
be added to the preceding one. It aggravated it and rendered it com-
pletely fatal to the Revolution.
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But, in order that these millions of men be driven into a place
from which there is no escape, it is necessary above everything
else that this force dislodge them from the beaten track of their
daily existence. And for this to happen, it is necessary that this
existence, the existing society itself, become impossible; that it be
ruined from top to bottom — its economy, its social regime, its politics,
its manners, customs, and prejudices.

Such is the course history takes when the times are ripe for the
true revolution, for true emancipation.

It is here that we touch upon the heart of the problem.

I think that in Russia this destruction had not gone far enough.
Thus the political idea had not been destroyed, which permitted
the Bolsheviks to take power, impose their dictatorship, and con-
solidate themselves. Other false principles and prejudices likewise
remained.

The destruction which had preceded the revolution of 1917 was
sufficient to stop the war and modify the forms of power and capi-
talism. But it was not sizeable enough to destroy them in their very
essence, to impel millions of men to abandon the false modern so-
cial principles (State, politics, power, government, et cetera) and
act themselves on completely new bases, and have done forever
with capitalism and power, in all their previous forms.

This insufficiency of destruction was, in my opinion, the fundamen-
tal cause which arrested the Russian Revolution and led to its defor-
mation by the Bolsheviki. °

It is here that the “philosophical” question arises.

The following reasoning appears quite plausible:

“If, truly, the insufficiency of the preliminary destruction pre-
vented the masses from achieving their revolution, this element, in
fact, over-rides and sweeps away everything, and explains every-
thing. In this case, were not the Bolsheviks right in taking power

> All these ideas are developed more fully in my study mentioned earlier:
Choses Vecues
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by “guiding” the masses, such a pretension would be an illusion, as
was that of the Bolsheviki, and for the same reason.

That is not all. In view of the immensity — one might say the
universality — and the nature of the task, the working class alone
cannot lead the true Revolution to a satisfactory conclusion. If it
has the pretentiousness of acting alone and imposing itself upon
the other elements of the population by dictatorship, and forcibly
making them follow it, it will meet with the same failure. One must
understand nothing about social phenomena nor of the nature of
men and things to believe the contrary.

Also, at the beginning of such a struggle for effective emancipa-
tion, history necessarily takes an entirely different course.

Three conditions are indispensable — in the following order of
importance — for a revolution to succeed conclusively.

1. Itis necessary that great masses — millions of persons in sev-
eral countries — driven by imperative necessity, participate
in it of their own free will.

2. That, by reason of this fact, the more advanced elements, the
revolutionists, part of the working class, et al., do not have
recourse to coercive measures of a political nature.

3. That for these two reasons, the huge “neutral” mass, carried
without compulsion by the far-sweeping current, by the free
enthusiasm of millions of humans, and by the first positive
results of this gigantic movement, accept of their own free
will the fait accompli and come over more and more to the
side of the true revolution.

Thus the achievement of the true emancipating revolution requires
the active participation, the strict collaboration, conscious and with-
out reservations, of millions of men of all social conditions, declassed,
unemployed, levelled, and thrown into the Revolution by the force of
events.
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There was a simple and speedy method available to eliminate the
effects of the backwardness of the masses, to make up for lost time,
to fill in the gaps. That was to leave the field free for the libertarian
propaganda and movement, since, after the fall of the last Keren-
sky government, freedom of speech, organization, and action were
definitely achieved by the Revolution.

Knowing of the absence of workers’ organizations, and of a
widespread libertarian propaganda and Anarchist knowledge
before the Revolution, enables us to understand why the masses
entrusted their fate to a political party and a power, thus repeat-
ing the fundamental error of previous revolutions. Under the
existing conditions, the beginning was objectively inevitable. But
subsequent developments were not in the least inevitable.

Let me explain.

A true revolution can only take its flight, evolve, attain its objec-
tives, if it has an environment of the free circulation of revolution-
ary ideas concerning the course to follow, and the problems to be
solved. This liberty is as indispensable to the Revolution as air is to
respiration.? That is why, among other things, the dictatorship of
a party, a dictatorship which leads inevitably to the suppression of
all freedom of speech, press, organization, and action — even for
the revolutionary tendencies, except for the party in power — is
fatal to true revolution.

In social matters, no one can pretend to possess the whole truth,
or to be immune from self-deception. Those who do so pretend —
whether they call themselves Socialists, Communists, Anarchists,
or anything else — and who, once in power, destroy, on the
strength of this pretension, other ideas, inevitably establish a kind

? Some individuals pretend that freedom of ideas is a danger to the Revolu-
tion. But from the moment that the armed forces are with the revolutionary people
(otherwise the Revolution could not take place) and the people themselves control
them, what danger could an opinion have? And then, if the workers themselves
are guarding the Revolution, they will know how to defend themselves against
any real danger better than an “extinguisher”.
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of social inquisition. And like all inquisitions, they stifle all truth,
all justice, all progress, life, man, the very breath of the Revolution.
Only the free exchange of revolutionary ideas, the multiform
collective thought, with its law of natural selection, can keep us
from error and prevent us from going astray. Those who do not
recognize this are simply bad individualists while pretending to be
Socialists, collectivists, Communists, et cetera.

These truths are so clear and natural in our days — I might even
say evident — that one is really uncomfortable in having to insist on
them. It is necessary to be both blind and deaf, or of bad faith, to fail
to understand them. Yet Lenin, and others with him, undoubtedly
sincere, renounced them. The fallibility of the human mind. And as
for those who blindly followed the “chiefs”, they recognized their
error too late. By that time the Inquisition was functioning at full
steam; it had its “apparatus” and its coercive forces. And the masses
“obeyed” as they were accustomed to, or were, once more, power-
less to alter the situation. The Revolution was corrupted, turned
from its course, and the correct way was lost. “Everything disgusts
me so much,” Lenin admitted to his comrades one day, seeing what
was going on around him, “that, despite my illness, I would like to
leave it all and flee” Had he understood?

If, once in power, the Bolshevik Party had, we won’t say encour-
aged (that would have been too much to ask), but only allowed
freedom of speech and organization to the libertarians, the retarda-
tion would have been quickly made up for and the gaps filled in. As
will be seen, the facts prove this irrefutably. The long and difficult
struggle which the Bolsheviks had to carry on against Anarchism,
despite its weakness, alone permits one to conjecture the success
that the Anarchists might have achieved if they had had freedom
of speech and action.

But, precisely because of the initial successes of the libertarian
movement, and because free Anarchist activity infallibly would
have given rise to the idea that all political parties and all power
were useless, which would have led to the Bolshevik Party“s elim-
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ing to lead the masses, working to awaken their consciousness,
and depending on their free and direct action, it was obliged to
renounce demagogy and work in the shadows, preparing for the
future, without seeking to impose authority.

Such was its situation in Russia.

Here I would like to leave the field of concrete facts for a few
minutes, and to attempt a short incursion into “philosophical” ter-
ritory.

The basic idea of Anarchism is simple: no party, political or ideo-
logical group, placed above or outside the labouring masses to “gov-
ern” or “guide” them ever succeeds in emancipating them, even if it
sincerely desires to do so. Effective emancipation can be achieved
only by the direct, widespread, and independent action of those con-
cerned, of the workers themselves, grouped, not under the banner of
a political party or of an ideological formation, but in their own
class organizations (productive workers’ unions, factory commit-
tees, co-operatives, et cetera) on the basis of concrete action and
self-government, helped, but not governed, by revolutionaries work-
ing in the very midst of, and not above the mass and the profes-
sional, technical, defence, and other branches.

All political or ideological grouping which seeks to “guide” the
masses toward their emancipation by the political or governmen-
tal route, are taking a false trail, leading to failure and ending in-
evitably by installing a new system of economic and social privi-
leges, thus giving rise, under another aspect, to a regime of oppres-
sion and exploitation for the workers — therefore another variety
of capitalism — instead of helping the Revolution to direct them to
their emancipation.

This thesis necessarily leads to another: The Anarchist idea and
the true emancipating revolution cannot be achieved by the Anar-
chists as such, but only by the vast masses concerned — the An-
archists, or rather, the revolutionaries in general, being called in
only to enlighten and aid them under certain circumstances. If the
Anarchists pretended to be able to achieve the Social Revolution
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simple, clear, and indisputable. However, it is still neither estab-
lished nor even known. It will become so in proportion to events,
and as the free study of the Russian Revolution develops.

Let us not be deceived about the fate of the coming Revolution!
It has before it only two courses: either that of the genuine Social
Revolution which will lead to the real emancipation of the workers
(and which is objectively possible), or, again, that of the political,
statist, and authoritarian impasse, leading inevitably to a new reac-
tion, new wars, and catastrophes of all sorts.

Human evolution does not stop. It blazes a trail through, over,
or around any obstacles. In our day, capitalist, authoritarian, and
political society completely forbids it in advance. That society must
therefore disappear now, in one way or another. If again this time
the people do not know how really to transform it and at the mo-
ment of the Revolution, the unavoidable consequence will be a new
reaction, a new war, and terrible economic and social cataclysms;
in short, the continuation of total destruction, until the people un-
derstand and act accordingly. For, in this case, human evolution will
have no other way of blazing a trail.*

We mention finally an element which, without having the im-
portance of the factors already cited, nevertheless played a notable
role in the tragedy of the Russian Revolution. It has to do with “pub-
licity” or demagogy. Like all political parties, the Bolshevik Party
[now the “Communist” Party] used and abused such means. To im-
press the masses, to “conquer” them, it made use of display, pub-
licity, and bluff. Moreover, it put itself, in any way it could, on top
of a mountain so that the crowd could see it, hear it, and admire it.
All this gave it strength for the moment.

But such methods are foreign to the libertarian movement,
which, by reason of its very essence, is more anonymous, discreet,
modest, quiet. This fact increased its temporary weakness. Refus-

* See, in this connection, the author’s Choses Vecues, a first brief study of the
Russian Revolution, in La Revue Anarchiste of Sebastian Faure, [Paris?] 1922-24.
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ination, the latter could not permit this liberty. To tolerate Anar-
chist propaganda would have been equivalent to suicide for the
Bolsheviki. They did their best to prevent, then to forbid, and finally
to suppress by brute force, any manifestation of libertarian concepts.

It is frequently contended that the labouring masses are incapable
of achieving a revolution for themselves, freely. This thesis is par-
ticularly dear to the “Communists”, for it permits them to invoke
an “objective” situation necessarily leading to repression of the
“wicked Utopian Anarchists”. (Since the masses are incompetent,
they say, an “Anarchist revolution” would mean the death of the
Revolution). But this thesis is absolutely gratuitous. Let them fur-
nish proof of such alleged incapacity of the masses. One can search
history without finding a single example where the masses were re-
ally left to act freely (while being helped, naturally), which would
be the only way of proving their incapacity.

This experiment never has been tried — and for reasons easy to
understand. (It would, however, be simple). For it is well known
that that thesis is false, and the experiment would put an end to
exploitation of the people and to authority, based, no matter what
its form, not on the incapacity of the masses, but only on violation
and deception. That is why, moreover, that eventually the labour-
ing masses will be driven historically to take their liberty of action
through a revolution, a true one — for the dominators (they are
always at the same time exploiters, or are in the service of an ex-
ploiting class) will never give it, no matter what their label.

The fact that they [the mass of workers] have always entrusted
their fate, until the present, to parties, to governments, to leaders
— a fact that all the dominators and potential exploiters use to ad-
vantage for subjugating the masses — may be explained by several
circumstances which we don’t have to analyze here, and which
have nothing to do with the capacity or incapacity of the multitude.
This fact proves, if one wishes, the credulity, the heedlessness, of
the masses, their unawareness of their own strength, but not at all
their incapacity, that is, the absence of that strength.
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“Incapacity of the masses”. What a tool for all exploiters and
dominators, past, present, and future, and especially for the mod-
ern aspiring enslavers, whatever their insignia — Nazism, Bolshe-
vism, Fascism, or Communism. “Incapacity of the masses” There
is a point on which the reactionaries of all colours are in perfect
agreement with the “Communists”. And this agreement is exceed-
ingly significant.

Let the “capable” and infallible leaders of our time, permit the
labouring masses, on the day after the coming Revolution, to act
freely, while simply helping them where there is need. They will
soon see whether the masses are “incapable” of acting without po-
litical protectors. We can assure them that the Revolution will then
lead to another result than that of 1917, with its Fascism and un-
ending war.

Alas, we know in advance that they never will dare such an ex-
periment. And the masses again have a special task to perform :
that of eliminating in full consciousness and in an opportune time,
all the “aspirants”, of taking the work into their own hands, and
carrying it out in full independence. Let us hope that this time the
task will be done.

Accordingly the reader will understand why the propaganda of
Anarchist ideas, trying to destroy the credulity of the masses, make
them conscious of their own strength, and give them confidence in
themselves, was considered, at all times and in all countries, as the
most dangerous. It has been repressed, and its protagonists pur-
sued, with exceptional promptness and severity, by all reactionary
governments.

In Russia this savage repression rendered the spread of libertar-
ian concepts — already so difficult under existing circumstances —
almost impossible up to the advent of the Revolution. Then the An-
archists were allowed a certain degree of freedom of action. But we
have seen that under the provisional governments from February
to October, 1917, the Anarchist movement still could not accom-
plish much. And as for the Bolsheviks, they were no exceptions
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the Russian Revolution depended upon its extension to other coun-
tries. Exactly the opposite was true: extension of the Revolution
depended upon the results of the revolution in Russia.

These results being vague and uncertain, the labouring masses
abroad hesitated, inquired, waited for details. But the information
and other indicative elements became more and more obscure and
contradictory. The inquiries and delegations met with no definite
data. Meanwhile the negative testimonials [about what was hap-
pening among the Russians] accumulated. The European masses
temporized, did not dare, were mistrustful or uninterested. The nec-
essary spirit was lacking in them, and the cause remained in doubt.
Then came the disagreements and the schisms. All this played into
the hands of the reaction. It prepared, organized, acted.

Lenin’s successors had to accept the evidence. Without perhaps
discerning the true cause, they understood intuitively that condi-
tions were not propitious for an extension of the “Communist” Rev-
olution, but that there was a vast reaction against it. They under-
stood that this reaction would be dangerous for them, for their Rev-
olution, such as it was, could not be imposed upon the world. So
they set feverishly to work preparing for future wars, henceforth
inevitable. From now, this was the only course for them to follow.
And for history, too!

It is curious to observe that, subsequently, the “Communists”
tried to explain the lack of success and mistakes of the Revolution
by invoking “the capitalist encirclement”, the inaction of the prole-
tariat of other countries, and the strength of world reaction. They
did not suspect — or did not admit — that the weakness of the for-
eign workers and the spreading of the reaction were, to a large
extent, the natural consequences of the false route on which they
themselves had put the Revolution; and that, in diverting it, they
themselves had prepared the road for reaction, for Fascism, and for
war.

Such is the tragic truth of the Bolshevik Revolution. Such is its
principal lesson for the workers of the world. Fundamentally, it is
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over, in 1789 the French Revolution and the reaction which I fol-
lowed it made resounding echoes and motivated important move-
ments in several countries. If the Russian Revolution, continuing
to march forward, had become the great emancipating revolution,
peoples in other lands would have followed it presently and in the
same direction. In that event it would have been, in fact and not
just on paper, a powerful beacon lighting up the true path for hu-
manity.

On the contrary, distorted, and stopped in full retreat, it j served
admirably the purposes of world reaction, which was awaiting its
hour. (The great moguls of reaction are more perspicacious than
the revolutionists). The illusion, the myth, the slogans, the trim-
mings, and the waste paper remained, but real life, which has no
use for illusions, trimmings, and waste paper, pursued a wholly dif-
ferent route. Hence the reaction and its far-reaching consequences:
Fascism, new wars, and economic and social catastrophes, became
almost inevitable.

In this situation, the fundamental — and well-known — error
of Lenin is curious and suggestive. He expected a rapid extension
of the “Communist” revolution to other countries. But his hopes
were in vain. However, fundamentally, he did not deceive himself:
the true Revolution will “set fire to the world”. Yes, a true revolu-
tion would have set the world afire. Only his revolution was not
a true one. And that Lenin did not see. It was in this respect that
he deceived himself. Blinded by his statist doctrine, fascinated by
“victory”, he did not and could not realize that it was a miscarried,
strayed revolution; that it was going to remain sterile; that it could
“set fire” to nothing, for it had ceased to “burn” itself; that it had lost
the power of spreading, a characteristic of great causes, because it
had ceased to be a great cause.

Could he see, in his blindness, that this revolution was going to
stop, retreat, degenerate, give rise to victorious reaction in other
countries after a few abortive uprisings? Of course not. And he
committed a second error: He believed that the ultimate fate of
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to the rule. As soon as they achieved power, they undertook the
suppression of libertarians by every means at their disposal: slan-
ders, traps and ambushes, prohibitions, searches, arrests, acts of
violence, destruction of meeting places, assassinations — anything
was acceptable to them. And when they felt that their power was
sufficiently consolidated, they launched a general and decisive re-
pression against the Anarchists. This began in April, 1918, and has
never let up until the present. Farther on the reader will find details
of this “feat of valour” by the Bolsheviki, almost unknown outside
of Russia.

Thus Anarchist activity could only be carried on in approximate
freedom for some six months. It is hardly astonishing that the lib-
ertarian movement did not have time to organize, to expand, to
get rid of, in growing, its weakness and faults. All the more reason
that it lacked time to reach the masses and make itself known to
them. It remained to the end, shut up in a “closed vessel”. It was
killed in the egg, without being able to break the shell. (This was,
objectively, not impossible).

Such was the second principal reason for its failure.

It is necessary to underline here the capital importance — for the
Revolution — of what we have just stated.

The Bolsheviks wiped out Anarchism deliberately, aggressively.
Taking advantage of the circumstances, and of their hold upon the
masses, they savagely suppressed the libertarian idea and the move-
ments which supported it. They did not let Anarchism exist, still
less go to the masses. Later they had the impudence to maintain,
for political reasons, that Anarchism had failed “ideologically”, the
masses having understood and rejected its “anti-proletarian doc-
trine”. Abroad, all those who like to be fooled took them at their
word. The “Communists” also pretend, as we have said, that since
Anarchism, in opposing Bolshevism, did not have “objectively” any
chance of steering the Revolution onto its course, it put it in danger
and showed itself as being objectively “counter-revolutionary”, and
therefore had to be fought without softness. They took care not to
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say that it was precisely they who, very “subjectively”, took away
from the Anarchists — and from the masses — the last chance, the
very real means, and the concrete possibility of success.

In wiping out the libertarian movement, in destroying the free
movements of the masses, the Bolsheviki, ipso facto, stopped and
stifled the Revolution.

Unable to advance further towards the real emancipation of the
masses, for which had been substituted a dominating statism, in-
evitably bureaucratic and exploitive, and “neo-capitalist”, the real
Revolution inevitably had to recede. For all unfulfilled revolutions,
that is to say, those which do not lead to genuine and complete
emancipation of labour, are condemned to recede, in one way or
another. History teaches us this. And the Russian Revolution con-
firms it. But those who don’t want to listen or see, are slow to un-
derstand it.

Some persist in believing in an authoritarian revolution, while
others end by despairing of all revolutions, instead of seeking for
the why of the failure. Still others — and these, alas, are the most
numerous — don’t want to listen or look. They imagine that they
will be able to “live their lives” away from and sheltered from the
far-sweeping social backwaters. They are indifferent to the social
whole, and seek to intrench themselves in their own miserable indi-
vidual existence, unconscious of the enormous obstacle that they
present, by their attitude, to human progress and their own real
well-being. They believe anything and follow anything provided
they are “left in peace”. They hope thus to be able to “save them-
selves” in the midst of the cataclysm. A fundamental and fatal error
and illusion. However, the truth is simple: so long as the labour of
man is not free of all exploitation by man, no one can speak of real
life, real progress, or real personal well-being.

For thousands of years three principal conditions have pre-
vented the existence of free labour, and therefore “fraternity” and
human well-being:
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1. The state of technology — man did not possess the vast forces
of Nature of which he is now master.

2. The state of economic affairs which resulted from this — the
insufficiency of the products of human labour, and, as a con-
sequence, an ‘exchange economy”, money, profit; in short,
the capitalist system of production and distribution, based
on the scarcity of manufactured products.®

3. The moral factor, which, in its turn, followed the first two
— ignorance, brutalization, submission, resignation of the
masses.

But for several decades the first two conditions cited have been
greatly modified. Technologically and economically, free labour is
now not only possible, but indispensable for the normal life and
evolution of man. The capitalist and authoritarian system can no
longer insure either one or the other; it can only produce wars.
Only the morale is inadequate: accustomed for millennia to resig-
nation and submission, the immense majority of men will not see
the true path which is open before them; they still do not perceive
the action which history imposes on them. As before, they “fol-
low” and “submit”, lending their enormous energy to acts of war
and senseless destruction, instead of realizing that, under modern
conditions, their free creative activity would be crowned with suc-
cess. It will be necessary that the force of events, wars, calamities
of all sorts, abortive and repeated revolutions, occurring without
interruption, taking from them all possibility of living, finally will
open their eyes to the truth and will consecrate their energy to real
human action, free, constructive, and benevolent.

We must add, in passing, that in our time, the Revolution and
reaction will, in the consequences, inevitably be world-wide. More-

? Readers who wish to investigate the problem of modern economic evolu-
tion should consult especially the works of Jacques Duboin.
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other countries by a police barrier. Today our forces
are rallying here. And we consider it our first duty, our
most sacred task, to take up this work immediately
in our own land — at present the land of freedom ...
We must open new horizons for the laboring masses,
must help them in their quest.

Golos Truda saw the Revolution then as temporarily blocked in
an impasse, while the Russian masses were at rest, as if plunged in
awkward reflection. And there must be action, it contended, so that
this reflection would not remain sterile. The halt must be realized in
such a way that the new revolutionary wave would find the masses
further prepared, more conscious of the goals to be attained, the
tasks to be performed, the course to follow. Everything humanly
possible must be done so that the coming wave would not dissipate
itself again in a start without results.

“From this moment,” the editors averred, “we will point out the
means of getting out of this impasse — means of which the whole
periodical press, without exception, does not say a single word.”

In its second issue,®> the Anarcho-Syndicalist organ asked a
timely question:

“We are living in a critical period. The scales of the Revolution
are in motion — now slowly, now convulsively. They will continue
this movement for some time. Then they will stop. Will the Rus-
sian workers know, in opportune time, while their scales are still
oscillating, how to throw on their tray a new idea, a new principle
of organization, a new social basis? It is on this that much — if not
all — of the destiny and result of the Revolution depend.”

Confidence in the ability of the country’s masses to carry on ef-
fectively was voiced in an editorial headed “Questions of the Hour”,
in the third issue* of Golos Truda:

% Golos Truda, August 18, 1917.
4 August 25, 1917.
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pressed sufficiently clear ideas on the application of their own con-
ception”. In looking through the libertarian press of the period [in
Russia] (Golos Truda, Anarchy, Nabat, et cetera), one can see that
this literature abounded in clear and practical expositions of the
role and functioning of the workers’ organizations, as well as the
method of action which would, permit the latter, in! co-operation
with the peasants, to replace the destroyed capitalist and statist
mechanism.

What the Anarchists lacked in the Russian Revolution was not
clear and precise ideas, but, as we have said, institutions able, from
the start, to apply those ideas to life. And it was the Bolsheviks who,
to achieve their own plans, opposed the creation and the function-
ing of such institutions.

The [Anarchist] ideas, clear and exact, were formulated, the masses
were intuitively ready to understand them and to apply them with
the help of the revolutionaries, intellectuals, and specialists. The nec-
essary institutions were sketched out and could have \ been rapidly
oriented toward the true goal with the aid of the same elements. But
the Bolsheviki deliberately prevented the spreading of those ideas
and that enlightened assistance, and the activity of the [projected]
institutions. For they wanted action only for themselves and under
the form of political power.

This complex of facts, specific and incontestable, is basic for ;
anyone who seeks to understand the development and meaning of
the Russian Revolution. The reader will find in these pages numer-
ous examples — chosen from among thousands — bearing out 1 my
statements, point by point.

We come now to the other controversial issue mentioned — the
Constituent Assembly.

To continue the Revolution and transform it into a social revo-
lution, the Anarchists saw no utility in calling such an assembly,
an institution essentially political and bourgeois, cumbersome and
sterile, an institution which, by its very nature, placed itself “above
the social struggles” and concerned itself only, by means of dan-
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gerous compromises, with stopping the Revolution, and even sup-
pressing it if possible.

So the Anarchists tried to make known to the masses the use-
lessness of the Constituent Assembly, and the necessity of going
beyond it and replacing it at once with economic and social orga-
nizations, if they really wanted to begin a social revolution.

As seasoned politicians, the Bolsheviks hesitated to abandon the
Constituent Assembly frankly. (Its convocation, as we have seen,
occupied a prominent place on their programme before the seizure
of power). This hesitation had several reasons behind it: Onthe one
hand, the Bolsheviki did not see any inconvenience in having the
Revolution “stopped” at the stage where it was, provided they re-
mained masters of power. The Assembly could serve their interests
if, for example, its majority were Bolsheviks or if the Deputies ap-
proved their direction and their acts. On the other hand, the masses
were closely attached to [the idea of] the Assembly, and it was not
prudent to contradict them in the beginning. Finally, the Bolshe-
viks did not feel themselves strong enough to risk furnishing a
trump card to their enemies, who, recalling the formal promises
of the party before the seizure of power, could cry Treason! and
disturb the masses.

For, since the latter were not thoroughly curbed and subjugated,
their spirit was on guard, and their temper was very changeable;
the example of the Kerensky government still fresh in memory. Fi-
nally, the party decided on this solution: to proceed with the call-
ing of the Constituent Assembly, while supervising the elections
minutely and exerting maximum effort to make sure that the re-
sults were favourable to the Bolsheviki regime.

If the Assembly was pro-Bolshevik, or at least docile and with-
out real importance, it would be manoeuvred and used for the ends
of the government. If, however, the Assembly was not favourable
to Bolshevism, the leaders of the party would observe closely the
reactions of the masses, and dissolve the gathering on the first
favourable occasion. To be sure, the game was somewhat risky. But
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In several articles — and especially in its editorials — the pa-
per explained to the workers in a concrete manner, what the real
emancipating Revolution ought to be, according to the Anarcho-
Syndicalists.

Thus, in an editorial entitled “The impasses of the Revolution”,
in its initial issue,? Golos Truda, after reviewing the development
of that revolt and analyzing the crisis through which it passed in
August, 1917, declared that it conceived future revolutionary ac-
tion in a way which did not at all resemble that of the Socialist
writers. The organization for which it spoke, it said, was strongly
opposed to the “programs” and “tactics” of the various parties and
factions: Bolsheviks, Mensheviks, left Social Revolutionaries, right
Social Revolutionaries, et al.

If it had been possible [the editors declared] for us to
have raised our voice earlier, at the very beginning
of the Revolution, in the first days and weeks of its
free start, of its magnificent unfolding, and its ardent,
unlimited aspirations, we would have immediately,
from those first moments, proposed and defended
methods and actions absolutely different from those
preconceived by the Socialist parties. We are strongly
opposed to the “programs” and “tactics” of all these
parties and factions: Bolsheviks, Mensheviks, left
Social Revolutionaries, right Social Revolutionaries,
et cetera. We would have pointed out other goals for
the Revolution. And we would have suggested other
tasks for the toiling masses.

The long years of our work abroad were consecrated
to propaganda for an entirely different array of ideas
on the Social Revolution and its course. Alas, our
thought did not penetrate into Russia, separated from

? August 11, 1917.
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comparison to its activity and influence, those of the Propaganda
Union and its [new weekly] were of little importance. Slowly and
with difficulty the work progressed. There was hardly any place
for it in the factories of Petrograd. Everybody there followed the
Bolshevik Party, read its papers, saw only its interpretations. No
one paid attention to a wholly unknown organiza-tion, to “bizarre”
ideas that didn’t resemble at all those which were spoken and dis-
cussed elsewhere.

However, the Anarcho-Syndicalist Union quickly acquired a
certain influence. Soon it began to be listened to. Its meetings
rapidly succeeded in creating fairly strong groups in Petrograd
itself and its suburbs — in Kronstadt, Oboukhovo, Kolpin, et cetera.
The weekly was successful; its circulation kept increasing, even in
the provinces, despite all obstacles.

Under the existing conditions, the principal task of the Union
consisted of intensifying its propaganda, to make itself known, and
to attract the attention of the laboring masses to its ideas and its
attitude toward the other social tendencies. The burden of this task
fell mainly on its periodical, oral propaganda then being greatly
restricted because of lack of means.

Three periods can be discerned in this organization’s very short
life: 1. Before the October Revolution; 2. During this second revo-
lution; 3. After it.

In the first period, the Union fought simultaneously against the
government of the moment (Kerensky’s) and against the danger
of a political revolution (toward which everything seemed to con-
verge), and for a new social organization on a Syndicalist and liber-
tarian basis. Each number of Golos Truda contained clear and def-
inite articles on the way in which the Anarcho-Syndicalists con-
ceived the constructive tasks of the Revolution to come. Such, for
example, were a series of articles on the role of the factory com-
mittees; articles on the tasks of the Soviets, and others on how to
resolve the agrarian problem, on the new organization of produc-
tion, and on exchange.
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counting on its vast and profound popularity, and also on the lack
of power in the hands of the Assembly, which, moreover, was cer-
tain to compromise itself if it took a stand against Bolshevism, the
risk was accepted. The events which followed demonstrated that
the Bolshevik Party did not deceive itself.

Fundamentally, the promise of the Bolsheviks to call the Con-
stituent Assembly as soon as they assumed power, was to them,
only a demagogic formula. In their game, it was a card which might
win everything at one toss. If the Assembly validated their power,
their position would speedily and peculiarly be confirmed through-
out the country and abroad. If the contrary should be the case, they
felt that they had sufficient strength to be able to get rid of the As-
sembly without difficulty.
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Chapter 4. Some Reflections

Naturally the popular masses could not recognize all the sub-
tleties of these different interpretations. It was impossible for them
— even when they had made some contact with our ideas — to un-
derstand the real significance of the differences in question. The
Russian workers, of all the workers in the world, were the least fa-
miliar with political matters. They could not be aware either of the
machiavellianism or the danger of the Bolshevik interpretation.

I recall the desperate efforts with which I tried to warn the city
workers, in so far as it was possible, by word of mouth and by writ-
ing, of the imminent danger for the true Revolution in the event
that the masses let the Bolshevik Party intrench itself solidly in
power.

In vain I argued; the masses did not recognize the danger. How
many times did they object in words like these: “Comrade, we un-
derstand you well. And moreover, we are not foo confident. We
agree that it is necessary for us to be somewhat on guard, not to
believe blindly, and to maintain in ourselves a prudent distrust. But,
up to the present, the Bolsheviks have never betrayed us. They
march straightforwardly with us, they are our friends. And they
claim that once they are in power they can easily make our aspira-
tions triumph. That seems true to us. Then why should we reject
them? Let us help them win power, and we will see afterward”

Unheeded, I pointed out that the goals of the Social Revolution
could never be realized by means of political power. To doubting
listeners I repeated that once organized and armed, the Bolshe-
vik power, while admittedly as inevitably impotent as the others,
would be infinitely more dangerous for the workers and Wore dif-
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Chapter 4. The Unknown
Anarchist Press in the Russian
Revolution

We have quoted earlier some editorials from Golos Truda, organ
of the Union for Anarcho-Syndicalist Propaganda, showing the at-
titude of that organization toward the taking of power by the Bol-
sheviki, the peace of Brest-Litovsk, and the Constituent Assembly.

It is proper to supplement these with other quotations, which
will give the reader details of the various points of disagreement
between the Bolsheviks and the Anarchists, and [will be enlighten-
ing] on the position of the latter concerning the problems of the
Revolution, and finally, on the very spirit of the two conceptions.

The Anarchist press in Russia during the revolutionary period
being practically unknown! outside of that country, some of these
extracts will provide distinct revelations [for many who read them
in the following pages].

Golos Truda appeared first on August 11, 1917, five and a half
months after the outbreak of the Revolution, and therefore with
a long and irreparable delay. Nevertheless the comrades energet-
ically set to work. The task was hard, for the Bolshevik Party al-
ready had won over the great majority of the working masses. In

! Voline’s text in French reads “totally unknown outside of Russia”. The
word totally has been changed to practically above because some copies of Rus-
sian Anarchist publications did reach Russian 6migr£s in the United States in that
period, having been smuggled in by emissaries of the underground. Particularly,
specimens of such literature found their way to the headquarters of the Union of
Russian Workers in New York City.
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Skoropadsky,2 against Petlura, Denikin, Grigoriev, Wrangel, and
others. In these struggles it lost nearly all of its best militants.

Naturally it attracted the wrath of the “Communist” power, but
under the conditions existing in the Ukraine it was able to resist
repeated attacks [from that direction]. Its final and complete liqui-
dation by the Bolshevik authorities took place at the end of 1920,
several of its militants being shot without even the semblance of a
trial.

Apart from these three organizations of fairly large scope and
of more or less widespread activity, there existed others of lesser
importance. Almost everywhere in Russia, in 1917 and 1918, there
arose Anarchist groups, movements, and tendencies, generally of
slight import and ephemeral, but in places quite active — some inde-
pendent, others in co-operation with one of the three organizations
cited above.

Despite some divergencies in principle and tactics, all these
movements were in agreement on fundamentals, and performed,
to the limit of their strength and opportunities, their duty to
the Revolution and to Anarchism, and sowed among the la-
boring masses the seed of a really new social organization —
anti-authoritarian and federalist.

All eventually met with the same fate: brutal suppression by the
“Soviet” authority.

% In past centuries hetman was the title of the elected leader of the indepen-
dent Ukraine. Installed in power by the Germans, Skoropadsky appropriated this
title.
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ficult to defeat than they had been. But invariably those to whom
I talked replied in this wise:

“Comrade, it was we, the masses, who overthrew Tsarism. It was
we who overthrew the bourgeois government. And it is we who are
ready to overthrow Kerensky. So, if you are right, and if the Bolshe-
viki have the misfortune of betraying us, and of not keeping their
promises, we will overthrow them as we did the others. And then
we will march finally and only with our friends the Anarchists.”

Again in vain I pointed out that for various reasons, the Bol-
shevik State would be much more difficult to overthrow. But the
workers would not, or could not, believe me.

All this, however, is not at all astonishing when in countries fa-
miliar with political methods and where (as in France) they are
more or less disgusted with them, the labouring masses and even
the intellectuals, while wishing for the Revolution, are still unable
to understand that the installation in power of a political party,
even of the extreme left, and the building of a State, whatever its
label, will lead to the death of the Revolution. Could it be otherwise
in a country such as Russia, which never had had the slightest po-
litical experience?

Returning on their battleships from Petrograd to Kronstadt after
the victory of October, 1917, the revolutionary sailors soon began
discussing the danger that might result simply from the existence
of the Council of People’s Commissars in power. Some maintained,
notably, that this political sanhedrin was capable of some day be-
traying the principles of the October Revolution. But, on the whole,
the sailors, primarily impressed by its easy victory, declared while
brandishing their weapons: “In that case, since the cannons have
known how to take the Winter Palace, they will know how to take
Smolny also.” (The former Smolny Institute in Petrograd was the
first seat of the Bolshevik government, immediately after the vic-
tory.)

As we know, the political, statist, governmental idea had not yet
been discredited in the Russia of 1917. And it still has not been
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discredited in any other country. Time and other historical experi-
ences certainly are needed in order that the masses [everywhere],
enlightened at the same time by propaganda, will finally be made
entirely aware of the falsity, the vanity, the peril of the idea.

On the night of the famous day of October 25, I was on a street
in Petrograd. It was dark and quiet. In the distance a feW scattered
rifle shots could be heard. Suddenly an armoured car passed me at
full speed. From inside the car, a hand threw a packet of leaflets
which flew in all directions. I bent down and picked one up. It was
an announcement by the new government to “workers and peas-
ants” telling of the fall of the Kerensky government, and giving a
list of the “People’s Commissars” of the new regime, Lenin at the
head.

A complex sentiment of sadness, rage, and disgust, but also a sort
of ironic satisfaction, took hold of me. “Those imbeciles (if they are
not simply demagogic imposters, I thought) must imagine that thus
they have achieved the Social Revolution! Oh, well, they are going
to see ... And the masses are going to learn a good lesson!”

Who could have foreseen at that moment that only three years
and four months later, in 1921, on the glorious days of February
25 to 28, the workers of Petrograd would revolt against the new
“Communist” government? ’

There exists an opinion which has some support among Anar-
chists. It is maintained that, under the prevailing conditions [in
October, 1917], the Russian Anarchists, momentarily renouncing
their negation of politics, parties, demagogy, and power, should
have acted “like Bolsheviks”, that is to say, should have formed a
sort of political party and endeavoured to take power provisionally.
In that event, it is asserted, they could have “carried the masses”
with them, defeated the Bolsheviki, and seized power “to organize
Anarchism subsequently”.

I consider this reasoning fundamentally and dangerously false.

Even if the Anarchists, in such a contingency, had won the vic-
tory (which is exceedingly doubtful), that winning, bought at the

62

2. The Federation of Anarchist Groups of Moscow. — This was
a relatively large organization, which in 1917-18 carried on in-
tensive propaganda in Moscow and the provinces. It published a
daily paper, Anarchy, of Anarcho-Communist tendencies, and it,
too, established a libertarian publishing house. And it was sacked
by the “Soviet” government in April, 1918, though some remains
of that movement survived until 1921, when the last traces of the
former Federation were “liquidated” and the last of its militants
“suppressed”.

3. The Nabat Confederation of Anarchist Organizations of the
Ukraine.! — This important organization was created at the end
of 1918 in Ukrainia, where at this time the Bolsheviks had not yet
managed to impose their dictatorship. It distinguished itself every-
where by positive, concrete activity, proclaimed the necessity for
an immediate and direct struggle for non-authoritarian forms of
social structure, and worked to elaborate the practical elements.

Playing a significant role with its agitation and extremely ener-
getic propaganda, the Confederation aided greatly in the spreading
of libertarian ideas in the Ukraine. Its principal paper was Nabat. It
strove to create a unified Anarchist movement (based, theoretically,
on a sort of Anarchist “synthesis”) and to rally all the active Anar-
chist forces in Russia, without regard for [specific] tendency, into a
general organization. And it did unify nearly all of the Anarchist
groups in the Ukraine, incorporated some groups in Great Russia
— and tried to found a Pan-Russian Anarchist Confederation.

Also, developing its activity in the central coal-mining region,
the Confederation entered into close relations with the movement
of revolutionary partisans, peasants, and city workers, and with the
nucleus of this movement, the Makhnovtchina. It took active part
in the fighting against all forms of reaction: against the hetman

1 . . N
Nabat in Russian means Tocsin, or Alarm.
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Chapter 3. The Anarchist
Organizations

Participation of the Anarchists in the Revolution was not con-
fined to combatant activity. They also endeavored to spread among
the working masses their ideas about the immediate and progres-
sive construction of a non-authoritarian society, as an indispens-
able condition for achieving the desired result. To accomplish this
task, they created their libertarian organizations, set forth their
principles in full, put them into practice as much as possible, and
published and circulated their periodicals and literature.

We shall mention some of the most active Anarchist organiza-
tions at that time:

1. The Union for Anarcho-Syndicalist Propaganda, which bore
the name of Golos Truda, meaning The Voice of Labor. It had as its
object the dissemination of Anarcho-Syndicalist ideas among the
workers. This activity was carried on at first in Petrograd from the
summer of 1917 to the spring of 1918, and later, for some time, in
Moscow. That organization’s paper, also called Golos Truda, began
as a weekly and subsequently became a daily. And the organization
also founded an Anarcho-Syndicalist publishing house.

Immediately upon taking power, the Bolsheviks set about im-
peding, in all ways, this activity in general and the appearance of
that journal in particular. And finally, in 1918-19 the “Communist”
government Uquidated the Propaganda Union organization com-
pletely, and afterward the publishing house also. All the members
were either imprisoned or exiled.
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price of the “momentary” abandonment of the basic principle of
Anarchism, never could have led to the triumph of that principle.
Carried away by the force and logic of events, the Anarchists in
power — what nonsense! — could only have achieved a variety of
Bolshevism.

(I believe that the recent events in Spain and the position of cer-
tain Spanish Anarchists who accepted posts in the government I
thus throwing themselves into the void of “politics” and reducing
to nothing the real Anarchist action, confirms, to a large extent, my
point of view.)

If such a method could have achieved the result sought, if it were
possible to fight power with power, Anarchism would have no rea-
son to exist. “In principle” everybody is an “Anarchist” If the Com-
munists, the Socialists, et al, are not so in reality, it is precisely
because they believe it possible to arrive at a libertarian order by
way of politics and power. (I speak of sincere people). Therefore, if
one wants to suppress power by means of power and the “carried
away masses” one is a Communist, a Socialist, or anything you like,
but one is not an Anarchist. One is an Anarchist, specifically, be-
cause one holds it impossible to suppress power, authority, and the
State with the aid of power, authority, and the State (and the “car-
ried away masses”). Whenever one has recourse to such means —
even if only “momentarily” and with very good intentions — one
ceases to be an Anarchist, one renounces Anarchism, one rallies to
the Bolshevik principle.

The idea of seeking to carry the masses along with power is
contrary to Anarchism, which does not believe that man can ever
achieve his true emancipation by that method.

I recall, in this connection, a conversation with our widely
known comrade, Maria Spiridonova, animator of the left Social
Revolutionary Party, in 1919 or 1920 in Moscow. (At the risk of
her own life, she assassinated, in the old days, one of the most
ferocious satraps of the Tsar. She endured tortures, barely missed
death [by hanging], and remained imprisoned a long time. Freed
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by the Revolution of February, 1917, she joined the left Social
Revolutionaries and became one of their pillars. She was one of
the most sincere revolutionists, devoted, respected, esteemed.)

During our discussion. Maria Spiridonova told me that the left
Social Revolutionaries believed in power in a very restricted form;
a power reduced to a minimum, accordingly very weak, very hu-
mane, and especially very provisional. “Just the bare minimum, per-
mitting it, as quickly as possible, to weaken, to crumble, and to
disappear!”

“Don’t fool yourself;” I advised her. “Power is never a ball of
sand, which, when it is rolled, disintegrates. It is, on the contrary
a snowball, which, when rolled, increases in size. Once in power,
you would do like the others.”

And so would the Anarchists, I might add.

In the same connection, I remember another striking incident.

In 1919 I was active in the Ukraine. By that time the Russian
masses already were keenly disillusioned about Bolshevism. The
Anarchist propaganda in Ukrainia (where the Bolsheviks had not
yet totally suppressed it) had begun to achieve a lively success.

One night some Red soldiers, delegated by their regiments, came
to the seat of our Kharkov group and told us this: “Several units
of the garrison here are fed up with the Bolsheviks. They sympa-
thize with the Anarchists, and are ready to act. One of these nights
they could easily arrest the members of the Bolshevik government
of the Ukraine and proclaim an Anarchist government, which cer-
tainly would be better. Nobody would oppose it. Everybody has
had enough of the Bolshevik power. Therefore we ask the Anar-
chist Party to come to an agreement with us, to authorize us to act
in its name in preparing this action, to proceed to arrest the present
government, and to take power in its place, with our help. We put
ourselves completely at the disposition of the Anarchist Party”

Of course the misunderstanding was evident. The term “Anar-
chist Party” alone bore witness to it. These good soldiers had no
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the libertarian groups of the South were the only ones who fought
n the Makhnovist ranks against Denikin and Wrangel.

Here is a piquant detail: While in the South, the Anarchists, mo-
mentarily free to act, were heroically defending the Revolution, and
paying with their lives, the “Soviet” government, really saved by
this action, was furiously repressing the libertarian movement in
the rest of the country. And as the reader will see, as soon as the
danger in the South was ended, the repression also fell on the An-
archists in that region.

Likewise the Anarchists played a large part in the struggles
against Admiral Alexander Kolchak in Fastern Russia and in
Siberia, where they lost more militants and sympathizers.

Everywhere the partisan forces, including in their ranks a cer-
tain number of libertarians, did more of the job than the regular Red
Army, and everywhere the Anarchists defended the fundamental
principle of the Social Revolution: the independence and freedom
of action of the workers on the march toward their true emancipa-
tion.
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Constituent Assembly, and that when the latter became an obstacle
to the Revolution, as they had foreseen and predicted, I they took
the first step towards its dissolution. Subsequently they I fought
with an energy and self-abnegation recognized even by their oppo-
nents, on all the fronts against the repeated offensives of reaction.
In the defense of Petrograd against General Lavr G. Kornilov (Au-
gust, 1917), in the fight against General Kaledin in the South (1918),
and elsewhere, the Anarchists played a distin- a guished role.

Numerous detachments of partisans, large and small, formed by
the Anarchists or led by them (the detachments of Mokrusov, Tch-
erniak, Maria Nikiforova, and others, without speaking for the mo-
ment of Makhno’s partisan Army), and including in their ranks a
great number of libertarians, fought in the South without j a rest
from 1918 to 1920 against the reactionary armies. And isolated An-
archists were on all the fronts as simple combatants, lost among
the mass of worker and peasant insurgents.

In places, the Anarchist strength quickly grew. But Anarchism
lost many of its best forces in that fearful fighting. This sublime
sacrifice, which contributed powerfully to the final victory of the
Revolution, materially weakened the libertarian movement in Rus-
sia, then scarcely formed. And unfortunately, its forces being em-
ployed on the various fronts against the counter-revolution, the
rest of the country was deprived of them. Meanwhile Anarchist
activity and propaganda suffered notably.

In 1919 especially, the counter-revolution led by General
Denikin, and later by General Wrangel, made still greater inroads
into libertarian ranks. For it was primarily the libertarians who
contributed to the defeat of the “White” Army. The latter was
put to flight not by the Red Army in the North, but rather in
the South, in the Ukraine, by the insurgent peasant mass, whose
principal force was the partisan Army called Makhnovist, which
was strongly impregnated with libertarian ideas and led by the
Anarchist, Nestor Makhno. And as for revolutionary organizations,
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idea of what Anarchism really meant. They may have heard it spo-
ken of vaguely or attended some meeting.

But the fact was there. Two alternative solutions were available
to us: either to take advantage of this misunderstanding, have the
Bolshevik government arrested, and “take power” in the Ukraine;
or explain to the soldiers their mistake, give them an understanding
of the fundamental nature of Anarchism, and renounce the adven-
ture.

Naturally we chose the second solution. And for two hours I set
forth our viewpoint to the regimental delegates.

“If” 1 said to them, “the vast masses of Russia arise in a new rev-
olution, frankly abandoning the Government and conscious that
they need not replace it with another to organize their life on a new
basis, that would be the proper, the true Revolution, and all the An-
archists would march with the masses. But if we — a group of men
— arrest the Bolshevik government to put ourselves in their place,
nothing basic is changed. And subsequently, carried along by the
very same system, we could not do any better! than the Bolsheviki.”

Finally the soldiers understood my explanations, and left swear-
ing to work henceforth for the true Revolution and the Anarchist
idea.

What is inconceivable is that there exist in our day “Anarchists”
— and not a few of them — who still reproach me because we did
not “take power” at that time. According to them, we should have
gone ahead and arrested the Bolshevik government and installed
ourselves in their place. They maintain that we lost a good oppor-
tunity to realize our ideas — with the help of power. But that would
have been contrary to our principles.

How many times have I said to an audience, in the midst of the
Revolution: “Never forget that no one can do anything for you, in
your place, above you. The ‘best’ government can only become
bankrupt. And if someday you learn that I, Voline, tempted by
politics and authoritarianism, have accepted a governmental post,
have become a ‘commissar’, a ‘minister’, or something similar, two
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weeks later, comrades, you may shoot me with an easy conscience,
knowing that I have betrayed the truth, the true cause, and the
true Revolution.”
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and specifically, did not allow either the Anarchists or the masses
the time in which to overcome these retardations.

In Petrograd, it was again the sailors from Kronstadt, who, com-
ing to the capital for the decisive struggle in October, played a
particularly notable part. And among them were numerous Anar-
chists.

In Moscow, the most perilous and critical tasks during the hard
fighting in October, fell upon the famous Dvintsi (the Dvinsk reg-
iment). Under Kerensky, this whole regiment was imprisoned for
refusal to take part in the offensive on the Austro-German front in
June, 1917. It was always the Dvintsi who acted when it was neces-
sary to dislodge the “Whites” (the Kadets, as they were known in
that period) from the Kremlin, from the “Metropole”, or from other
sections of Moscow, and in the most dangerous places. When the
Kadets, reinforced, resumed the offensive, it was always the Dvintsi
who exerted themselves to the utmost to defeat them, during the
ten days of struggle. All of [the Dvintsi] called themselves Anar-
chists, and marched under the command of two old libertarians,
Gratchov and Fedotov.

The Anarchist Federation of Moscow, with a part of the Dvinsk
regiment, marched first, in order of combat, against the forces of
the Kerensky government. The workers of Presnia, of Sokolniki, of
Zamoskvoretchia, and other districts of Moscow, went into battle
with libertarian groups in the vanguard. Presnia’s workers lost a
fighter of great valor: Nikitin, an Anarchist worker, invariably in
the front rank, was mortally wounded toward the end of the battle,
in the center of the city. Several dozen other Anarchist workers
also lost their lives in these struggles and lie in the common grave
in Red Square in Moscow.

After the October Revolution, the Anarchists, despite the diver-
gence of ideas and methods which separated them from the new
“Communist” power, continued to serve the cause of the Revolu-
tion with the same perseverance and devotion. We should remem-
ber that they were the only ones who rejected the principle of the
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During the summer of 1917 they supported, both by word and
action, the agrarian movements of the peasants. They also stood
with the workers when, long before the October coup, the latter
took over industrial enterprises in various places and tried to or-
ganize production on a basis of autonomy and workers’ collec- f
tivity.

The Anarchists fought in the front ranks of the workers’ and
sailors’ movement of Kronstadt and Petrograd on July 3, 4, and 5.
In Petrograd they set an example by taking over the printing houses
in order that workers’ and revolutionary journals should appear.

When, in that summer, the Bolsheviki displayed towards the
bourgeoisie a more audacious attitude than the other political par-
ties, the Anarchists approved this, and considered it their revolu-
tionary duty to combat the lies of bourgeois and Socialist govern-
ments which called Lenin and the other Bolsheviks “agents of the
German government”.

The Anarchists also fought in the advance guard in Petrograd,
Moscow, and elsewhere, in October, 1917, against the Kerensky
coalition government [the fourth provisional regime]. It of course
goes without saying that they marched, not in the name of any
other power, but exclusively in the name of the conquest by the
masses of their right to construct, on truly new bases, their own
economic and social life. For many reasons which the reader knows,
that idea was not put into practice, but the Anarchists fought, and
to the end, alone for this just cause.

If, in this regard, there are grounds for reproaching them, it is
only because they did not take time to reach an agreement among
themselves and did not present, to a satisfactory degree, the ele-
ments of a free organization among the masses. But we know that
they had to take account of their small numbers, their exceedingly
slow concentration, and especially, of the absence of all Syndical-
ist and libertarian education of the masses themselves. Time was
needed to remedy this situation. But the Bolsheviks, deliberately
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Chapter 1. The Bolsheviks in
Power; Differences Between
the Bolsheviks and the
Anarchists

Struggle between the two concepts of the Social-Revolution —
the statist-centralist and the libertarian-federalist ideas -was un-
equal in the Russia of 1917. The statist conception won, and the
Bolshevik government took over the vacant throne. Lenin was its
undisputed leader. And to him and his party fell the task of liqui-
dating the war, facing up to all the problems of the Revolution, and
leading it onto the course of the real Social Revolution.

Having the upper hand, the political idea was going to prove
itself. We shall see how it did this.

The new Bolshevik regime was in fact a government of intellec-
tuals, of Marxist doctrinaires. Installed in power, claiming to rep-
resent the workers, and to be the only group that knew the correct
way to lead them to Socialism, they expected to govern, above all,
by decrees and laws which the labouring masses would be obliged
to sanction and apply.

In the beginning that regime and its chief, Lenin, gave the ap-
pearance of being the faithful servants of the will of the working
people; and of justifying, in any case, their decisions, pronounce-
ments, and activities before the workers. Thus, for example, all the
Bolsheviki’s initial measures, notably the decree remitting the land
to the peasants (October 26) and the first official step toward imme-
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In Russia the Anarchists have always been the only ones who
spread among the masses the idea of the true, popular, integral,
emancipating Social Revolution.

The Revolution of 1905, with the exception of the Anarchist
component, marched under such slogans as “democracy” (bour-
geois), “Down with Tsarism!”, “Long live the democratic Republic!”.
Bolshevism itself did not go farther at that time. Anarchism was
then the only doctrine which went to the root of the problem and
warned the masses of the danger of a political solution.

As weak as the libertarian forces were then, in comparison to
the democratic parties, the [Anarchist] idea already had gathered
around it a little group of workers and intellectuals who protested,
here and there, against the snare of “democracy”. True, their voices
were sounding in the desert. But that did not discourage them. And
soon a few sympathisers and a movement of sorts grew up around
them.

The Revolution of 1917 grew and spread, in the beginning, like
a flood. It was difficult to foresee its limits. Having overthrown ab-
solutism, the people “made their entry into the arena of historical
action”.

In vain did the political parties try to stabilize their positions I
and adapt themselves to the revolutionary movement. Steadily I
the working people went forward against their enemies, leaving
I behind them, one after another, the different parties with their I
“programs”. The Bolsheviks themselves — who formed the best I or-
ganized party, the most ardent and determined aspirant to power I
— were obliged to alter their slogans repeatedly to be able to follow
I the rapid development of events, and of the masses. (Remember I
their first slogans: “Long live the Constituent Assembly!” and “Long
live workers’ control of production!”

As in 1905 the Anarchists were, in 1917, the only defenders I
of the true and integral Social Revolution. They held constantly to
their course, despite their restricted numbers, their financial weak-
ness, and their lack of organization.
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their numbers increased rapidly, despite the heavy sacrifices in
men, which were inflicted on them by events.

In the course of the Revolution the activity of the Anarchists ex-
ercised a strong influence. It had marked effects in the first place,
because they were the only ones who opposed a new concept of the
Social Revolution to the thesis and action of the Bolshevists, more
or less discredited in the eyes of the masses — and then, because
they [the Anarchists] propagated and defended that concept, to the
extent of their strength and despite inhuman persecution, with a
disinterested and sublime devotion to the end, until a time when
the overwhelming numbers, frenzied demagogy, knavery, and un-
precedented violence of their adversaries forced them to succumb.

We should not be at all astonished by this [initial] success nor
by its non-fulfilment. On the one hand, thanks to their integrated
courageous, and self-sacrificing attitude, thanks also to their con-
stant presence and action in the midst of the masses, and not in the
“ministries” or bureaux; and thanks, finally, to the striking vitality
of their ideas in the face of the practice of the Bolsheviki, which
soon became questionable, the Anarchists found — in every area
where they could act — friends and adherents. (One has the right
to suppose that if the Bolsheviks, fully aware of the danger that
this success represented to them, had not put an end, immediately,
to the activity and propaganda of the libertarians, the Revolution
might have taken a different turn and led to different results).

But on the other hand, their retardation in relation to events, the
greatly restricted number of their militants capable of carrying on
an extensive oral and written propaganda in an immense country,
the lack of preparation of the masses, the generally unfavourable
conditions, the persecutions, and the considerable loss in men — all
these circumstances limited drastically the extent and continuity of
the Anarchists’ work, and facilitated the repressive action by the
Bolshevik regime.

Let us go on to the facts.
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diate peace (decree of October 28) were adopted by the Congress of
Soviets, which gave the Government its approval. Moreover, Lenin
knew in advance that these laws would be received with satisfac-
tion by both the people and the revolutionary circles. Fundamen-
tally, they did nothing but sanction the existing state of affairs.

The same Lenin considered it necessary to justify before the ex-
ecutive committee of the Soviets the dissolution of the Constituent
Assembly, which occurred in January, 1918. This « action of the
October Revolution deserves to be described in detail.

As the reader already knows, the Anarchists, in keeping with
their whole social and revolutionary conception, were opposed to
the convocation of the Assembly. Here are the terms in which they
developed their point of view on that issue in Golos Truda, [official
organ of the Union for Anarchist Propaganda in Petrograd], No. 19,
November 18/De-cember 1, 1917:

Comrade — workers, peasants, soldiers, sailors, and all
toilers:

We are in the midst of the election for the Constituent
Assembly. It is very probable that this will soon meet
and begin to sit.

All the political parties-including the Bolsheviks-put
the ultimate fate of the Revolution in the hands of this
central organization.

In this situation we have the duty to put you on guard
against two eventual dangers:

First danger: The Bolsheviki will not have a strong ma-
jority in the Constituent Assembly (or may even be in
a minority).

In that case, the Assembly will comprise a useless,
motley, socialo-bourgeois political institution. It will
be an absurd talking shop like the “State Conference”
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in Moscow, the “Democratic Conference” in Petro-
grad, the “Provisional Council of the Republic,” et
cetera. It will become involved in empty discussions
and disputes. It will hold back the real revolution.

If we do not want to exaggerate this danger, it is only
because we hope that in this case the masses will once
again know how to save the Revolution, with weapons
in hand, and will push it forward on the right road.

But in relation to this danger we should point out
that the masses have no need of a hullabaloo of this
type, and ought to get rid of it. Why waste energy and
money to create and maintain an inept institution?
(While waiting, the workers’ Revolution will stop
once again!) What would be the good of sacrificing
more strength and blood only to combat later “this
stupid and sterile institution” in order to “save the
Revolution” (how many times again?) and get it out
of “a dead end”? That strength and those efforts
could be employed to the greater advantage of the
Revolution, the people, and the whole country at
large, in organizing the labouring masses in a direct
way and from the very bottom, alike in the villages,
the cities, and in the various enterprises, uniting the
[resultant] organizations from below, into communes
and federations of free villages and cities, in a direct
and natural manner. All that would need to be done
on the basis of work and not of politics nor of member-
ship in this or that party — and this would lead later
to regional unification. Likewise that strength and
those efforts could and should be employed in orga-
nizing immediately and energetically the supplying of
enterprises with raw materials and fuel, in improving
means of communication, in organizing exchange

(Certain admissions and truths that the press was obliged to pub-
lish during the events in Spain [the civil war there], as well as cer-
tain other facts more or less well known already have produced a
salutary effect and helped the libertarian idea to gain ground).

As for the Russian Revolution, the attitude of the Bolshevik gov-
ernment with regard to the Anarchists surpassed by far, in decep-
tion, slander, and repression, that of all other former and present
governments. The role that the libertarian concept played in the
Revolution and the fate that it met there will eventually be widely
known, despite the customary stifling. For a fairly long period, that
role was considerable.

The revelations, which have been accumulating, bit by bit, not
only throw a new light on past and current events but also a bright
light on the course to be followed. And they permit one to fore-
see and better understand certain important phenomena which,
beyond any doubt, will occur in the course of happenings in the
near future.

For all these reasons the reader has the right — and even the
duty — to understand the facts which will be disclosed here. What
was the activity of the Anarchists in the Russian Revolution? What
exactly was their role and their fate? What was the real “weight”
and what was the destiny of “this other idea of the Revolution” rep-
resented and defended by the Anarchists? Our study will answer
these questions at the same time as it gives indispensable details
about the true role, the activity, and the system of Bolshevism. We
hope that this presentation will help the reader to orient himself in
relation to serious current and future events.

Despite their irreparable retardation and their extreme weak-
ness, despite also all sorts of obstacles and difficulties, and finally,
notwithstanding the sweeping and implacable repression of which
they were the object, the Anarchists were able, here and there, and
especially after October, 1917, to win lively and profound sympa-
thy. Their ideas achieved prompt success in certain regions. And
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philosophers”, or “extravagants”, whose ideas are dangerously in-
terpreted by their “followers”, and as “mystics”, whose ideas, even
if they are beautiful, have nothing in common with real life, nor
with men as they are. (It is claimed, on the bourgeois side, that the
capitalist system is stable and “real”, and on the Socialist side, that
the authoritarian Socialist idea is not Utopian — this in spite of the
inextricable chaos and enormous social calamities, accumulated for
centuries by the first, and in spite of the memorable bankruptcies
“achieved” in a half century of application by the second).

Very often they simply seek to ridicule the [Anarchist] idea. po
they not try to make the ignorant masses believe that Anarchism
is a system “renouncing all society and all organization”, according
to vvhich “everybody can do what he likes”? Do they not say to the
public that anarchy is synonymous with disorder, and this in the
face of the real and inconceivable chaos of all the non-Anarchist
systems that have been tried up to now?

That policy towards Anarchism, due primarily to its integrity
and the impossibility of taming it (a technique which has worked
very well with Socialism), in view of its refraining from all “politi-
cal” activity, bears its own fruits: a mistrust, even a fear and general
hostility — or at least indifference, ignorance, and ingrained incom-
prehension — which spring up wherever it appears. This situation
long rendered it isolated and impotent. But for some time, slowly,
and owing to the force of events and propaganda, public opinion
has evolved in relation to Anarchism and Anarchists. The decep-
tion is beginning to be recognized. Perhaps the day is not far off
when the vast masses, having understood the Anarchist idea, will
turn against the “deceivers” (I had almost written “hangmen”) by
taking an increased interest in the martyred idea and following a
natural psychological reaction.

! The words in French are bourreurs and bourreaux — one of Voline’s rare
puns. — Translator’s note.
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and the entire new economy in general and, finally,
in carrying on a direct fight against the remains of
reaction, especially against the gravely threatening
movement of Kaledin in the central region.

Second danger: The Bolsheviki will have a strong major-
ity in the Constituent Assembly.

In such an event, having easily succeeded in overcom-
ing the “opposition” and wiping it out without diffi-
culty, they will become, in a firm and solid manner,
the legal masters of the country and of the whole sit-
uation — and masters manifestly recognized by “the
majority of the population” That is precisely what the
Bolsheviks want to obtain from the Constituent As-
sembly. That is what they need — that the Assembly
consolidate and “legalize” their power.

Comrades, this danger is much more important, much
more serious than the first. Be on your guard!

Once their power is consolidated and “legalized,” the
Bolsheviks — who are Social Democrats, that is, men
of centralist and authoritarian action — will begin to
re-arrange the life of the country and of the people by
governmental and dictatorial methods, imposed by the
centre. Their seat in Petrograd will dictate the will of
the party to all Russia, and command the whole nation.
Your Soviets and your other local organizations will be-
come, little by little, simply executive organs of the will
of the central government. In place of healthy, construc-
tive work by the labouring masses, in place of free uni-
fication from the bottom, we will see the installation
of an authoritarian and statist apparatus which would
act from above and set about wiping out everything
that stood in its way with an iron hand. The Soviets
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and other organizations will have to obey and do its
will. That will be called “discipline.” Too bad for those
who are not in agreement with the central power and
who do not consider it correct to obey it! Strong by rea-
son of the “general approbation” of the populace, that
power will force them to submit.

Be on guard, comrades!
Watch carefully and remember.

The more the success of the Bolsheviks becomes
established, and the firmer their situation, the more
their action will take on an authoritarian aspect, and
the more clear-cut will be their consolidation and
defense of their political power. They will begin to
give more and more categorical orders to the Soviets
and other local organizations. They will put into effect
from above their own policies without hesitating to
use armed force in case of resistance.

The more their success is upheld, the more that dan-
ger will exist, for the actions of the Bolsheviks will
become all the more secure and certain. Each new suc-
cess will turn their heads further. Every additional day
of achievement by Lenin’s party will mean increasing
peril to the Revolution.

Furthermore, you can already see this now.

Study carefully the latest orders and plans of the
new authority. You can already now clearly see the
tendency of the Bolshevik leaders to arrange the
lives of the people in a political and authoritarian
manner, by means of a center which imposes itself on
them. You can already see them give formal orders to
the country. You can already see that those leaders
understand the slogan “Power to the Soviets” to

cial Revolutionaries in a very restricted way. Their resistance was
quickly broken, and they did not create any great echo in Russia.

Resistance of the Anarchists, however, was in places much
farther-reaching, despite a swift and terrible repression. Having
as its goal the realization of the other idea of the Revolution, and
having taken everywhere, in the course of events, an important
place, this struggle and its vicissitudes merit the reader’s full
attention.

We must add that, deliberately distorted and later suppressed
by the Bolsheviks, on the one hand, and by-passed by subsequent
events on the other, this epic has remained unknown (except in in-
terested circles), not only by the public at large but even by those
who have more or less studied the Russian Revolution. Despite its
importance, it remains outside of their investigations and their doc-
umentation. Rarely in the course of human history has an idea been
so disfigured and slandered as Anarchism has been.

Generally, too, they are not even concerned with Anarchism.
They exclusively attack “Anarchists”, considered by all govern-
ments as “No. 1 Public Enemies”, and everywhere presented in
an exceptionally unfavourable manner. In the best cases, they
are accused of being madmen, “plain crazy”, or “half-crazy”.
More often they are portrayed as “bandits”, “criminals”, senseless
terrorists, indiscriminate bomb-throwers. To be sure, there have
been, and are, terrorists among the Anarchists, as there are
among the followers of other political and social organizations
and tendencies. But, precisely because they regard the Anarchist
idea as being too seductive and dangerous to tolerate the masses
becoming interested in it and understanding it, the governments of
all countries and of all shades of opinion take advantage of certain
acts of violence committed by Anarchist terrorists to compromise
that idea itself, and they smear not only those terrorists but also
all the militants, whatever their methods.

As for the Anarchist thinkers and theoreticians, they arc treated
most frequently as “Utopians”, “irresponsible dreamers”, “abstract
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up in the ranks of the left Social Revolutionaries and among the
Anarchists.

This rebellion of the left Social Revolutionary Party was that 0f a
rival political and statist party. Its differences with the Communist
Party and its disillusionment because of the disastrous results of
the Bolshevik Revolution finally compelled it to oppose the Bolshe-
viks. Forced to leave the government in which it had collaborated
for some time with [Lenin’s party], it launched an increasingly vio-
lent struggle against it. Anti-Bolshevik propaganda, attempted up-
risings, and terrorist acts were used.

The left Social Revolutionaries participated in the famous assassi-
nation in Leontievsky Alley. And they organized the assassination
of the German General Eichhorn in the Ukraine and of the Ger-
man Ambassador Mirbach in Moscow — two violent demonstra-
tions against the dealings of the Bolshevik government with that
of Germany. Later they inspired some local uprisings, which were
quickly put down. In that struggle they sacrificed some of their best
forces.

Their leaders, Maria Spiridonova, B. Kamkov, A. A. Kareline, and
others, as well as certain anonymous militants, behaved with much
courage ia these occurrences. However, if the left Social Revolution-
aries had achieved power, their actions inevitably would have been
exactly like those of the Bolshevik Party. The same political system
inescapably would have led to the same results.

Fundamentally, the left Social Revolutionaries rose up primarily
against the hegemony and the monopoly of the Communist Party.
They claimed that if power were shared equally by two or more
parties, instead of being monopolized by a single one, everything
would be for the best. In the nature of things, this was a distinct
error.

The active elements of the laboring masses, who, having under-
stood the reasons for the bankruptcy of Bolshevism, attempted a
battle against it, knew this well. They only supported the left So-
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mean power for the central authority in Petrograd,
an authority to which the Soviets and other local
organizations must be subjugated as simple executive
organs.

This is happening now, when the Bolshevik leaders still
feel strongly dependent on the masses and are obvi-
ously afraid of provoking disillusionment; it is happen-
ing now, when their success is not yet totally guaran-
teed and still depends completely on the attitude of the
masses toward them.

What will happen when their success becomes a fait
accompli and the masses accept them with enthusias-
tic and firm confidence?

Comrade workers, peasants and soldiers!
Don’t ever lose sight of this danger!

Be ready to defend the real Revolution and the real
freedom of your organizations and your action, wher-
ever you are, against the violence and the yoke of the
new Authority, the new Master: the centralized State
and the new imposters: the heads of the political par-
ties.

Be ready to act in such a way as to turn the success of
the Bolsheviks — if these successes transform them to
imposters — into their graves.

Be ready to resuce the Revolution from a new prison.

Don’t forget that only you may and can construct and
create your I new life by means of your free local orga-
nizations and their federations, j If not, you will never
see it. The Bolsheviks often tell you the same thing. All
the better, naturally, if in the final analysis, they act ac-
cording to what they say.
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But comrades, all new masters, whose position de-
pends on the sympathy and the confidence of the
masses, speak sweetly in the beginning. In the first
days, Kerensky also had a honeyed voice; the heart of
gall is revealed later.

Observe and take note, not of words and speeches but
of gestures and acts. And as soon as you discover the
slightest contradiction between what these people tell
you and what they do, be on guard!

Don’t trust in words, comrades. Trust only in deeds!

Don’t trust the Constituent Assembly, the parties, or
the leaders. Have confidence only in yourselves and in
the Revolution. Only yourselves — that is, your local
grass-root organizations, organizations of the workers
and not of the parties, and then your direct and natural
unification (along regional lines) — only vow can be
the builders and the masters of the new life, and not
the Constituent Assembly, not a central government,
not the parties nor the leaders!

And in an editorial headed “Instead of a Constituent Assembly,”
in the following issue of Golos Truda (No. 21, December 2/15, 1917),
the anarchists said:

It is well known that we Anarchists repudiate the Con-
stituent Assembly, considering it not only useless, but
frankly harmful to the use 0f the Revolution. However,
only a few are yet aware of the reasons for our point
of view. And what is essential is not the fact that we
oppose the Assembly, but the reasons which lead us to
do so. But it is not through caprice, obstinacy, or the
spirit of contradiction that we reject that Assembly.
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the Government which expropriated the works, factories, mines
— in short, all the means of production, communication, and ex-
change. And finally, it was the Government which became the sole
master of the nation’s press and of all other means of spreading ideas.
All publications, all printed matter in the Union of Soviet Social-
ist Republics — including even visiting cards — are produced, or at
least rigorously controlled, by the State.

In short, the State — therefore the [Bolshevik] government
finally became the only repository of all truths [in the Russian
domain], the sole proprietor of all material and spiritual goods
therein, and the sole initiator, organizer, and animator of the
whole life of the country, in all of its ramifications.

The 150,000,000 “inhabitants” were progressively transformed
into simple fulfillers of the Government’s orders, into veritabte
slaves of the Government and its innumerable agents. “Workers,
obey your leaders!”

All the economic, social, and other organizations, without excep-
tion, beginning with the Soviets and ending with the smallest-cells,
became the simple administrative organs of the State enterprise,
[forming in effect] a sort of “exploiting corporation of the State™
organs wholly subordinated to its “central administrative council”
(the Government), supervised closely by agents of the latter (the
official and secret police) and deprived of all semblance of inde-

pendence.
The authentic detailed history of this evolution, completed
twelve years ago — an extraordinary history, unique in the

world-would require a volume in itself. We will return to it later
in these pages to give some indispensable details.

The reader already knows that the stifling of the Revolution,
with its disastrous logical consequences, inevitably incited a reac-
tion more and more intense, and sustained by the elements on the
left, who did not envisage the Revolution in the same way [as the
Bolsheviki] and drew themselves up to defend it and enable it to
progress. The most important of these refractory movements grew
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That accomplished, the “masters” cling to power, despite their in-
capacity, their inadequacy, their incompetency. They believe them-
selves, on the contrary, the only bearers of the Revolution. “Lenin
(or Stalin), like Hitler, is always right”... “Workers, obey your lead-
ers! They know what they are doing and they are working for
you”... “Proletarians of all countries, unite!” (“so we can command
you better”.) But this latter part of the slogan is never uttered aloud
by the “genial leaders” of the “workers’ parties”.

Thus, inch by inch, the rulers become the absolute masters of the
country. They create privileged classes on which they base them-
selves. They organize forces capable of sustaining them, and defend
themselves fiercely against all opposition, all contradiction, all in-
dependent initiative. Monopolizing everything, they take over the
whole life and activity of the country. And having no other way of
acting, they oppress, subjugate, enslave, exploit. They repress all
resistance. They persecute and wipe out, in the name of the Revo-
lution, everyone who will not bend to their will.

To justify themselves, they lie, deceive, slander.

To stifle the truth, they are brutal. They fill the prisons and places
of exile; they torture, kill, execute, assassinate.

That is what happened, exactly and inevitably, to the Russian
Revolution.

Once well established in power, having organized its bureau-
cracy, its Army, its police, having found the money and built a
new State called “Workers’”, the Bolshevik government, absolute
master, took into its own hands completely the fate of the Rev-
olution. Progressively — to the extent that it increased its forces
of demagogic propaganda, coercion, and repression — the Govern-
ment nationalized and monopolized everything, including speech and
thought.

It was the State — and therefore the Government — which took
possession of the soil, of all the lands. It became the true landlord.
The peasants, as a mass, were little by little transformed, first into
State farmers, and later, as will be seen, into veritable serfs. It was
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Moreover, we do not confine ourselves to “purely and
simply” rejecting it; we arrive at that rejection in a per-
fectly logical way. We believe, in fact, that in a time of
social revolution, what is important for the workers is
for them to organize their new life themselves, from
the bottom, and with the help of their immediate eco-
nomic organizations, and not from above, by means of
an authoritarian political centre.

We reject the Constituent Assembly, and we offer in
its place an entirely different “constituent” institution
— an organization of labour unified from below in a
natural manner. We spurn the Assembly because we
propose something else. And we don’t want this other
thing to be threatened by the Constituent Assembly.

While the Bolsheviks recognize, on the one hand, the
direct class organization of the workers (in Soviets,
etc.) on the other hand they preserve the Constituent
Assembly, that inept and useless organization. We
consider this duality contradictory, harmful, and
exceedingly dangerous. It is the inevitable result of
the fact that the Bolsheviks, as true Social Democrats,
are generally mixed up in questions of “politics” and
“economics,” “authority” and “non-authority,” “party”
and “class” They dare not renounce the dead preju-
dices definitively and completely, for that would be
like throwing themselves into water without knowing
how to swim.

To get involved in contradictions is inevitable for
people who, during a proletarian revolution, consider
their principal task to be the organizing of power.
To oppose this “organization of power” we would
substitute for it “the organization of the Revolution.”

75



“The organization of power” leads logically to the Con-
stituent Assembly. “The organization of the Revolu-
tion” leads, also logically, to another building, where
there simply would be no room for that Assembly, and
where it would be strictly in the way. That is why we
oppose the Constituent Assembly.

The Bolsheviks preferred to convoke the Assembly, having de-
cided in advance to dominate it or dissolve it if its majority was
not Bolshevist — a possibility under the circumstances of the mo-
ment.

So that assemblage was called together on January i§ 1918.
Despite all the efforts of the Bolshevik Party, in power for three
months, the majority of the Constituent Assembly turned out to be
anti-Bolshevik. This development fully confirmed the expectations
of the Anarchists. “If the workers,” they said, “tranquilly pursue
their work of economic and social construction, without paying
attention to political comedies, the great majority of the people
will finally follow them, without any ceremony. And meanwhile
they have on their backs this unnecessary worry.”

Nevertheless, and despite the utter uselessness of this Asl sem-
bly, the “work” of which was pursued in an atmosphere of dismal
and general indifference (everyone felt, in fact, the weakness and
futility of that institution), the Bolshevik gov — ernment hesitated
to end its existence.

It required the almost fortuitous intervention of an Anarchist
finally to dissolve the Constituent Assembly. That is another little
known historical fact.

Fate decided that an Anarchist sailor from Kronstadt, by I name
Anatol Jelezniakov, be appointed by the Bolshevik regime as com-
mander of the detachment of guards in the Tauride Palace, where
the 707 delegates to the Assembly met.!

! Asin many other circumstances, the Bolsheviks tried, for a long time, to
distort the facts concerning Jelezniakov. They claimed, in their press, that he had
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slope. [Here] is the abyss. The Revolution has had its day. Reaction
is triumphant — hideously painted, arrogant, brutal, bestial.

Those who have not yet understood these truths and their impla-
cable logic have understood nothing about the Russian Revolution.
And that is why all these blind men, the “Leninists”, the “Trotsky-
ists”, and all their kind are incapable of explaining plausibly the
bankruptcy of the Russian Revolution and of Bolshevism — the
bankruptcy which they are forced to admit. (We are not speaking
here of the Western “Communists”. They want . to remain blind).

Having understood nothing about the Russian Revolution, * hav-
ing learned nothing from it, they are ready to repeat the same se-
quence of evil errors: political party, conquest of power, govern-
ment (“workers and peasants™!), State (“Socialists”), Dictatorship
(“of the Proletariat”) — stupid platitudes, criminal contradictions,
disgusting nonsense! It will be unfortunate for the next revolution
if it re-animates these stinking corpses, if again it succeeds in drag-
ging the labouring masses into this macabre game. It can only give
rise to other Hitlers which grow in the decay of its ruins. And once
more “its light will go out for the world”.

Let us recapitulate the elements of the situation here:

The “revolutionary” government (“Socialist” or “Communist”) is
inaugurated. Naturally it wants full and complete power for -Iitself.
It is a command. (Otherwise what purpose has it?)

It is only a question of time until the first disagreement between
the governors and the governed will arise. This disagreement crops
up all the more inevitably inasmuch as a government, whatever it
may be, is impotent to solve the problems of a great revolution, yet
in spite of this, it wants to be right in everything, monopolize ev-
erything, retain for itself the initiative, the truth, and responsibility
of action. This disagreement is always turned to the advantage of
the rulers, who quickly learn to impose their authority by various
means. And subsequently all initiative passes inevitably to these
rulers, who become, little by little, the masters of the governed.
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olutionaries and the simple workers guilty of wanting to raise the
banner of the Social Revolution again.

Acting thus, fundamentally impotent, strong only through ter-
ror, it is obliged to conceal its hand, to deceive, to lie, and to slan-
der, since it considers it a good idea not to break openly with the
Revolution and to maintain its prestige intact at least abroad.

9. But while crushing the Revolution it is not possible to lean on
it. Also it is impossible to remain suspended in the void, supported
by the precarious force of bayonets and circumstances. Therefore,
in strangling the Revolution, the power is obliged to insure itself,
more and more clearly and firmly, with the aid and support of re-
actionary and bourgeois elements, disposed through expediency to
be of service to it and to deal with it.

Feeling the ground slipping from beneath its feet, becoming
more and more detached from the masses, having broken its last
connections with the Revolution and created a whole privileged
caste of big and little dictators, servitors, flatterers, careerists, and
parasites, but impotent to achieve anything really revolutionary
and positive, after having rejected and destroyed the new forces,
the power feels obliged to consolidate itself, to make overtures
to the forces of reaction. It is their company that it seeks more
and more frequently and more and more willingly. It is with them
that it gives ground, not having any other way of insuring its life.
Having lost the friendship of the masses, it seeks new sympathies.
It hopes that it can some day betray them. But meanwhile it
becomes further involved every day in anti-revolutionary and
anti-social activity.

The Revolution attacks it more and more energetically. And the
power, with a fury all the more violent, helped by arms that it has
forged, and by forces which it has drawn up, fights the Revolu-
tion. Soon the latter is completely defeated in this unequal strug-
gle. It is at the point of death and disintegration. The agony ends in
a corpse-like immobility. The slide has reached the bottom of the

92

Throughout a long night the leaders of the various political par-
ties made interminable speeches, which fatigued and ! exasperated
the guard corps that was on duty. Hours of debate resulted in rejec-
tion of the Bolshevik platform by the Assembly majority. Then the
Bolsheviki and the left Social Rvolutionaries left the session after
a threatening declarator) to the representatives of the right. But
other speeches followed on various issues, and kept going until
dawn. Finally lelezniakov, at the head of his detachment, entered
the hall 0f deliberations and marched up to the rostrum. Address-
ing the chairman-Victor Tchernov, leader of the right. Social Rev-
olutionary Party, the head of the guards said: “Close the session,
please, my men are tired!”

Rankled and indignant, the chairman protested.

“T tell you that the guard corps is tired,” Jelezniakov insisted,
threateningly. “T ask you all to leave the Assembly Hall. And fur-
thermore, there has been enough of this babbling! You have prattled
long enough! Get out!”

The assemblage obeyed.

That morning, with knowledge that the delegates were sched-
uled to reconvene at noon, the Bolshevik government took advan-
tage of the incident. It sent troops to occupy the meeting hall of

become-or that he always had been a Bolshevik. It is understandable that the
contrary troubled them.

At the time of Jelezniakov’s death (he was mortally wounded in a bat-
tle with the “Whites” in central Russia) the Bolsheviks asserted, in a note that
appeared in lzvestia, that on his death bed, he declared that he was in agreement
with Bolshevism. Since then they have said squarely that he was always a Bolshe-
vik.

All this, however, is false. The author of these lines and other comrades
knew Jelezniakov intimately. When he left Petrograd for the front, taking leave of
me, and knowing that as an Anarchist he could expect anything from the Bolshe-
viki, he said to me, word for word: “Whatever may happen to me. and whatever
they may say of me, know well that 1 am an Anarchist, that i fight as one, and
that whatever my fate, 1 will die an Anarchist”

And he entrusted to me the duty of demolishing, if need be, the lies of
the Bolsheviks. I am here performing that duty.
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the Constituent Assembly in the Tauride Palace, the soldiers being
armed with rifles, machine-guns and two field pieces. And before
the day ended, it issued a decree declaring the Assembly dissolved.

The nation remained indifferent.

Later the Lenin regime justified this act before the executive com-
mittee of the Soviets.

Thus everything had gone smoothly for the Bolsheviki — until
that day when the will of the Government entered, for the first time,
into conflict with the will of the “governed,” the people.

Then everything changed, in the face of a new German offensive.

After the October Revolution, the German Army which was op-
erating along the Russian border remained inactive for some time.
Its command hesitating, awaiting events, and maneuvering with a
view to gaining the greatest possible advantage from the situation.

In February, 1918, feeling themselves ready, the Germans de-
cided to start an offensive against Revolutionary Russia.

And now it became necessary for the Bolshevik Government
to take a position. Any resistance was impossible, for the Russian
Army would not fight. It was essential to find a solution of the sit-
uation. Such a solution would resolve, at the same time, the first
problem of the Revolution-that of the war.

There were two possible solutions:

1. Abandon the front. Let the German Army venture into the
vast territory in revolt, draw it into the depths of the coun-
try, in order to isolate it, separate it from its supply bases,
make guerilla warfare against it, demoralize it, and disinte-
grate it, thus defending the Social Revolution — a solution
which had been successfully utilized in 1812, and which was
always possible in a land as huge as Russia.

2. Enter into negotiations with the German command. Propose
peace to them, negotiate further, and accept it whatever the
conditions.
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cially of action, inauguration of a regime of repression and terror,
et cetera.

It is a question, once more, of the training and brutalization j of
individuals to obtain a wholly submissive force. With the abnormal
conditions under which events occur, all these procedures rapidly
acquire an aspect of violence and despotism. The decay of the Rev-
olution continues apace.

8. The “revolutionary power” in bankruptcy inevitably runs up
against not only enemies of “the right”, but also opponents of the
left, all those who feel themselves supporters of the true revolu-
tionary idea which has sprained its foot, those who fight for it and
who draw themselves up in its defence. These attack the power in
the interest of the true Revolution.

But having tasted the poison of domination, of authority and its
prerogatives, having persuaded itself and seeking to persuade the
world that it is the only really revolutionary force able to act in the
name of the “proletariat”, believing itself “obliged” and “responsi-
ble” for the Revolution, confusing through an inevitable aberration
the fate of the latter with its own, and finding pretentious explana-
tions and justifications for all of its acts, the power neither can nor
will admit its failure and disappear. On the contrary, the more it
feels itself at fault and threatened, the more it sets about furiously
to defend itself. It wants to remain master 0f the situation at any
price. It even hopes, still and always, to “straighten things out”.

Knowing perfectly that it is a question, one way or another, of its
very existence, the power ends by no longer discriminating its ad-
versaries: it no longer distinguishes its own enemies from those of
the Revolution. More and more guided by a simple instinct of self-
preservation, and less and less capable of withdrawing, it begins
to strike, with a crescendo of blindness and impudence, in all di-
rections, left as well as right. It strikes without distinction all those
who are not with it. Tremblmg for its own fate, it destroys the best
forces of the future. It stifles the revolutionary movements which,
inevitably, have arisen once more. It suppresses en masse the rev-
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The flagrant impotence of power to establish a healthy economic
life, the manifest sterility of the Revolution, the physical and moral
suffering created by this situation for millions of individuals, a vio-
lence which increased every day in despotism and intensity — such
are essential factors which soon fatigue and disgust the population,
making it antagonistic to the Revolution, and thus favouring the
recrudescence of anti-revolutionary spirit and movements. This situ-
ation incites the very numerous neutral or unconscious elements
— who up to now have been hesitant and rather favourable to the
Revolution — to take a firm stand against it. And finally it kills the
faith of many of its own partisans.

6. Such a state of affairs not only diverts the march of the Revolu-
tion, but also compromises the work of defending it.

In place of having active social organizations (unions, coopera-
tives, associations, federations, et cetera) active, alive, healthily co-
ordinated, capable of assuring the economic development of them-
selves against the danger of reaction (relatively mild under these
circumstances) there exists, once more, a few months after the be-
ginning of the disastrous statist practice, a handful of careerists and
adventurers in power, incapable of “justifying” and substantially
fortifying the Revolution that they have horribly mutilated and
sterilized. Now they are obliged to defend themselves (and their
partisans) against increasingly numerous enemies, whose appear-
ance and growing activity are primarily the consequence of their
own failure. Thus, instead of a natural and easy defence of the So-
cial Revolution, which gradually affirms itself, one witnesses once
more the disconcerting spectacle of failing power defending, by
any means, and often the most ferocious, its own life.

This false defence is naturally organized from above, with the help
of old and monstrous political and military methods “which have
been proven”, absolute control by the Government over the whole
population, formation of a regular army blindly disciplined, cre-
ation of professional police institutions and of fanatical special bod-
ies, suppression of freedom of speech, press, assembly, and espe-
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The first of those two alternatives was that of nearly all the work-
ers’ organizations consulted, as well as that of the left Social Revo-
lutionaries, the Maximalists, and the Anarchists. They were of the
opinion that only that way of acting was worthy of a social revo-
lution; that it alone made it conceivable to hope, as a consequence,
for the breaking out of revolution in Germany and elsewhere. In
short, they felt that this course — really impressive direct action
— would constitute, under existing conditions and in a country like
Russia, the only correct method of defending the Revolution.

Golos Truda, in an editorial?® entitled The Revolutionary Spirit, in-
dicated the gravity of the problem as the German onslaught was
pressed. It said:

Here we are at a decisive turn of the Revolution. It is a
crisis which may be fatal. The hour which has struck
is impressively clear and exceptionally tragic. The sit-
uation is finally plain. The question is in the process
of being settled. In a few hours we will know whether
or not the Government has signed the peace with Ger-
many. The whole future of the Russian Revolution and
the course of world events depend on this day, on this
minute.

The conditions proposed by Germany are plain and
without reser-vations.

The ideas of several eminent members of the political
parties, antjl those of the members of the government,
are already known. But there] is no unity of opinion
anywhere. There is disagreement among the Bolj she-
viks. There is disagreement among the left Socialist
Revolutionaries] There is disagreement in the Council
of People’s Commissars, in thi Petrograd Soviet and in
its Executive. There is disagreement among thi masses,

% No. 27, February 24, 1918.
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in the workshops, in the factories, in the barracks. And
the opir]J ion of the provinces is not yet known.

(As we mentioned earlier: the opinion of the left Social-! ist Rev-
olutionaries, as well as the opinion of the working! masses in Pet-
rograd and in the provinces, subsequently turned out to be hostile
to the s ?ning of the peace treaty with the German generals.)

The time limit of the German ultimatum is 48 hours.
Under these conditions, whether one wants it or not,
the question will be discussed! and the decision will
be made in haste, and strictly in Government! circles.
And that is what is most terrible ...

As for our own opinion, our readers know it. From the
beginning, we have been against the “peace negotia-
tions” Today we are opposed! to signing the treaty.
We are for immediate and intensive organization of par-
tisan resistance. We consider that the Government’s
telegram asking for peace should be revoked: the chal-
lenge should be accepted andf the fate of the Revolu-
tion be put directly, frankly, in the hands of the prole-
tarians of the whole world.

Lenin insists on signing the peace. And if our informa-
tion is correct, a large majority will end by following
him. The treaty will be signed.

Only the deep conviction of the ultimate invincibility
of this revolution permits us not to take this eventu-
ality too tragically. But this way of concluding peace
would strike a major blow at the Revolution, weaken-
ing it, debasing it, distorting it for a long time, we are
absolutely convinced.
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inept. In fact, its pretensions consisted of wanting, and j being in
a position, to “direct” the whole titanic activity, infinitely varied,
of millions of human beings. To do this successfully, it would have
had to be able to embrace at all times the incommen- 1 surable and
moving immensity of life: to have been able to know everything, su-
pervise everything, arrange everything, organize everything, lead
everything. It is a question of an incalculable number of needs, in-
terests, activities, situations, combinations, and transformations —
and therefore of problems of all kinds, in con- 9 tinual motion.

Soon, not knowing any more where to give leeway, the power
S ended by no longer embracing anything, arranging anything, or
“directing” anything at all. And, in the first place, it showed itself ab-
solutely powerless to organize effectively the disoriented economic
life of Russia. This quickly disintegrated. Completely dislocated, jt
floundered, in a disorderly way, between the ruins of the fallen
regime and the powerlessness of the newly proclaimed system.

Under these circumstances, the incompetence of the [“Commu-
nist”] power [in Russia] led, in a short time, to an economic col-
lapse. This meant the stopping of industrial activity, the ruin of
agriculture, the destruction of all connections between the various
branches of the [national] economy, and the destruction of all eco-
nomic and social equilibrium.

Inevitably, this resulted, in the beginning, in a policy of con-
straint — especially in relation to the peasants. They were forced,
in spite of everything, to feed the cities. But that procedure proved
ineffective, because the peasants had recourse to passive resistance,
and poverty became the mistress of the whole country. Work, pro-
duction, transport, and exchange were disorganized and fell into a
chaotic state.

5. To maintain the economic life of the country at an endurable
level, power has, in the last analysis, only constraint, violence, and
terror as its agents. It resorts to these more and more widely and
methodically. But the country continues to flounder in frightful
poverty, to the point of famine.
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the least about “principles” or “justice”. It sows everywhere the
seed of inequality and soon infects the whole social organism,
which, being more and more passive to the extent that it feels the
impossibility of fighting the infection, becomes itself favourable
to the return to bourgeois principles in a new guise.

3. All power seeks more or less to take in its hands the reins
of social life. It predisposes the masses to passivity, and all spirit of
initiative is stifled by the very existence of power, in the extent to
which it is exercised.

The “Communist” power, which, in principle, has concentrated
1 everything in its own hands, is, in this connection, a veritable
trap. I Puffed up with its own “authority” and filled with its pre-
tended “responsibility” (with which, at bottom, it endowed itself), it
is afraid of all independent action. All autonomous initiative imme-
diately appears suspect [in its eyes] and threatens it; so it tries to I
diminish and thwart any such action. For it wants to hold the tiller
and to hold it alone. Initiative by anyone else seems to it 1 to be
an invasion of its territory and its prerogatives. Such [independent
motion] is insupportable to that power. And it is disregarded, re-
jected, and stamped out, or carefully supervised and I controlled,
with a “logic” and persistence that is abominable and 1 pitiless.

The tremendous new creative forces which are latent in the
masses thus remain unused. This applies as much to the field 1
of action as to that of thought. With respect to the latter, the
“Communist” power has distinguished itself everywhere by abso-
i lute intolerance, which can be compared only to that of the Holy
Inquisition. For, on another plane, this power also has considered
itself to be the only bearer of truth and safety, neither accepting
nor tolerating any contradiction, or any way of conceiving or
think-« ing other than its own.

4. No political power is capable of solving effectively the gigan-
tic constructive problems of the Revolution. The “Com- I munist”
power which took over this enormous task and pretended to accom-
plish it, demonstrated itself, in this respect, to be par- [I ticularly
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We know Lenin’s argument, especially from his article
On Revolutionary Phrases.® But those arguments do not
convince us.

Golos Truda then made a detailed criticism of Lenin’s position,
and offered an argument in opposition. It insisted that acceptance
of the peace offered would slacken the Revolution, and render it
for a long time feeble, anaemic, colourless. Acceptance of such a
peace, it held, would warp the Revolution, bring it to its knees, clip
its wings, make it crawl. “For,” the periodical concluded, “the revolu-
tionary spirit, the great enthusiasm for the struggle, the magnificent
flight of the glorious idea of the deliverance of the world, will be taken
from it. And as for the world — its light will be extinguished”

The majority of the Bolshevik Party’s central committee at
the beginning pronounced itself in favour of the first solution.
But Lenin was afraid of this bold decision. Like [any] dictator,
he had no confidence in the action of the masses if they were
not led by the chiefs and politicians by means of formal orders
and behind-the-scenes machinations. He invoked the danger of
death for the Revolution if the peace offered by the Germans was
rejected. And he proclaimed the necessity of a “respite” which
would permit the creation of a regular army.

For the first time since the advent of the Revolution, Lenin had to
brave the opinion of the masses and even that of his own comrades.
He threatened the latter, and declined all responsibility for what
might happen. He declared that he would retire from the scene if
his will was not carried out. His comrades, in turn, were afraid
of losing “the great leader of the Revolution”. They yielded. The
opinion of the masses was deliberately trampled on. A peace was
signed [on March 3, 1918].*

% In Pravda, No. 31.
* That treaty took from Russia “territories equal in size to approximately
eighteen provinces”.
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Thus, for the first time, “the dictatorship of the proletariat” won
over the proletariat. For the first time, the Bolshevik power succeeded
in terrorizing the masses, in substituting its will for theirs, in acting
on its own, in disregarding the opinion of others.

The peace of Brest-Litovsk was imposed on the working people
by the Bolshevist government. The people wanted to end the war
in an entirely different way. But the Government took charge of
arranging everything. It precipitated matters, forced events, and
this broke the resistance of the masses. It managed to keep them
quiet, to obtain their obedience, and their forced passivity.

Incidentally, I remember meeting, in those feverish hours, the
well-known Bolshevik, Nikolai Bukharin, later executed in the
course of the infamous Moscow purge trials. I had previously made
ins acquaintance in New York, but until then we had never seen
each other in Russia. Hastening through a corridor in the Smolny
Institute building in Petrograd [seat of the Bolshevik government
at this time] I observed Bukharin arguing and gesticulating in a
corner amid a group of Bolsheviki. He recognized me and signalled.
I went over.

Without preliminaries, and filled with emotion, he began

complaining about Lenin’s attitude on the question of peace.

He lamented that he was in complete disagreement with Lenin,
and emphasized the fact that, on this point, he was wholly in
agreement with the left Social Revolutionaries, the Anarchists,
and the masses in general. And he declared, with consternation,
that Lenin would listen to nothing, that Lenin didn’t “give a damn
for the opinions of others”, and that he sought to impose his will
and his own mistake on everybody and terrorized the party by
threatening to relinquish power. According to Bukharin, Lenin’s
mistake was fatal for the Revolution. And that frightened him.
“But,” I said to him, “if you’re in disagreernent with Lenin, you
have only to say so and insist on it. All the more since you are not
alone in this. And moreover, even if you were alone, you have, I
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toward the future, while the other is tied by all its roots to the past,
and thus is reactionary.

The authoritarian Socialist revolution and the [true] Social Rev-
olution follow two opposite procedures. Consequently, one must
conquer and the other perish. Either the true Revolution with its
vast free and creative flood, breaking definitely with the roots of
the past, triumphs on the ruins of the authoritarian principle, or it
is the authoritarian principle which wins, and then the roots of
the past “strangle” the real Revolution, which no longer can be
achieved.

Socialist power and the Social Revolution are contradictory ele-
ments. It is impossible to reconcile them, still less to unite them;
the triumph of the one means the endangering of the other with
all the logical consequences, in either case. A revolution inspired
by State Socialism and which entrusts its fate to it, even if only pro-
visionally or transitionally, is lost. It is started on a false course, on
an increasingly steep slope, which leads straight to the abyss.

Here is the second truth — or rather a logical ensemble of truths
— which completes the first and makes it more specific:

1. All political power inevitably creates a privileged situation for
the men who exercise it. Thus it violates, from the beginning, the
equalitarian principle and strikes at the heart of the Social Revolu-
tion — which is largely inspired by that principle.

2. All political power inevitably becomes a source of other privi-
leges, even if it does not depend on the bourgeoisie. Having taken
over the Revolution, having mastered it, and bridled it, power is
compelled to create a bureaucratic and coercive apparatus, indispens-
able to all authority which wants to maintain itself, to command,
to order — in a word, to “govern”. Rapidly it attracts and groups
around itself all sorts of elements eager to dominate and exploit.

Thus it forms a new privileged caste, at first politically and
later economically: directors, functionaries, soldiers, policemen,
et cetera — individuals dependent on it, and accordingly ready
to support it and defend it against all others, without caring in
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What results “automatically” from this definition of the Social
Revolution (a definition which cannot be refuted) is not the idea of
an authoritarian direction (dictatorial or other) of the masses — an
idea belonging entirely to the old bourgeois, capitalist, exploiting
world — but that of a collaboration to bring forward their evolution.
And from it also flows the necessity of an absolutely free circula-
tion of all revolutionary ideas and finally the need for undisguised
truth, for free and general seeking of it, experimenting with it, and
putting it into practice as an essential condition of a fertile action
of the masses and of the complete triumph of the Revolution.

But the basis of State Socialism and delegated power is the explicit
non-recognition of these principles of the Social Revolution. The char-
acteristic traits of Socialist ideology and practice (authority, power,
State, dictatorship) do not belong to the future, but are wholly a
part of the bourgeois past. The “statist” conception of the Revo-
lution, the idea of a limit, of a “termination” of the revolutionary
process, the tendency to dam it, to “petrify” this process, and espe-
cially (instead of allowing the labouring masses all the possibilities
for an adequate and autonomous movement and action) to concen-
trate once more in the hands of the State and of a handful of new
masters all future evolution — all that rests on old traditions of a
circumscribed routine, on a worn-out model, which has nothing in
common with the real Revolution.

Once this model has been applied, the true principles of the Rev-
olution are fatally abandoned. Then follows, inevitably, the rebirth,
under another name, of the exploitation of the labouring masses,
with all its consequences.

Therefore, beyond doubt, the forward march of the revolution-
ary masses toward real emancipation, toward the creation of new
forms of social life, is incompatible with the very principle of State
power. And it is clear that the authoritarian principle and the revo-
lutionary principle are diametrically opposed and mutually exclu-
sive — and that the revolutionary principle is essentially turned
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suppose, the same right as Lenin to have an opinion, to express it,
spread it, and defend it”

“Oh,” he cut in, “you don’t mean it. Think what that would mean.
To fight with Lenin? That would lead automatically to my expul-
sion from the party. That would mean a revolt against all our past,
against our discipline, against the comrades in arms. I would feel
myself under obligation to provoke a split in the party, to pull out
the other dissidents with me, and to create another party to strug-
gle with Lenin’s. You see, old man, you know me well enough: am
I of sufficient stature to become a leader of a party and to declare
war on Lenin and the Bolshevik Party? No, don’t let us deceive our-
selves! I don’t have the makings of a leader. And even if T had — No,
no, I couldn’t, I couldn’t do that.”

He was greatly excited, put his head in his hands, and almost
wept.

Being in a hurry, and feeling that prolonging the discussion
would be useless, I abandoned him to his despair. As we know, he
later rallied to Lenin’s thesis — though perhaps only in appearance.

Such was the first serious difference between the new govern-
ment and the people it governed. It was resolved to the advantage
of the power which imposed itself. This was the first imposture.
And it was only the first — but the most difficult. From now on,
things could go “by themselves”. Having once encroached upon the
will of the labouring masses with impunity, having once taken the
initiative in action, the new power was, so to speak, a lasso around
the Revolution. Later it would only have to tighten the noose, to
force and finally habituate the masses to follow in its wake, to make
them leave in its hands all initiative, submit completely to its au-
thority, and reduce the whole Revolution to the proportions of a
dictatorship.

That, in fact, is what happened. For, such, inevitably, is the atti-
tude of all governments. Such, inevitably, is the course of all revolu-
tions which leave intact the statist, centralist, political, governmental

principle.
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This course is a slope. And once [any group is] on that slope,
the sliding occurs by itself. Nothing can stop it. At first neither the
governing clique nor the governed perceive what is happening. The
former (in so far as they are sincere) believe that they are fulfilling
their role and carrying out an indispensable salutary work. The
latter, fascinated, tightly gripped, and dominated, follow.

And when, finally, these two groups, and especially the latter,
begin to understand their error, it is too late. It is impossible to
go back, impossible even to modify anything. One is too deeply in-
volved with the fatal slope [the downward momentum is too great].
And even if the governed cry out and take a stand againa the gov-
erning clique to make them climb back up this menacing slope, it
is too late!

84

Chapter 2. The Fatal Descent

To see what has since become of the Russian Revolution, to un-
derstand the real role of Bolshevism, and discern the reasons which
— again in human history — transformed a magnificent and victori-
ous popular revolt into a lamentable failure, it is necessary, clearly
and ahead of anything else, to comprehend fully two truths, which,
unfortunately, are still not yet widely enough known, and the mis-
understanding of which deprives the majority of those interested
of a true comprehension.

Here is the first truth:

There is an explicit and irreconcilable contradiction, an opposi-
tion between the true Revolution, which, on the one hand, tends to
expand — and could expand in an unlimited way to conquer defini-
tively — and on the other hand, the theory and practice of authori-
tarianism and statism. There is an explicit, irreconcilable contradic-
tion, a struggle between the very essence of State Socialist power (if
it triumphs) and that of the true Social Revolutionary process. The
very substance of the real Social Revolution is the recognition and
achievement of a vast and free creative movement of the labouring
masses freed from all servile work. It is the affirmation and expan-
sion of an immense process of construction based on emancipated
labour, on natural co-ordination and fundamental equality.

At bottom, the true Social Revolution is the beginning of true
human evolution, that is to say, a free creative ascension of the
human masses, based on the vast and frank initiative of millions
of men in all branches of activity. This essence of the Revolution
is instinctively felt by the revolutionary people. It is more or less
precisely understood and formulated by the Anarchists.
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“That would not be the same thing at all,” I contended. “Al-
terations like this always injure the cause greatly. Then, too,
the posters were expensive. Furthermore, I have to leave Kursk
quickly. But tell me — how are you going to manage on the
evening scheduled for the lecture? It is my opinion that you are
going to expose yourself to the resistance of the public, who
certainly will come in large numbers to hear the lecture. The
posters have been up for two weeks. The workers of Kursk and
the surrounding country are awaiting it impatiently. It is too late
to have notices of the change printed and posted. You will have
difficulty imposing a dancing party on that crowd instead of the
lecture which they will have come to hear”

“That’s our affair. Don’t do anything. We will take full charge of
it”

“Therefore, fundamentally,” I pointed out, “the lecture is forbid-
den by your committee despite the authorization by the Soviet”

“Oh, no, Comrade. We don’t forbid it at all. Set it for a date after
the holidays. We will inform the people who come to ‘hear the
lecture. That’s all”

On this note we parted. I conferred with the local group and we
decided to postpone the lecture until January 5, 1919. Accordingly
we notified the Bolshevik Committee and the hall custodian. This
change compelled me to delay my intended departure for Kharkov
several days.

New posters were ordered. Beyond that, we decided, first, to
let the Bolshevik authorities placate the public; and second, that
I should remain in my hotel room that evening. For we surmised
that a large crowd would demand, in spite of everything, that the
lecture be given, and that finally, the Bolsheviki would feel obliged
to yield. It was therefore necessary that the secretary of the group
could summon me in case of need. Personally, I expected a great
scandal, perhaps even a serious fracas.

The lecture had been scheduled for eight in the evening. Toward
8.30 I was called on the telephone. I heard the excited voice of the
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We say to the Russian workers, peasants, soldiers, rev-
olutionists: Above all, continue the Revolution. Con-
tinue to organize yourselves solidly and to unite your
new organizations: your communes, your unions, your
committees, your Soviets. Continue — with firmness
and perseverence, always and everywhere — to partici-
pate more and more extensively and more and more ef-
fectively, in the economic activity of the country. Con-
tinue to take into your hands, that is, into the hands of
your organizations, all the raw materials and all the
instruments indispensable to your labor. Continue to
eliminate private enterprises.

Continue the Revolution! Do not*hesitate to face the
solution of all the burning questions of the present.
Create everywhere the necessary organizations to
achieve those solutions. Peasants, take the land and
put it at the disposal of your committees. Workers,
proceed to put in the hands of and at the disposal of
your own social organizations — everywhere on the
spot — the mines and the subsoil, the enterprises and
establishments of airports, the works and factories,
the workshops, and the machines.

Meanwhile the Bolshevik Patty oriented itself more and more
toward it coup d’etat. It was fully aware of the revolutionary state
of mind of the masses, and hoped to take advantage of it — that is,
to take power.

Criticizing that orientation, the editors of the Anarcho-Syndi-
calist periodical commented further on the situation in its third
issue. They said that a logical, clear, and simple solution was offered
to those for whom they spoke, a solution which arose of itself, and
which they had only to utilize, resolutely, boldly.
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It is necessary [Golos Truda held] to decide and to
pronounce the last word suggested by the very logic
of events: We have no need of power. In the place of
“power” there are the unified organizations of the toil-
ers — workers and peasants — which should became
“the masters of life”. Supported by the revolutionary
formations of soldiers, these organizations should
not help someone to “take power” but take directly
into their own hands the land and other elements and
instruments of labor, establishing everywhere, on the
spot, a new social and economic order.

The simple “natives” and the “cowards” would peacefully accept
the new situation, the editors continued. The bourgeoisie — remain-
ing without soldiers and without capital — naturally would remain
without power. And the organizations of the workers, joined to-
gether, would put on solid feet, by common agreement, produc-
tion, transport, and communications, exchange and the distribu-
tion of merchandise — all on new bases, creating for this purpose,
in line with actual necessity, the indispensable organizations of co-
ordination and centers. Then — and only then — would the Revo-
lution have conquered.

Moreover, Golos Truda maintained, while the struggle had the
character of a quarrel between the political parties for power, and
the laboring masses were dragged into these quarrels and divided
by political fetishes, there could be no question either of the victory
of the Revolution nor even of a really serious social reconstruction
of life. And hope was expressed that the masses, driven by the very
exigencies of life, would end by arriving at this solution, the ele-
ments of which were already sowed by the objective conditions of
the time and the whole existing situation.

“It goes without saying,” the editors concluded, “that we do
not intend to be prophets. We only foresee a certain possibility, a
certain tendency which may not develop. But, in the latter case, the
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quests for information to the local group — left no doubt about the
matter. Evidently the hall would be packed. Unaccustomed to such
a response (for in Great Russia, by that time, no public lectures on
Anarchism were possible) we felt a legitimate satisfaction.

Then, two days before the appointed date, the secretary Of
the sponsoring group came to see me, worried and indignant.
He had just received a note from the president of the Bolshevik
Com-mittee of Kursk (the real power there), informing him that
“because of the holiday” the Anarchist lecture could not take place,
and that he had so notified the custodian of the hall, which was
now reserved by the Communist committee for a popular dancing
party.

I hurried to the office of that committee, and had a stormy ses-
sion with its president — whose name, if 1 recall correctly, was
Rynditch (or it may have been Ryndin).

“What is this?” I demanded. “You, a Communist, do not recog-
nize the rules of priority? We obtained the authorization of the
Kursk Soviet and engaged the hall two weeks in advance, precisely
to be certain of having it. The committee must await its turn”

“T'm sorry, Comrade,” he answered, “but the decision of the Com-
mittee, which is, don’t forget, the supreme power in Kursk, and as
such may have reasons of which you are ignorant and which su-
persede everything else, is irrevocable. Neither the president of the
Soviet nor the custodian of the hall could have known in advance
that the Committee was going to need the hall on that date. It is
absolutely useless to discuss the matter, or to insist. I repeat, it is ir-
revocable. The lecture will not take place. Either hold it in another
hall or on another date”

“You know very well,” I said, “that it is not possible to arrange all
that in two days. And then, there are no other halls large enough.
Moreover, all the halls must already be taken for holiday parties.
The lecture is out, that is all”

“I'm sorry. Postpone it to another date. You will lose nothing. It
can be arranged”
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Chapter 6. A Personal
Experience

Let me tell here of an experience of my own, of a less tragic na-
ture, but one which throws light on certain Bolshevik procedures
worthy /of being written up among the high exploits of State Com-
munism. LAt the time of which I speak, this happening was far
from unique in Russia. But since then it could not be repeated in a
country wholly subjugated by its new masters.

In November, 1918, I arrived in the city of Kursk, in the Ukraine,
to attend a congress of Ukrainian libertarians. In those days, such
an assemblage was still possible in Ukrainia, in view of the special
conditions in that region, then struggling against both the reaction
and the German invasion. The Bolsheviki tolerated the Anarchists
there, while utilizing and supervising them.

From the beginning of the Revolution, the laboring population
in Kursk never had heard a lecture on Anarchism, the small local
group not having the necessary strength, so that the few libertarian
speakers went elsewhere. Taking advantage of my presence, the
group proposed that I give a lecture on that subject, in a large hall.
Naturally I accepted with joy.

It was necessary to ask for permission from the president of the
local Soviet. He, an honest ex-worker, gave it to us readily. The
precious document in hand, the hall was engaged two weeks in
advance, and impressive posters were ordered a few days later and
placed on walls. Everything was ready.

The lecture promised to be a great success for our ideas. Certain
indications — talk around the city, crowds reading the posters, re-
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present Revolution will not be the true Great Social Revolution.
And then, the solution of the problem — which we have just
sketched out — will fall to one of the future revolutions.”

Finally, on the eve of the October Revolution, an editorial in Go-
los Truda said:

Either the Revolution will follow its course, and the
masses — after tests, misfortunes, and horrors of all
sorts, after errors, delays, collisions, recoveries, new
retreats, perhaps even a civil war and a temporary
dictatorship, — will finally learn to raise their con-
sciousness to a level that will enable them to apply
their creative forces to a positive activity of their own
autonomous organizations, everywhere, on the spot.
Then the safety and the victory of the Revolution will
be assured.

Or. the masses will not yet learn to create in the cause
of the Revolution their organizations co-ordinated and
consecrated to the building of the new life. Then the
Revolution will sooner or later be extinguished. For
only these organizations are capable of leading it to
complete victory.

The attitude of the Union for Anarcho-Syndicalist Propaganda
at the very moment of the October coup d’etat has been sufficiently
described in an earlier chapter. Let us recall only that, having ex-
pressed their reservations, the Anarchists participated aggressively
in that revolution — wherever it resulted in action by the masses
(as in Kronstadt and Moscow) for reasons and for goals specified
in the reservations themselves.

After the October Revolution, during the few months of its dif-
ficult existence, and though increasingly circumscribed by the Bol-
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shevik government,’ the Anarcho-Syndicalist Union followed from
day to day the action of the latter and the march of events. Go-
los Truda, which appeared daily for three months, explained to the
workers all the mistakes, all the misdeeds of the new power, devel-
oping, at the same time, its own ideas and indicating the way to apply
them, in conformity with its point of view. Such a procedure was
not only its right, but incontestably its strictest duty.

In a series of articles® the Anarcho-Syndicalist organ insisted on
the necessity of immediate abandonment of the political methods
of the dictatorship over the masses and allowing the working people
freedom of organization and action.

1. From the beginning of the Revolution — from the
month of March — [that publication commented]
the laboring masses should have created everywhere
their workers’ organizations, class organizations,
outside of parties, co-ordinating the action of those
organizations and concentrating all of it on the only
real goal to be attained: expropriation of all elements
indispensable to labor and, finally, to the nation’s
economic life.

2. The educated, conscious, experienced men, the in-
tellectuals, the specialists, should have, from the first
days of the Revolution, preoccupied themselves not

> To give an idea of the way in which the Government acted during these
few months let us cite certain of its practices. Master of electric current, it cut
off, nearly every morning around 3 o’clock, the line that fed the Union’s print-
ing shop. The current returned around 5 or 6 o’clock (or did not return at all).
Thus the paper could not appear until 9 or 10 o’clock, when all employed per-
sons being at work, no one could buy it. Also, the newsboys were jostled, chased,
and sometimes arrested on false pretexts. At the Post Office up to 50 per cent, of
the copies of Golos Truda were deliberately “lost”. In short, it was necessary to
struggle constantly against sabotage by the Bolshevik authorities.

® Those articles in Golos Truda were: And Afterward?, October 27, 1917; The
Second Revolution, November 3/16; and The Declaration and Life, November 4/17.
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embarked and went — [beyond doubt] to their death, as Raymond
Lefevre had said. For they were never seen again.

Definite proof of this assassination coldly arranged by Moscow
does not exist — or the persons who possess it keep it secret, for
reasons easy to understand. Naturally the Bolsheviks deny it. But
can one doubt it when one knows the firm and intransigent attitude
of Vergeat and Lepetit while in Russia, the usual procedure of the
Bolshevik government, the handicaps placed on their departure?
And it must be remembered that Cachin and the other Communist
delegates from France were able to make the return journey with-
out difficulty and arrived in time to repeat to the Congress in Tours
the lessons they had learned in Moscow.

In any event, we have related faithfully the authentic facts of
that episode which eventually became known in Russia. We believe
that they speak eloquently enough for themselves. The reader can
judge.
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Anxious to protect their mission, and believing themselves suffi-
ciently protected by the presence of the Communist Lefevre, who
was going to make the trip with them, Vergeat and Lepetit planned
to go back to France in time to take part in a confederal Congress,
at which they were supposed to present their reports.

Their Calvary began with a long and difficult trip from Moscow
to Murmansk (Russia’s extreme Northern port, on the Arctic
Ocean), which was made under cruel conditions. “They are sabo-
taging us,” Lepetit said with reason. On the train, troubled by the
intense cold, and without warm clothing or food, they approached
the Chekists who accompanied the convoy, asking them for what
they absolutely needed. In vain they referred to their capacity as
delegates, receiving this reply: “We are completely unaware that
there are delegates on the train. We have received no orders on
the subject”

It was only at the repeated insistence of Lefevre that they were
given some food. Thus, suffering from many privations and expect-
ing worse difficulties, they arrived in Murmansk. There they took
refuge among friendly fishermen and awaited the fulfilment of the
promise made in Moscow, the coming of a boat which would take
them to Sweden.

Three weeks thus passed for them in restlessness and astonish-
ment at not seeing the promised boat arrive. And they began to
doubt the possibility of their reaching France in time to complete
their mission.

Then Lefevre wrote a letter to a friend in Moscow. Not receiving
areply, he sent a second, and a third, all without result. Later it was
learned that the three letters were intercepted and sent to Trotsky,
who confiscated them. In the third one Lefevre gave a poignant
description of their plight and announced their desperate determi-
nation to cross the Arctic Ocean in a fishing boat to get out of the
land of the Soviets. “We are going to our death,” he wrote.

They got together enough money to buy a boat. And despite the
pleading of several companions and of fishermen on the coast, they
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with political struggles and slogans, not with the “orga-
nization of power”, but with that of the Revolution. All
these men should have helped the masses in the devel-
opment and perfecting of their organizations, helped
them to employ their vigilance, energy, and activities
for the preparation of a real Revolution, both economic
and social. No one, at that moment, would have im-
peded them in this task.

In fact, Golos Truda argued, the peasants and the soldiers were
in perfect agreement about this collective duty — and the real Rev-
olution would have advanced rapidly, by the correct route. It would,
from the beginning, the editors declared, have sent its roots down
deep, all the more in that the masses themselves, in a spontaneous
drive, already had created a network of organizations, and it was
only a question of giving this constructive task a certain amount of
order and a higher consciousness. If, from the start, the Anarcho-
Syndicalist audience was told, all the sincere revolutionists and
the whole Socialist press had concentrated their attention, their
strength, and their energy on that task, the course of the Revolu-
tion would have been different — but that was precisely what had
not been done.

Where Power begins, the Revolution ends, another article in the
same periodical pointed out.” When the “organization of power”
began, it asserted, the “organization of the Revolution” ended — for
the expression “revolutionary power” had as much sense as “warm
ice” or “cold fire”, meaning none at all.

If the Revolution is definitively put on the political road, in line
with the recipe for “the organization of power”, [that article contin-
ued], we will see what happens: As soon as the first revolutionary
victory of the insurgent people (a victory so dearly won, precisely
by reason of the same political methods) becomes an established

7 The New Power, in Golos Truda, November 4/17, 1917.
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fact, our “second Revolution” will stop. In place of the free and cre-
ative revolutionary activity of the masses every, where on the spot
— an activity indispensable for the consolidation and development
of this victory — we shall witness a disgusting “trafficking” around
the power at the center, and, finally, an absurd “activity” of the new
central “power” — of a new “government of all the Russias”.

The Soviets and the other local organizations will of course be
subordinated to the central Soviet and the Government. They will
become in fact the authority of the leaders of the [Bolshevik] Party,
installed in the center. And in place of a natural and independent
union of free cities and a countryside constructing the new eco-
nomic and social life on their own, we shall see “a strong State cen-
ter”, and “a firm revolutionary power” which will prescribe, order,
impose, chastise.

Nothing between those two possibilities was capable of being
achieved, Golos Truda avowed — either it would be like that or
the authority would not exist. For (one read) phrases about “local
autonomy” in the presence of a vigorous State power had always
been, were then, and would be in the future, empty phrases.

But the workers were warned by the Anarcho-Syndicalist
spokesmen that if they expected to get from the new power the
Social Revolution, Socialism, abolition of the capitalist system, and
their own real emancipation, they would be sorely disappointed
— because neither that power nor any other knew how to give
all those [advantages] to the laboring masses. Then certain facts
were set forth to prove that the Bolsheviki finally would end by
degenerating and betraying the Russian people.

This meant, it was pointed out, that from Bolshevism to capi-
talism the front [facing the working masses] was one continuous,
unbroken barrier, a result of the inevitable laws of political strug-

gle.

You will say to us [the editors went on] that you will
protest, that you will struggle for your rights, that you
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Chapter 5. The Case of Lefevre,
Vergeat and Lepetit

Three French militants vanished without trace in another out-
standing case. They were: Raymond Lefevre, Vergeat, and Lepetit,
delegates to the Congress of the Communist International which
took place in Moscow in the summer of 1920.

Raymond Lefevre, though a member of the Communist Party,
repeatedly voiced gloomy sentiments at that time, and was fully
aware of the false route his ideological comrades had taken. And
Vergeat and Lepetit, both Anarcho-Syndicalists, openly displayed
their anger, and did not conceal their criticism of the state of things
in Russia. More than once, Lepetit, his head in his hands, said, while
weighing the report he would have to make to his French Syndical-
ist comrades: “But what do I want to say to them?”

The Congress over, the three worked for several days and nights
getting their notes and documents together. Then, repressive mea-
sures against them began when, on the eve of their return to France,
they refused to hand over their dossiers to the functionaries of the
Soviet power, who claimed to be in charge of carrying the docu-
ments to their destination. Lefevre even refused to trust his notes
and papers to the Russian members of his party.

So the Moscovite politicians decided to sabotage the departure
of the trio. Under false pretexts, they were not permitted to take
the route which Cachin and the other Communist delegates fol-
lowed, but for mysterious reasons the Soviet government arranged
to “have them leave by way of the North”.
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ernment finally felt compelled to release the thirteen in September.
And immediately it expelled all but three from the US.S.R.

In revenge (vengeance was a constant element in the Bolshevik
repression), and especially to justify, before the foreign workers
and their delegates, its terrorist procedures against “the so-called
libertarians”, the Lenin regime staged, a little later, a brazen frame-
up against [some of the same group].

For purported “criminal” acts, and particularly for the alleged
counterfeiting of Soviet bank notes, its agents shot, (naturally in
secret, in the night, in one of the cellars of the Cheka, without the
shadow of any judicial procedure) several of the most honest, sin-
cere, and devoted Anarchists: the young Fanny Baron (whose hus-
band was in prison), the well-known militant Leon Tchorny (whose
real name was Tourtchaninoff), and others.

It was proven afterward that the libertarians who were shot had
nothing to do with the specified “crimes”. And it was proven also
that the counterfeiting was done by the Cheka itself. Two of its
agents, one named Steiner (but called Kamenny) and a Chekist
chauffeur were introduced into libertarian circles, and at the same
time into certain criminal hang-outs, in order to be able to show
“connections” between the two and build up a case against the cho-
sen victims. The indispensable appearances established, the “case”
was formulated, and made public.

Thus, to justify its other crimes, with the aid of a new one, the
Bolshevik government sacrificed several more Anarchists and tried
to sully their memory.
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will rise up and act everywhere on the spot in full inde-
pendence. Very well. But be prepared for your activi-
ties to be called “arbitrary” and “anarchic”; for the “So-
cialists in power” to assail you under this pretext, with
all the strength of their “Socialist” authority; and, fi-
nally, for opposition from the classes of the population
that are satisfied with the new government (classes to
which it has given something), as well aS all those who
have had enough of the Revolution and who only feel
anger and hatred toward you.

In your struggle against Tsarism you had nearly the
whole country with you. But in your struggle against
Kerensky you already were more isolated.

If now you let the new power consolidate itself (and if
events permit it), and if subsequently you have to com-
bat this power, once it has become strong, you will not
be more than a handful. They will wipe you out piti-
lessly as “madmen”, as “dangerous fanatics”, as “ban-
dits” ... And they will not even put a stone on your
graves.

On the eve of the seizure of the Government by the Bolsheviks,
Golos Truda dealt with the situation under the title, From Impasse
to Impasse.® Therein it held that the only way to put the Revolu-
tion on the correct and proper course would be to renounce the
consolidation of central political power.

“All power is a danger to the Revolution,” that editorial set forth.
“No power can lead the Revolution to its real goal. Nowhere in the
labyrinths of political contrivance can be found the key which will
open the promised door of the Temple of Victory”

Help the masses at once, everywhere on the spot, to
create their own class organizations outside the par-

8 No. 15, November 6/19, 1917.
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ties [so the Anarcho-Syndicalist journal admonished
its readers]. Help those organizations to form a har-
monious whole, first locally, then regionally, et cetera,
by means of Soviets representing such organizations:
not authoritarian Soviets, but simply instruments of
contact and coordination. Orient these organizations
toward the only important goal — that of their progres-
sively taking over production, exchange, communica-
tion, distribution, et cetera. Begin thus, immediately,
to organize the social and economic life of the country
on new bases. Then a sort of “dictatorship of labor” will
begin to be achieved, easily and in a natural manner.
And the [people generally] will learn, little by little, to
do it...

Socialist and Anarchist methods of action were compared by Go-
los Truda in comment headed The Organization of the Revolution.’

The Socialist parties were represented as saying: “To organize
the Revolution it is necessary, before anything else, to take power in
the State and organize this new power. With the help of it, the [na-
tion’s] whole economy also will pass into the hands of the State”

But, in contrast, the Anarchist position was indicated thus: “To
organize the Revolution, it is necessary, before anything else, to
take over the economy and organize it. By this means, Power and
the State (recognized by the Socialists themselves as an ‘inevitable’
temporary evil) will be eliminated.”

To take over the economy (the expansion of Anarchist proce-
dure continued) meant taking possession of agriculture, industry,
and exchange. Also it meant having control of all the means and
instruments of production, labor, and transportation, the soil and
sub-soil, the mines, factories, works, workshops; the stocks and the
depots; the stores, the banks; the railways, the stations; the mar-

? No. 16, November 7/20, 1917.
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Chapter 4. The Case of Leon
Tchorny and Fanny Baron

Thirteen Anarchists, held for no plausible reason in the Taganka
prison in Moscow, inaugurated a hunger strike in July, 1921, de-
manding either to be arraigned or set free. This action happened to
coincide with the gathering of the International Congress of Red
Trade Unions (the Profinterri) in the capital city. A group of for-
eign Syndicalist delegates (mainly French) questioned the .."Soviet”
government about the strike, having learned of it, with full details,
from the prisoners’ relatives. The questioning also bore on other
analagous cases, and even on the Bolshevik policy of repressing
Anarchists and Syndicalists.

In the name of the Government, Leon Trotsky cynically an-
swered: “We do not imprison the real Anarchists. Those whom we
hold in prison are not Anarchists, but criminals and bandits who
cover themselves by claiming to be Anarchists”

Well informed, the delegates did not give up. They carried their
interrogations to the tribune of the Congress, demanding at least
the setting free of the Anarchists confined in the Taganka bastile.
That questioning caused a great scandal at the Congress, and forced
the Government to give ground — for it feared more serious reve-
lations. It promised to free the thirteeen Taganka prisoners. The
strike ended on the eleventh day.

After the departure of the delegates, and after letting the affair
drag out for two months, during which it sought an adequate pre-
text for accusing the prisoners, still behind the bars of Taganka, of
serious crime, and thereby get out of keeping its promise, the Gov-
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“Oh,” said Peters, highly amused. “That’s funny, really. You let
yourself be bitten by lice, bed-bugs, and fleas? I must say you are
crazy, my friend. I myself have suppressed several hundred men —
bandits, that is — and it didn’t bother me at all”

He could not get over his amazement and kept looking curiously
at the peaceful Tolstoyan, taking him surely for a harmless idiot.

I could continue this list of martyrs to great length.

I could cite hundreds of instances where the victims were drawn
into snares to be shot, either after “interrogation” and torture, or
even on the spot, sometimes in a field, or at the edge of a forest, or
in a railway car at an abandoned station.

I could cite hundreds of cases of brutal and disgraceful searches
and arrests, accompanied by violence and all sorts of torments.!

I could give a long list of libertarians, many of them very young,
who were thrown into prison or exiled into unhealthy regions,
where they died after extended and terrible sufferings.

I could tell of revolting cases of individual repression resulting
from shameless informing, cynical treachery, or repugnant provo-
cation.

The Bolsheviki suppressed men for upholding an idea if it was
not exactly that of the Government and its privileged clique. They
sought to suppress the idea itself, and to wipe out all independent
thought. Also they frequently suppressed men who knew and who
could reveal certain facts.

I shall confine myself to a few individual examples, particularly
odious.

! The author of this work was one of those subjected to violence by the
Bolsheviki.
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itime and river transports; and all means of communication — the
postal, telegraph, and telephone systems.

To take power [Golos Truda averred] a political party is
needed. For, in fact, it is a party which takes possession
of power, in the persons of its leaders. That is why the
Socialists incite the masses to organize into a party in
order to support them at the moment of struggle for
the seizure of power.

To take over the economy a political party is not indis-
pensable. But indispensable to that action are the orga-
nizations of the masses, independent organizations re-
maining outside of all political parties. It is upon these
organizations that falls, at the moment of the Revolu-
tion, the task of building the new social and economic
system.

That is why the Anarchists do not form a political
party. They agitate, either directly in the mass or-
ganizations or — as propagandists — in groups and
ideological unions.

Concluding, the Anarcho-Syndicalist paper posed these funda-
mental questions: “How must one, how can one organize without
power? By what rules must one begin? How must one proceed?”

It promised to answer the three queries in a precise and detailed
way. And in fact it answered them in several articles which ap-
peared before the periodical’s suppression in the spring of 1918.1

The latter part of 1917 was exceedingly hard for the Russian peo-
ple, for the war continued to exhaust and paralyze the country.
More and more tragic did the situation in the interior become.

19 Golos Truda, No. 19, November 18/December 1, 1917. Other notable arti-
cles or editorials in that publication which deserve mention here are The War, The
Famine, and The Last Stage, in No. 17, November 8/21, 1917; Warning, in No. 20,
and The Immediate Tasks, in No 21.
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Golos Truda dealt with the far-flung and grim national scene un-
der the title What Must Be Done? saying:

The conditions of existence of the working masses
grow worse from day to day. Poverty increases.
Hunger is a permanent guest. Cold is there, but the
problems of rent and heating are not solved. A very
large number of factories are closing their doors for
lack of means, fuel, and raw materials, and frequently
the owners are in flight. Russia’s railroads are in a
lamentable state, and the economy of the country is
totally ruined...

A paradoxical situation is created.

At the top is the “workers and peasants’ government, the cen-
ter inves