
narc IS
G. P. MAXIMOFF



G. P. MAXIMOFF

The development of anarcho-syndicalist ideas on working class
organisation and the revolutionary struggle for the libertarian
reconstruction of society, from the 1st international to the 1930's.
A defence of Anarcho-syndicalism against 'Platformism' and
'Synthetical' anarchism.

Being in the main a critique of 'Platformism' I also included are the
following documents:
ORGANISATIONAL PLATFORM OF A GENERAL UNION OF
ANARCHISTS by 'The Dielo Trouda Group'
THE REPLY by 'several Russian Anarchists'
THE MALESTAlMAKHNO EXCHANGE OF LETTERS ON THE
'PLATFORM'

MONTY MILLER PRESS
SYDNEY



REBEL WORKER PAMPHLET .8

- PUBLISHING HISTORY -

CONSTRUCTIVE ANARCHISM
G. P. Maximoff

First published in RUssian in 1930. complied from articles
written for the Ruas.lan language organ of the IWW In
Chicago GOlOS TRUZHENIKA (Voice of the Toiler).
edited by Maxlmoff.

Translated into' English by Ada Slegel and published by
the 'Maximoff Memorial Publishing Committee', Chicago
1952.

DOCUMENTS :-

1. ORGANISATIONAL PLATFORM OF A GENERAL
ASSOCIATION OF ANARCHISTS.
P. Arshlnoff, N. Makhno, I. Mett, Valevsky, Linsky

First published in Russian & French in 1926 by the
DIElO TRUDA (Worker's Cause) group in Paris. First
English translation published by 'Organisation of
Revolutionary A~rchlsts'.,(ORA), London 1971. Later
revised editions Issued by 'Anarchist Workers Assoc
iation'(AWA), 1975 & 1977.

2. 'REPLY' BY SEVERAL RUSSIAN ANARCHISTS TO
THE 'PLATFORM' - Vollne, Sobot, Fleshln, Steimer.
Roman & Ervantlan.

First issued in French, Paris 1927.

First English translation by Abe Bluesteln, Included
in his FIGHTERS FOR ANARCHISM (Libertarian
Publishing Group), Minneapolls 1983 - a memorial
volume on two of the authors, Mollle Steimer and
senya Fleshln. .

3. THE MALATESTA I MAKHNO EXCHANGE

The original review 'A Plan for Anarchist Organisation'
by Malatesta was published In the bi-lIngual French
& Italian paper Il RISVEGllO (The Reawakening),
Geneva Det 1927. First full English translation appeared
in 'Freedom ',London, and an abridged version In
'Cienfuegos Press Anarchist Review' '5, Orkney 1980.

The letter of Makhno and Malatesta's reply were
published In IL RISVEGLlO, Geneva Dec 1929. The
English translations appear here for the first time.

This Edition of collected documents published 1988 by
MONTY MILLER PRESS

Printed by BLACK CAT PRINTERS.

Distributed by JURA BOOKS
110 Crystal Street

Petersham, NSW 2049, Australia
(02) 550 9931

jura@chaos.apana.org.au



INTRODUCTION

Contrary to what one might have expected from
the key role of RussIans in the early history of the
doctrine of revolutionary anarchism, Russian anarchIsm
disappeared from the scene soon after the death of
Bakunin and did not reappear until the 1905 revolution.
Thus when anarchism did reappear in Russia there
were formidable competitors already on the scene:
the social democrats of bolshevlk, menshevlk and
intermediate tendencies and the socialist revolutionar
ies. Both of these parties had consolidated themselves
some years earlier, out of movements and tendencies
whlcb themselves had roots in the revolutionary move
ment of the 1870's and 1880's. Both of them had
natural constItuencies - the workers In the one case
and the peasants in the other (although these were
not completely separate groups) - Into which revolution
ary anarchism would bave to make inroads to succeed.
Thus anarchism had an even more unfavourable outlook
than that other unsuccessful late starter, RussIan
liberalism, which at least could look to an Influential,
If narrow, natural support base amongst the better
off intel1lgentsla, commercial and Industrial middle
classes and enllghtened nobl1lty. It Is no accident
then that the two best known anarchist chroniclers
of the Russian revolution came to anarchism from
other movements after the 1905 revolution - Arshlnoff
from bolshevism 'and Vollne from the Socialist Revolu
tionaries - and It Is also no accident that both of
them conceived revolution In the most extreme terms
possible. With Its natural terrain already occupied
by other movements, extremism was really all Russian
anarchism had to offer. At times of revolutionary
excitement this could lead to a rapid growth In the
movement but If, as in 1917, the larger and more
established revolutionary groups adapted their own
qitation to the 'mood of the ntasses their rapid grow
th would swamp the anarchlats.

By themselves these factors would have ensured
that the anarchist· movement remained small - In
1917/18 it numbered perhap$ 10,000 with syndlcaUst
delegates representing perhaps 75,000 workers at trade
union and factory committee conferences - but other
factors were also at work to make It weaker yet.
From the start there was a division between Individual
Ists and communists within anarcbism but this division
had a rather different meaning under Russian cond
itions from what It would have today or elsewhere
then. The Individualists tended towards "terror without
motive" whilst the left-Wing of the anarcho-commun
Ists endorsed expropriation by armed detachments
but the difference was not great and in anti-state
Insurrectionary propaganda the two could easily run
togetber. 1be difference between the two was over
the organisation (or lack of it) of future society but
not neceuarlly In the understanding of revolution
or at least Its destructive phue. Since also the RUII
ian anarcbo-communllts remained at the level of qit
ation and propaganda amongst the mBllel rather than

rising to the level of organisation of the mBllel (Russ
Ia could only acquire a syndicallst movement after
the February revolution) the organisational forms of
Russian anarchism - small groups and circles - did
not make for differentiation between individualism
and anarcho-<:ommunism.

In thla situation the Impact of the revolution could
only be to further disintegrate a movement that was
never Integrated or coherent. Once the revolution
was underway propaganda for construction would have
to take over from demands for destruction If anarch
Ism was to have any Influence at all. This necessItated
clearly d1stlngullhlng between IndlvlduaUsm and comm
unism. However at the same time there arose' for
non-Individualists the question of tactics and strategies
In an ongoing revolution. This led to a clear separation
between the anarcho-commumsts with their focus
on the problem of organising the consumption of the
"masses", and the syndicaUsts with their focus on
the problems of the revolutionary fighting and post
revolutIonary productive organisation of the "workers".
Anarcho-communism, lacking any clear tactical or
strategic bases, then split between simple armed oppos
ition to everything "statlst" and collaboration with
(aod subordination to) the bolabevlk party. Anarcho
syndicalism, more coherent in Its organisational, tactic
al and post-reyolutionary ideas than the other variants,
also faced problems with the emergence of the factory
committees wblch had no place In the original syndical
1st scheme of things, but these problems were. at
least surmountable within Its own umvene 01 ideas.
Despite this syndicalism was born and fated to ~,pn

a minority tendency In a trade union movement domin
ated by menshevlks and a factory committee move
ment with strong links to the bolshevlks.

Within the sad chronicle of Russian anarchism only
one eplaode stands out: that of the Makhnovlst move
ment In the Ukraine (1918-1921). The anarchist-led
partisans achieved brUliant mUitary successes qainst
the Germans, Ukralnian nationalists and White armies
and for a long period withstood the attacks of the
Red Army when the latter turned on them. Behind
the partisan lines the anarchlsta tried to spark off
an Independent social and political organisation of
the liberated areas and to re-organlse the anarchist
movement. (Ultimately both these attempts were to
fall: the war of movement prevented the consolid
ation of base areas and the anarcho-syndicallsts remain
ed aloof from the projected unification of the anarch
Ist movement. The inautrectionary army remained
the dominant factor In the altuatlon.)

It Is hardly surprlllng that reflection on the com
plete political failure of Russian anarchism In general
and the relative mUitary succeas of Its Ukrainian
wing in particular should bave led some anarchists
towards a demand for tighter and more disciplined
organisation. Nor Is It surprising that amongst the
protagonists of such organisation should be the leader
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and the chronicler of the Ukrainian movement. The
unfortunate thing was that faced with two succeasful
examples - the bolshevlk party and the anarchist army
Arshlnoff, Makhno and their" group produced an organis
ational platform and politics Incorporating the main
features of both. ThIs alienated the anarcho-syndlcal
ISts, who were organisationally serious but with totally
different organisational and political conceptions, and
who In any cue bad their own International organ
Isation. the LW.A. (International Workers Association).
and It failed to attract the anarchcH:ommunlsts who
could not faU to perceive the bolshevism implicit
In the organisational and political preacrlptloos. The
drafters of the platform had fallen Into the error
of believing that organisational forms were merely
a technical matter and that the politics of an organ
isation were governed by Its explicit alms, often their
opponents fell Into the obverse error of believing
that all organisational forms (Le. all formal organis
ation) were politically statlst.

The major focus of criticism of the "Platform"
was directed against what was labelled "Synthetlclsm".
The "Synthesis" or "Synthetical Declaration of Princ
Iples" was commissioned from Vollne by the Nabat
(Tocsin) Anarchist Confederation of the Ukraine (1918
1920). It was an attempt to provide a framework
within which the different types of anarchist (syndical
Ista, communists, Individualists) could co-operate.

In answer to the publication of the "Platform",
Vollne, along with other "Nabat" militants who surviv
ed the Bolshevik terror, by going Into exile, published
In 1927 what became known as "The Reply". This
document remains as the major attack on "Platform
Ism" by the "Synthesis" anarchists.

Meanwhile the anarcho-syndicallsts who went Into
exile, did not remain aloof from this "debate". The
most detailed criticism of the "Platform" 88 well
88 the deficiencies In the "Reply" W88 made by G.P.
Maxlmoff In the pages of 'Golos Truzhenlka'. It was
later collectively pubUshed with the title "Constructive
Anarchism". This thorough analysis by Maxlmof( bes
Ides clearly stating the clear differences between

anarcho-syndicallsm and platformIsm Is of value also
for its elaboration of the develoP')ent of the construct
Ive program of anarcho-syndica1lsm from within the
1st International up till the reformation of the I.W.A.
In 1922.

The main purpose of this pamphlet Is to repubUah
the Ideas expressed In Maxlmoff's long article. How
ever, so that a new generation can examine all sldea
of this critical debate In the history of revolutionary
anarchism, we have decided to Include the other prim
ary documents: "The Platform" Itself and "The Reply".
To Indicate how the debate extended beyond the Russ
Ian exiles. also Included Is Malatesta's important
analysis of anaarchlst organisation and his subsequent
exchange of views with Makhno.

The debate on the Platform was not restricted
to these primary documents published together here
for the first time In English. Other writings of Impor
tance were:-
(I) The subsequent theoretical writings of Arshlnov
"La R!poose aUl: ConfuslODlstes de l'Anarchlsme"(Paris,
1927), "Anarkllzm j Dlktatura Proletartata"(Parfs, 1931)
(2) The series of articles publlahed in the organ of
the Spanish CNT "Solldartdad Obrera" In 1932 by
Alexander Scbapiro, the then general secretary of
the IWA, his position against the Platform was very
similar to tbat of Maximoff.
(3) Other writings of Volloe: "Le sens de La Destruc
tion", "De La Synthese" and "Le Vertable Revolution
Soclale".
(4) Besides Malatesta, others outside the circles of
exiled Russian anarchists wrote Important and Influent
Ial articles. Particularly worthy of republishing would
be those of Lutgl Fabbrl, Camlllo Berneri, Mu Nettlau
and Sebastlen Faure. In France, Faure became after
Voline the most Important theoretician of "Synthetical"
anarchism.

A useful follow up volume to the documents publish
ed here would contain the best of the above. Regret
ably none have as yet been translated Into English.
Also useful would he a history of organisations founded
on "Platformist" pflnciples.
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Constructive Anarchism
G. P. MAXIMOFF

1. Introduction
Before we examine the principles of Anarcho.Syndicalism,

it is necessary to summarize briefly the development of inter
national Anarchism since the war,· and to consider its present
situation.

The Imperialist war, the rise and decline of the Great Russian
reyolution, the uprisings in Central European countries, and the
intensification of the class struggle in other lands, obliged Anar
chists to investigate more thoroughly the true character of social
revolution and the practical means needed for its realization. In
the pages of Anarchist and Revolutionary Syndicalist publica
tions in all countries the problems of construction, tactics and
organization were discussed with increasing frequency. Unfor
tunately, these problems were only stated j they were not resolved.
And only relatively few of the fundamental questions were
actually answered.

The first practical attempt to deal with the question of or
ganizational forms in the social revolution must be found in the
formation of the International Workingmen's Association of 1921
-the International of Revolutionary Syndicalist Trade Unions.
From that moment, Anarcho-Syndicalism became an organized
international factor. The International Workingmen's Association
adopted the philosophy of Anarchist Communism, and, in ad
dition to devoting itself to day·to-day efforts in the interests of
the world proletariat, it strove, from the .first day of its existence,
to find solutions to all those questions which face, both now and
in the future, the exploited masses in their struggle for fulI lib·
eration.

Nevertheless, despite these considerations and despite the fact
that the International Workingmen's Association was a direct heir
of the First International, continuing the work of the Jura Federa
tion and of Michael Bakunin, its emergence was not welcomed
unanimously in Anarchist circles. A group of Russian anarchist
emigres, for instance, decided to establish, along similar lines
to the International Workingmen's Association, a new organiza
tion called the General Association of Anarchists. And three
years ago, in 1927, the "Group of Russian Anarchists Abroad"
submitted to the international Anarchist movement a "Project for
an Organizational Platform of a General Association of Anar
chists", which attempted to resolve the various problems on a
different level from the International Workingmen's Association.
This attempt aroused natural interest in Anarchist circles, and it
is still being propagated in the publications of that group.

Before reviewing the fundamental principles of our own pro
gram, it is necessary to discuss this "Platform" in greater detail,
as welI as the "Reply" which was made to it by "several Russian
Anarchists". We shalI scrutinize these two pronouncements of
Anarchist thought, not from love of controversy, but only in order
to render more precise our attitude towards those positive or
ganizational and tactical issues which today or any day might
arise in their full magnitude in Russia itself and in other countries
as welI. In addition, the "Platform" and the "Reply" to it are
both filIed with every kind of distortion of Anarchist concepts,
and to ignore these distortions would amount to moral transgres·

"The First World War of 1914·18.
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sion against the Anarchist movement. It is hoped that the con
siderable space which will be devoted in this study to a criticism
of these matters wiII be found justified by the above conside~a
tions.

2. Positive and Negative A.spects of A.narchism
It is not within the scope of this study to examine the develop

ment of Anarchist thought. My task is practical. After analyzing
the living and concrete Anarchist movement from the moment of
its inception to the present day, I shalI attempt to determine its
shortcomings, errors and ambiguities in theory and tactics. And
further, on the basis of historical experience, I shalI propose for
consideration methods which, in my view, could help our move·
ment in the struggle towards the realization of its program.

Thought precedes movement. Every act Dd every movement
of· the individual, unless it is either mechanical or instinctive, is
thc result of premeditation, of thought. Hefore he acts, man thinks
about the act-no matter whether the period of thought is brief
or long-and only after this labor of the mind does he take
steps to transform thought into reality. The same process can
be observed in the intricate organism of human society.

In this complex social organization, as welI, the idea precedes
the action. And for that reason the history of ideas does 1\ot
coincide in time with the history of the movements which serve
these ideas. Thus, the history of Anarchist and Socialist ideas can
be traced back to antiquity, but the history of the Anarchist and
Socialist movements begins only in the sixties of the last century,
with the organization of the International Association of Workers,
01·, as it is now commonly calIed, the First International. To that
time I ascribe the beginning of the mass movement of Anarchist
workers, and with it I begin the examination and analysis of the
movement which we all serve according to our understanding
and ability.

A study of the mistakes of the past will help us to avoid re·
peating them in the present and the future. The courage to admit
mistakes, and the ability to discover their real causes are sig'ns of
a living spirit and a clear, open mind. If a movement shows
e\'idence of these vital qualities, it i indeed healthy and strong.
and it has a role to play in the future. Let us try then, within
the limits of our ability, to serve the movement in this way. In
spired by this purpose, let us begin the examination of our move·
ment which grew, as already indicated, out of the International
Association of Working Men (First International).

What manner of Association was that? When, how and why
did it emerge? The First International itself i:; not my subject,
and I shalI sketch its history only to the extent needed for the
consideration of the Anarchist movement, whose early develop·
ment was inextricably linked with it. For this reason I shalI limit
my examination to one fraction of the International, the group
known as the "Federalists" or the "Baknninists".

The cornerstone of the International was laid during the
International Exhibition of 1862 in London, and the Association
itself was actually founded at the famous meeting in St. Marlin's
Hall in London on September 23, 1864. That meeting elected a
provisional committee of organization. which in lime becamt'
Ihe General Council of the International. The Committee clab·



orated the Declaration of the International and its provisional
statutes. These statutes Wl're edited by Karl Marx who, though
a member of the committee, played a very pas!'ive part in the
formation of the International.

Under the influcnce of propaganda, sections of the Inter
nat!onal were formed in several Western European countries.
'bny of their members had only the vaguest and most confused
notions of the aims and purposes of the Association. And, because
they included considerable numbers of the radical intelligentsia,
these sections frequently cooperated with the radical political
parties. Thus, the first adherent of the International in Switzer
land, Dr. Coullery, pursued a program of neo·Christianity and
his newspaper had a fairly extensive readership. A similar
situation arose in France. In short, the sections of the Inter
'!ational were, ideologically speaking, a motley and mutually
I:ontradictory collection, and only in time were they moulded
into a conscious and active -odal force.

The First Congress of the International was scheduled to take
place during 1865, in Brussels, but it was called oH because (lf
a new Belgian law which discriminated against foreigners. In its
place, a conference was called in London for the 25th to 29th of
Stoptember of the same year. At this conference the delegates
from France were all Proudhonists-Tolain, Fribourg, Limousin
and Varlin-later a member of the Paris Commune. Caesar de
Paepe came from Belgium, Dupleix and 1. P. Becker, one-time
participant in the Dresden uprising, from the French and German
speaking parts of Switzerland respectively. Among the emigrants,
who represented no specific sections, there were Dupont, Le Lubez,
Herman Jung and Karl Marx. This conference considered labor
problems primarily, but it also touched on questions concerning
international politics, and it decided to call the first Congress of
the International in Geneva for the fall of 1866.

This Congress took place from September 3rd to the 8th, and
\\as atteuded by 65 delegates-sixty of them representing national
sections aud five from the General Council. Most of these dele·
gates were Swiss and French. Since this Congress is of the
greatest importance in the history of the Anarchist and Socialist
lJIo"ements, I shall review its agenda and resolutions.

The agenda is most interesting, and to this day the issues
placed before the consideration of the Congress haw- 1101 lost
their concrete significance, not only for the modern labor mon~

IIlcnt in general, but for the Anan;hist movement in particular.
\I hose attitudes on these issues were responsible for the divisioll
of the International into divergent factions. This agenda COII
"istcd of the following items:

J. Unificatiou of the workillgmen's eHorts in their struggle
"I:ainst Capitalism by the organization of unions.

2. The shortening of the working day.
3. Female and child labor in industry.
4. Labor unions, their past. present and future.
S. Co.operati,"es.
(I. Direl"l and indirect taxation.
7. Orgalli:r.atioll of international credit.
8. The need for the destruction of the reactionary influence

of RUllsia in Europe by means of the estahlishment of a series of
separate states based on self-determinatioll. I The reconstruction
of Polaud on democratic foundations).

9. The existence of standing armies.
10. Religion and its influence 011 the social, political and

iutellectual evolution of nations.
I I. Mutual Aid societies.
The most important achievcment of the Congress was, of

course, the final ratification of the statutes of the International,
which will be examined below. First, however, I shall examine
the resolutions on several issues which, in my opinion, continue

to be vital for the Anarchist movement as a whole.
There is no unanimity among Anarchists on the question of

laho..'s struggle against capital. They diHer in particular on the
issue of unifying the eHorts of -the working men and their fight
against the exploiters. And this variation in attitudes towards
labor unions is the main issue dividing the Anarcho-Communist
camp into two major fractions--the Anarcho-Communists pure
and simple and the Anarcho-Syndicalists. Those present-day
Anarchists who are anti-Syndicalist do not believe that labor as
sociations could be the nucleus of a future society by developing
into federations of producers and stateless communes. The
Anarcho-Syndicalists, on the other hand, hold that only rank
and-file labor organizations are capable of providing the initial
element in the structure of !l new society, in which a federal
International of producets' associations will take the place of
government.

Further, many Anarchists consider the Trade Union fight for
everyday interests to be petty, worthless and even harmful; they
call it a negligible, penny.wise policy which only serves to deflect
the attention of the workers from their main task, the destruction
of capital and the state The Anarcho-Syndicalists, on the other
hand, view the everyday struggle of the working classes as of
tremendous importance. They believe that the reduction of hours
of work is a great blessing since, after a long working day, the
worker is so weary that he had no time or energy for social
problems or communal issues; he knows only one need-physical
rest. A long working day, indeed, transforms him into a toiling
animal. The same importance is attached by the Anarcho-Syn.
dicalists to the increase of wages. Wherever wages are low, there
is destitution; where there is destitution, there is ignorance, and
an ignorant pauperized worker cannot be a Revolutionist, because
he has no opportunity to realize or appreciate his human dignity,
and because he cannot understand the structure of exploitation
that oppresses him.

How did the Anarchists of the First International react to
these issues? The First Congress of the International passed a
resolution saying that "at the present stage of production workers
must be supported in their fight for pay increases." Further, the
Congress noted that the ultimate aim of the labor movement is
"destruction of the system of hired labor" and it therefore recom
mended a serious "study of economic ways and means to achieve
this goal, founded on justice and mutual aid."

The second Congress of the International, held in Lausanne
in 1867; accepted the same resolution. The third Congress,
meeting in Brussels, from September 6th to 13th, 1868, debated
the question of strikes, of federation between labor associations
and of the establishment of special Coordination Councils whose
task it would be to determine whether a given strike was either
legal or useful. The Congress then passed a resolution saying:

''This Congress declares that the strike is not a weapon for
the full liberation of the worker, but that it is frequently rendered
necessary in the struggle between labor and capital in modern
society; it is essential therefore to subject strikes to certain rules
so that they be called at propitious times only, and with the
assurance of competent organization.

"As to the organization of strikes, it is essential that labor
unions of resistance exist in all trades, and that these unions be
federated with all other labor unions in all countries ...

"To determine the timeliness and legality of strikes, a special
commission composed of Trade Union delegates should be estab
lished in every locality."

On the issue of the reduction of working hours, the Congress
declared that "the reduction of working hours is a primary condi
tion for every improvement in the position of the workers, and
for that reason this Congress has decided to begin agitation in

-,
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all countrl. for the reaUaation of tbil aim by cout1tutiona'
meanl."

At the fourth Coqreaa of the International in Duel dw.
September 186P-it wu the penultimate Conpu-tbe French
del.ate, the carpeDter Pindy, read a paper on the iIIue of labor
unioDl of reaiatance (u Trade UniODl were called in thOle daY')
iD which he incidlllltally apreued thouPtI which later became
baic to French Revolutionary S)'Dd1caliam, aDd which have linoe
·beeD ItreIIed continually by thOle Anarchiltl who now caU
themselves Anucho-S)'Ddicalilta. Pindy laid that, in hie view,
labor unionl mUlt Join with each other in local, national and,
finally, international federationI. In the future lociety, too, the
Trade Unionl would have to unite in free communes, headed by
Councila of deputies from the Unions. These Councila would
regulate relations between the various trades and would take the
place of contemporary political institutions. The .Congress car
ried a resolution, proposed by Pindy, which stated that the unions
must. "in the interests of their branch of industry, gather all es
!lential information, consider common problems, conduct stn'kes
and concern themselves with their successful conclusion until
such time as the system of hired labor ill rt'placed by the ll!l8Ocia
tion of free producel'!l." Such, accordinp: to the recordll of all
the Conp:resses, was the ideolo~cal viewpoint on the laboT issue
of the Anarchists who participated in the Fil'!lt International.

But the International was not an organization dominated by
Anarchists. It included Marxists, Blanquists and Proudbonist·
mutualists, plain Socialists and even radical Democrats. How
then can one ascribe the pro~am of the International to the
Anarchists of those days? The mere fact of their membership
in the International is not sufficient. since they could have been
in the minority and have dissented from the viewpoint of the
resolutions which were adopted. The question is justified.
although not completely so, since, had the Anarchists not ap:reed
with resolutions, there would have been some evidence of their
protest at the Con~esses themselves and later in their press, a
method used by them whenever they differed from the opinion
of the General Council in London. However, there exists a ~t
deal of additional material which shows that, until the Ha~e

Congress, the Anarchists accepted the program of the Internation
al in fun.

One has only to refer to the works and lettel'!l of Bakunin.
His pamphlets. "1'be Policy of the International," "1'be Or~ani

zation of the International," "Universal Revolutionarv Union",
as wen as a number of others, prove this contention clearlv and
convincingly. But. to make the matter more certain, one should
not rely on Bakunin's pamphll':ts alone, but should also consider
the following quotations from the documents of the Jura Federa
tion, which then headed the theoretical and practical Anarchist
movement, as well as several quotations from the program which
Bakunin drew up for the "Social-Democratic Alliance."

How is the program of the Alliance related to the issue of the
labor movement under discussion here? Paragraph 11 states that
"land, like all other capital, is a tool of production which must
become the collective property of society as a whole, to be utilized
only by the working people, i.e. the industrial and agricultural
a!l8ociations of the workers." Paragraph V contains a thesis
which is still a part of the fundamental principles of modem
Anarcho.Syndicalism, but which is denied by many Anarcho
Communists. It takes up the question-what is to replace the
existing State?-and makes the following declaration: '''The
Alliance recognizes that all modem political and authoritarian
states, limited increasingly to the simple adreinistrative functions
essential to society, must dissolve into an international union of
free agricultural and industrial associations."

ne COJllNl of the RomaDOl Federation at Chaull:-I..Fcmda
in 1870 pUled a reaolution whIch ha rematnecl mId to tbia
day, at leut for the SyncHcallat fraotlon of Anarchlat Comma
nlatl, and which dlllJ'Vll to be quoted In full t

"CoDliderln. the fact that the full liberation of labor 11
pOllible only In conditlonl of the tranaformation of the uIIdn.
political Itructure, whIch 11 IUltalned by prl.n. aDd power,
into m economic tociety founded in equality md freedom, aDd
that every government or political ltate repreaentl only the or
ganisation of bourllOlI exploitation whOle expreuion 11 Juridical
law, md that my participation of the worldng cia.. In bourpoll
governmental politiCl cm reault only In the Itrengthening of the
existing structure which in turn would paralyze the revolutionary
activities of the proletariat, the Congrell of the Romance Federa
tion recommends to every aection of the International the repu
diation of all activities eeeking aocial reorganization by meana of
political reforma. It luggeets iDltead the concentration of .11
efforts on the creation of federated trade unions aa the only

weapon capable ot uauring the succeu of the social revolution.
Such a federation would be labor's true representative, its parlia
ment, but it would be independent and completely outside the
inJIuence of political govemnent."

Aa to the forma of a future society, the Jura eectiona of the
Itatemational visualized them in the same light as did Bakunin
and as the present-day Anarcho-Syndicalists lltill do. In the
newspaper, "Solidarity" of August 20, 1870, in an article en
titled "Geographical Unification", we read:'''In the future Europe
will not consist of a federation of different nations, politically
organized in republics, but of a simple federation of labor union!'
without any distinction according to nationality."

This, then, waa the labor program of the Anarchist movement
from the formation of the International until the disintegration
of the Jura Federation in 1880 when, at its last Congress, its
sections accepted the title of Anarchist-Communism.

An analysis of the labor program of the International and
its practical application leads inevitably to one fundamental flaw
which fatally affected the development of the Labor movement.
This flaw was the discrepancy between theory and practice. We
have seen that the International had declared the economic liber
ation of the workers to be the goal of the labor movement, and
the labor unions to be its basis. The natural and logical con
clusion would have been for the International to be constituted
on the principle of the federation of Labor Unions organized
according to trades. Instead, it was founded on the lllIIlOCiation
of sections composed of all kinds of different elements. 'The
entire blame for this cannot of course be placed on the Interna
tional; the absence of historical experience, and the specific
conditions in which the association was forced to exist and
detelop, are clearly understandable reasons. Yet the fact remain!!
that the sectional organization of the International was un
doubtedly one of the main reasons for the downfall and disinte
gration of that magnificent organization. 'The modem Anarchist
movement has benefitted from its historic experience, and the
second International Workingmen's Association, founded in Berlin
in 1922, was built on the principle of the unification, not of
sections, but of the industrial associations in varioUl countries.

The sectional structure of the International and of its federa
tions fatally reacted on the Anarchist movement in its pure form.
What happened was that, when the Anarchists, after the split in
the International, organized themselves into a Federalist Inter
national, they exchanged the sections for groups, and, beca1IIIe
of the decline of the organization, they did not realize that in this
way they exchanged a mass labor movement, permeated with the
Anarchist spirit, for a simple movement of Anarchist p:roups
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which had little organic contact with the labor movement.
In time the estrangement became increasingly more evident.

Anarchism hegan to lose its practical foothold llnd turned more
and more towards theory. As a result the movement was joined
by people who were little, or not at all, connected with the
working classes. They were idealists who sincerely sought the
liberation of the proletariat hut, not having been seasoned in
the revolutionary struggle, and seeing the desired liberation un
ful.fiIled during the expected peri(l.d, they became disillusioned
with group efforts, using weapons which might more effectively
hasten the desired results. It is in this psychology that we must
seek the roots of the anti-Syndicalist attitudes which, I am deeply
convinced, have done Anarchism a great deal of harm and have
hindered its progressive growth as a mass labor movement.

I will continue now the discussion of other problems which
were under constant consideration in the International in general,
and its federalist sections in particular. I have not available the
resolutions of the first Congress on all the items of its agenda.
But, since the majority of these issues were also discussed during
subsequent Congresses, it is possible, by reference to their records,
to outline the program of the International concerning these
questions.

Before, however, beginning our exposition of the program, one
very important question on the agenda of the second Congress
should be dealt with, particularly since it amplifies and clarifies
the Labor program already discussed. It is the question which
has not only retained its urgency for our own days, but which
also forms thc basic obstacle to unity in the Anarcho-Communist
movement, as well as a target for socialist attacks in the dispute
over the dictatorship of the proletariat.

The question was formulated in this manner: "Would not
the efforts of the Labor associations for the liberation of the
fourth estate (the proletariat) lead to the creation of a new class
-the fifth estate-whose position under Socialism might be even
more terrible than the position of the proletariat under Capital
. 1"Ism.

The fact that such a question was raised at all is in itself
significant. It shows, firstly, the great maturity in socialist
thought of the members of the International and,. secondly, it
points to their sense of responsibility and caution concerning the
solution of complex social problems. This question, I believe,
arose within the International partly because some members were
propagating the idea of the dictator,;hip of the proletariat, with
which a majority did not agree. The prophets of dictatorship
thus made the Internationalists aware of the possibility that the
new society, construct~d on the thesis of the replacement of the
State by Labor Unions, might create conditions in which the
proletariat would become the ruling class suppressing other
classes-for instance, the peasantry. The Congress did not deny
such a possibility; it seemed actually to admit it, but, having no
alternative, it could only recommend methods which might more
or less counteract the possibility of results so undesirable from
the viewpoint of true socialism. The Congress passed a resolution
in which it stated that, to avoid the formation of a new exploiting
hierarchy, it would be necessary for labor unions to be permeated
with the ideals of mutual aid- and solidarity and- for the prole
tariat to be convinced that a social upheaval must lead to justice
and not the creation of new privileges, even for their own class.

At a time when Anarchist thought was being moulded by
living experience as a movement of the working masses, such
doubts were normal and fuIly justified, and the decision of the
Congress was perfectly natural. When Capitalism had not yet
entirely matured and the labor organizations had only begun to
function on a revolutionary basis, the members of thp. Congress

could have come to no other decision than to attempt to raille
the level of consciousness in the working masses. The need for
this remains, today, as strong as ever. But it is no longer the
only need.

Now Anarchist thought has become mature and it must,
moreover, operate in conditions utterly different from the eco
nomic circum~tances of those days. Today the question outlined
above can arise only for the State Socialists, who strive to es
tablish a class dictatorship in the form of a class State. For
Anarchists, who aim at the destruction of the State and its re
placement by the federations of productive associations, the
question is ridiculous. It is ridiculous because Anarchism, or
ganizing society in this manner, involves the entire adult working
population in the prodll1::tive associations, independent of their
former social positions, i.e. the classes are destroyed at once and
hence there can be no question of class rule. However, a different
problem could be raised now: would not the Communist organiza
tion of society result in the suppression of the individual in a
more severe form than under Capitalist individualism?

The question is justified and we cannot deny such a possibil
ity entirely. But society will discover, I believe, sufficiently ef
fective means to prevent the materialization of this possibility.
As to the problem of class rule, the Anarcho-Communists and
the Anarcho-Syndicalists differ sharply on this issue. The former
insist, obviously in error, that syndicalization would lead to
class rule, i.e. to dictatorship. Yet they themselves have nothing
to offer in place of the danger they foresee.

To turn to the remaining issues, apart from the labor unions,
co-operation in all its forms was a burning issue in the days of
the First International, and at the various Congresses a good deal
of attention was paid to this movement. The agenda of every
Congress contained items either on co-operatives in general or
on specific aspects of the movement. At the first Congress, for
initance, the following items were discussed: co-operatives, or
ganization of international credit, mutual aid societies. At the
second Congress: how the working classes could utilize, for the
purpose of their liberation, the savings deposited in bourgeois
and governmental financial institutions. At the third Congress-
credit.

Such insistence shows the extent to which the international
proletariat of those days was interested in the issue of co-opera
tives. In our times because of Anarchist efforts to develop posi
tive and practical programs, this question is once again on the
agenda. For that reason it is important to learn how it was
resolved by our illustrious predecessors.

The decisions of the first Congress concerning this question
are not available. At the second Congress, on the question of
workers' savings, Charles Longuet reported in favor of organizing
a Proudhonian·Mutualist system of credit with national labor
banks which would provide interest-free loans to the workers_
Eccarius suggested that the working co-operatives of artisans and
the !abor unions should use their capital for the organization of
productive associations. The third Congress accepted these pro
posals in resolutions recommending the establishment of people's
banks which would provide the labor organizations with capital.

The English section reported on co-operatives. Without deny
ing the usefulness of co-operative organizations, it indicated a
dangerous tendency noticeable in a majority of such hodies in
England, which were beginning to develop into purely commercial
and capitalist institutions, thus creating the opportunity for the
birth of a new c1ass-the working bourgeoisie. FoIlowing this
report the Congress passed a resolution recommending that the
main purpose of the co·operatives l.'hould be kept constantly
alive--"to wrench from the hands of private capitalists the means
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of production and to return them to their lawful owners. the
productive workers."· This, then, was the viewpoint of the
International. It paid due respect in this matter to the Proud
honian and Owenite utopias, which to this day are advocated by
the social-cooperators and by some Anarchists.

There is no doubt, of course, that co-operatives are most
useful institutions. For Anarchists to work in mass co-operatives
is as necessary and as useful as to work in trade unions. But
this does not mean that co-operation is the magic wand by which
the Capitalist structure can be changed into Anarchist Commu
nism. Many Internationalists actually believed that, and hence
arose their enthusiastic attitude towards co-operation. Others,
like Bakunin, were more far-sighted, realizing the great positive
part that co-operatives would play in the future structure of the
new society, but looking upon them at the present stage with
indifference. "The experience of the past twenty years," Bakunin
wrote, "a unique experience which reached its widest scope in
England, Germany and France, has proved conclusively that
the co-operative system, while undoubtedly containing the es
sence of the future economic structure, cannot, at the present
time under present conditions, liberat~r even improve to any
considerable extent-the living standards of the working people."
The latter part of Bakunin's statement has heen verified by
e~perience, while the first is just beginning to be confirmed.

Many Anarchists in Spain to this day, if not the majority
there, take an uncompromisingly hostile attitude towards co·op
eratives, and they thus commit the same unpardonable error as
did the Russian Anarchists in the period of 1905-6. It is not
possible to propose sonie kind of Anarcho-Cooperativism, but
one cannot deny the usefulness of co-operatives to the working
population. And apart from all this, one must not forget that
co-operatives, e.g. the Christian or workers' co-operatives, are
mass organizations, and hence provide a tremendous field for
Anarchist propaganda and cultural activity. We should also
remember the viewpoint of Bakunin, quoted above, that co-opera
tives contain the essence of the future economic structure. That
is undoubtedly so and, in view of that fact alone, it is not ad
visable to repeat the errors of the past.

The problem of education, too, was often on the agenda of
the Congresses of the First International. The third Congress
adopted a resolution on this Issue, while the fourth left the dis
cussion of the problem to the following session. Recognizing that
at the present time the organization of rational education was
impossible, the Congress "invited its sections to organize public
courses with a program of scientific, professional and integral
education, so as to complement at least partially the totally in
adequate education available to workers at present." The Cong
ress considered the reduction of working hours a preliminary and
essential condition. In one of his later articles, "Comprehensive
Education", Bakunin agreed fully with this resolution. This
article, as well as various other papers on this subject, and par
ticularly the works of Robin, laid the foundation for the theory
of free labor education which is today accepted by all cultured
people. And for that the International deserves much credit. A
resolution of the second Congress excluded the State from the
sphere of education and assured full freedom to education. and
instruction. The interference of the State was to he permitted
only when the father of the child could not provide the funds
needed for its education.

As to Statehood itself, the International began to repudiate
it definitively only after the seceding sections had organized
themselves into the Federalist International. Until that secession,

• The Fourth Congress, because of a leek of time, did not consider the question
of credit.

it could not decide finally to dissociate itself from this pernicious
concept; this irresolution, of course, would not have heen main
tained without the influence of Marx, although the Anarchists
themselves were at first none too clear on the subject, if not in'
principle, at least in form.

As for the political struggle, the International-right up to
the split at the Hague Congress in 1872-stood against activity
on parliamentary and political party lines. At the Lausanne
Congress it adopted a resolution which said that "since the ab
sence of political freedom in a country presents an obstacle to
the social enlightenment of the people and the liberation of the
proletariat, the Congress declares: (l) that the social liberation
of the workers is indivisible from their political liberation and
(2) that the establishment of political freedom is the first, and
unconditional necessity in each country."

While it carried such a resolution, the Congress nevertheless
reacted negatively to participation in the political struggle;
instead it continued to function on an economic plane alone.
And when Man: and his followers at the Hague Congress decided
to add to the statutes a resolution concerning the political activi
ties of the working classes, the split occurred. The Anarchists
and their followers preferred to stand on their old position, and
to advocate gaining political freedom by means of the economic
struggle.

One further question remains to be discussed-that of land
ownership. Thereafter, we shall be able to turn to an analysis
of the fundamental theses of the International and its statements
of principle as expressed in the Preamble to the Statutes, as well
as to an examination of its organizational concepts.

The question of land ownership was considered at the Basel
Congress in 1869, the fourth Congress-the only one at which
Bakunin was present. In face of opposition b}' the Marxists,
this Congress carried a resolution on the 8Ocialization of land
and the abolition of the right of inheritance. As to the first
question, the International voted for the abolition of private
ownership and the establishment of collective ownership in land.
When, however, it came to considering the methods of organizing
agriculture, the Congress had no unified ~iews. On this' second
question a majority of thirty-two, against twenty-three Marxists,
voted for Bakunin's resolution whose concluding sentence read:
"The Congress votes for the complete and radical abolition of
the right of inheritance, considering this to be one of the es
sential conditions for the liberation of labor." This was the first
collision of the two trends in the International, which were rep
resented by the personalities of Bakunin and Marx.

Now let us examine the statutes of the International. Its
entire philosophy and all its fundamental principles, accepted
as articles of faith by all convinced Socialists of the world to
this day, are expressed in the Preamble to these Statutes. The
declarations are indisputable and their formulation is concise,
admirable and expressive. They are:

1. The liberation of the working classes must he the task of
the working classes themselves.

2. The struggle for the liberation of the workers must in no
case be a struggle for class privileges and monopolies but for
the establishment of equal rights and obligations for all and for
the abolition of all class rule

3. The economic subjugation of workers to the owners of the
means of production, which are the source of life, is the cause
of serfdom in all its forms, of social misery, spiritual degenera,
tion and political dependency.

4. The economic liberation of the workers is the great goal
to which all political movements must be subordinated.

5. All efforts up to the present to realize this great task have
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remained unsuccessful because of a lack of solidarity among the
workers of various trades in each country, and because of the
absence of brotherly unity and organization among the working
classes of different countries.

6. The liberation of labor is not a local or national task, but
a social problem involving all countries where the modern struc
ture exists, and its solution depends on practical and theoretical
co-operation among the more progressive countries.

7. The working class, which is arousing new hopes in its true
regeneration in the more industrialized countries of Europe, issues
a solemn warning against a falling back into the old errors and
calls immediately for the unification of all movements which. so
far, have been divi,ded.

8. All organizations and individuals, who are members of
the International, rp-cognize truth, justice and morality as the
basic principles for their behaviour towards each other and
towards all 'peoples without difference of race, creed or national
ity.

9. They consider it their duty to demand the rights of man
and citizen not only for themselves but for all who fulfil their
obligations. There are no rights without obligations; there are
no obligations without rights.

Such was the program of the International-the philosophy
of the mass labor movement which has not been rejected to this
day by a single Anarchist, and which lies at the root of the
teachings of Bakunin, of the Jura Federation and of Kropotkin.
The same is not true of the Marxists, who soon departed trolll
certain concepts of the International. The first to do so was
Marx himself, and in that way he was responsible for the split
in the International.

What were the organizationd principles of the International'?
Their examination will conclude this outline of its program, and
of the program of the Anarchist-Collectivists, Le. the Bakuninists.
The statutes of the International, accepted at the first Congress,
assigned no administrative rights to the General Council. The
only right assigned to it was that to change the location of the
following Congress, but not its schedule. The Council, therefore,
was not the central administrative organ but only a liaison and
correspondence bureau and its members were elected by the COli
gress. The individual sections were independent of the Council
and had the right to their own programs and constitutions, as
long as these were not in contradiction with the general principles
of the adopted statutes. Each section had the right to elect, from
among its members, correspondents to the General Council of
the organization, and it paid dues according to its membership
to cover the expenses of the Council. Finally, each section had
the right to send one delegate to the Congress, irrespective of
the number of its members, but sections counting more than 500
had the right to send additional delegates for each 500 members.
Each delegate to the Congress, however many sections he might
represent, had one vote.

It is interesting to note 'that, at the fourth Congress, there was
evidence, on the one hand, of a tendency to adapt the structure of
the International to the imagined structure of the future society,
while, on the other hand, the Congress, under Bakunin's leader
ship, assigned administrative authority to the General Council.
Ironically, it was by using this new authority at the following
Congress that Marx managed to settle accounts with Bakunin

himself and his friends.
On the question of permitting the existence of chairmen in

labor iDstitutions and organizations, the Congress adopted the
following resolution:

"Whereas it is unworthy for a labor organization to retain in
its midst a monarchist and authoritarian principle by permitting

the existence of a chairman (even if the latter has no powers),
the Congress invites all sections and labor organizations who
are members of the International to abolish the concept of
chairmanship in their midst."

At the same time another resolution, for which Bakunin and
his friends voted, assigned to the General Council great administ
rative powers. The illogicality of the Anarchists on this point
can be explained by the fact that Bakunin believed the Council
to be more revolutionary than many of the sections. The powers
granted by this resolution were as follows:

''The General Council has the right to accept sections into
the International, or to refuse acceptance until the next general
Congress. The General Council has also the right to close down
or to dissolve old sections. -

"In case of conflict between individual sections of whatever
country, the General Council is appointed arbiter until the next
Congress which alone has authority to make a final decision."

In the course of three years, the Council abused these rights
to such an extent that it aroused strong protest on the part of
many sections which were prepared to abolish the General Council
altogether. Some of them went even further; they denied the
need for any statutes in the organization as a whole. Bakunin's
reaction to this tendency is rather interesting. In a letter to Albert
Richard, he remarked:

''You write, my dear friend, that you are an enemy of all
constitutions and you maintain that they are good for nothing
but the diversion of children. I do not fully share your views
on this point. Superfluous regunentation is loathsome indeed,
and I believe, as you do, that 'responsible people' must themselves
mark out a course for their behaviour and must not deviate from
it.

"However, let us agree on one thing. To assure some unity
of action, in my view essential even among the most responsible
of men who strive for one and the same goal, certain conditions
and certain specific rules, equally binding on all, are required.
There must he agreements and understandings, frequently re
newed. Otherwise, if everyone were to act only according to his
own judgment, even the most earnest men could, and surely
would, come to a point when, with the best of intentions, they
would actually hinder and paralyze each other. The result would
be disharmony instead of the harmony and calm to which we all
aspire. We must know how, when and where to find each other,
and to whom to turn so that we may get the co-operation of all.
A small unit, well organized, has greater value than one that is
larger, but disorganized and ill-adapted."

Thus, on the issue of organization, Bakunin and the Anar
chists committed, and tolerated, an unforgiveable mistake-a
retreat from fundamental federalist principles. And the sad
results were not slow in making their appearance. This experi
ence proves that one must not sacrifice fundamental principles
even in the interests of realizing the best intentions.

If we add to the exposition already given the declaration
adopted by the Bakuninists when they established the Federalist
International at the Congress o)f St. Imier, a full account will
have been given of the Anarchist movement in the days of the
First International, both before and after the cleavage in that
organization.

The text of this declaration will he quoted below. First,
however, we should discuss the resolutions of the Congress. Thill
is essential because the resolutions and declaration together form
the program on which the Anarchists conducted their activities
after the rift in the International and until the decline of its
Federalist section, i.e. until 1879 and a little beyond.
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~The first resolution was concerned with organizational prin·
ci~ It stated that the autonomy and independence of labor
federations and sections was a fundamental condition for the- - --"
liberation of the workers. Further, the resolution granted the
Congress no lawgiving and exr.clltive rights, conceding an ad·
visory role only. The resolution also rejected the idea that a
minority must submit to the views of the majority. The second
resolution maintained that, in r.ase of an attempt upon the
freedom of a federation or section by the majority of any Con·
gress, or by a General Council established by that majority, all
Qther federations and sections must declare themselves in soli·
darity with the attacked organization.

The fourth rl'solution dealt with the framework for "the
resistance of labor," i.e. the economic struggle of the proletariat.
This resolution postulated thl' impossibility of achieving any sub·
stantial improvement in the livilll! standards of the workers undl'r
Capitalism; it ronsidered strikes important weapons in the
struggle, but had no iIIusio~s about their l'Conomic results.
Strikes, to the Fedl'ralists, were a means of intensifying the
c1eava/Ze betwer.n the bourgeoisil' and the proletariat.

The third resolution. whirh I regard as the Declaration. really
represents the pro~ram of the organization, and for that reason
it will be quoted in full.

"Whereas the attempt to force on the proletariat a uniform
political program and tactic, a single way to full social libera
tion, is as absurd as the claims of reaction; whereas no·one has
the authority to deny the autonomous federations and sections
their unquestionable right to decide independently and to employ
the political tactics they consider most suitable. and believinf!:
that any such attempts at denial would lead tragical1y to the
most outrageous dogmatism; .whereas the aspirations of the pro
letariat can have no purpose but the construction of uncondition·
ally free economic organizations and federations, based on equal
ity and the labor of all and entirely independent of all pl)litical
:rovernment; whereas these organizations and federations can be
the result only of the unflinching action of the proletariat itself,
the trade unions of artisans and the autonomous communes:
whereas every political organization can be the organ of domina
tion for the benefit oJ one class only, rather than for thl' masses
as ~ whole, and whereas the proletariat, if it decid~ to seize
power, might itself become the ruling and exploiting class, the
Congress, meeting at St. Imier, declares:

1. 'That the destruction of all political power is the first
obligation of the proletariat;

2. That the ,creation of ostensibly temporary, revolutionary
political power for the realization of such destruction can be
only a new betrayal and would prove as dangerous for the
proletariat as all other governments existing at the present time;

3. That, rejecting all compromise in the realization of the
social revolution, proletarians of all lands must establish the
solidarity of revolutionary action free from all bourgeois politics."

With this resolution I am concluding my examination and,
analysis of the Anarchist movement in its first period. I trust
that I have succeeded in emphasizing, not all, but the most sig·
nificant positive and negative features, achievements and failures
of the movement in the days of the First InternationaL It i~

apparent that the general character of the movement is very
similar to that current in contemporary Anarchism which has
developed under the name of Anarcho-syndicalism. Many of its
basic principles lay at the root of the so-called Romance Syndi
calism, which is undoubtedly the immediate heir of the First
International, although, of course, it grew in different historic
and economic conditions, which resulted in some inevitable dif·
ferences between these two tendencies in the labor movement.

Almost simultaneously with the development in the West of
the' International, an analogoUll movement emerged and Unfolded
at the opposite end of Europe, in Russia. It differed from the
International in the same way as the historical and economic
conditioJ¥! varied. In Europe, owing to the evolution of Capital
ism, the proletariat was already an established fact. In Russia,
however, the proletariat W88 then only in its infancy, and many
observers doubted whether Russia would develop a proletarian
class at all, since they saw the path of economic development
there as entirely different from that of Western Europe.

Russia in thOSl' days. was an enormous peasant ocean, and
'Cor that reason the revolutionary elements based their acti"ities
primarily on the peasantry. They ga\'e the proletariat little'
thought. Similarly, political conditions differed sharply from'
Ih ..'e in Western Europe. There political liberties already exi~tecl.

"hen'as in Russia, afler the shortlived "Iiberali~m" flf Alexalltll'r
11. har! rome a dark, oppressive era of Asiatic despoti'llI. In
addition, the peasants themselvl's had only a fp-w \"pars pfl" iou,l)"
('ea~t'd to be actual serfs.

'In ,uth circumstances, a re,'olutionary organization elll",;!ed
amung young people who had originally banded together in
:imafJ cultural groups, and it was they who were respon~ible for
the most magnifi"ent and heroic epoch of the Russian revolutioll
ill') movement. This movement is known by the name of ""PUpil
li~llI" (Narodirhestvo"t -the nllJ\Clllent of "going to the peopl ... ·.
or ··7.ernlovolchisl\'O··-----eomhining the "ords "lI-mlya" I Laud I

and "Volya" (Libert)), the name of their organization and puh·
lication, Land and Liberty. Later, the movement was also "allrorJ
..~arodnovolchistvo·' (Populist Socialislll).

The history oC this movement is complex and colorful, but
we unfortunately cannot dwell on it, since it would take us too
far afield from the main theme. For that reason we shall restrict
ourselves only to an examination of the program and lhe tactical
bases of the movement. In the beginning. two tendencies fou/Zht
each other within this movement~the Lavrovists and the Bakun
inists. But the struggle did not last long. The Bakuninists 500n
became the dominant element, and Anarchism became the pro/!·
ralll. It is this Anarchism that we shall examine. This is not an
easv task since, so far, there exist no general reviews, no historic-al
researches or summaries on this question. It is therefore nere~

sary to utilize scattered and fragmentary facts, memoirs and
newspapers of that period.

The first A~archist organ in the Russian language was pub
lished in 1868, not in Russia, but abroad. Its name was "Dielo
Truda", and its editfi)r was· Bakunin. From its second issue,
however, it fell into the hands of Nicholas Utin, and ceased
hence(orth to be Anarchist. Since this publication was not par
ticularly important for the Russian movement. which began its
dl'\'e!opmenl several years latl'l', we shall not discuss it.
The first Russian anarchist organ on Russian territory was the
magazine ". 'atchalo" (Beginning'" which ceased publication
with its fourth issue. It \\-as followed by the publication "Zemlya
i V"I~a" (Land and Liberty). which played a tremendousl}'
important part in the Russian revolutionary movement, and this

" .. ,.haIl discuss.
All revolutionary acli,it) ill thc seventies of the last century

"a,. based on one--in my vil'w··-mistaken view of the Russian
pl'ople--an idea still held to thi5 day by many Anarchists. This
idea was that Anarchist tendencies were natural to the Russian
p('ople. III the lirst issue of "\atchalo" we read: "The Russian
pe"ple. because of spel'ilic historic conditions, are' Anarchist-

. lllinded_ They have nol yel, as have other nations, adopted
stalist ideas and hourgeois instincts. Despite the principle of
pri"ate property. whkh is sanctified by law, the}' demand a
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general redistribution of land and, riotwit~tanding their age-old
Tartar yoke of state and feudalism, they stilI dream of a life free
and unfettered. Their philosophy of life is expressed and repre
~cnted by the formula 'Land and Liberty'-a formula that is
fundamentall y socialist."

11 ,was on this premise that the movement based its entire
program and its tactical effort~. Since the people could expect
nothing from tht' government, "they had only one escape from
their serflike destitute existence-·l'iolent overthrow of the existing
order in the form of a social revolution." The struggle of the
Russian people would expand into a whole series of revolts, both
now and ill the future, and ,t~\!.. Revolutionaries would decide on
their own attitude towards tbe~~ revolts. There could, of course,
be 110 other attitude thall. that of approval. And the logical con
clusion was-to go among the people and arouse and prepare

• them for rebellion. Local outhreaks, multiplying and spreading,
would grow into one tr~rilendous rebellion-the social revolution
which would make possible the realization of the following pro:
gram:
. 1. The State based on privilege would Lp replaced hy federa
tions established by means of the fref' association ~f autonomous
communes without any coercion by a ('cntral authority.

2. Land and the means of production are the property of the
entire people.

3. The workman is the only owner of the fruits of hi~ lahur.

4. The exchange of the latter to ensure t'qual distribution is
the duty of the federated village wmmunes and thl' Trade Union~.

5. Complete social and political equality. unconditional frec·
d'-'Ill of conscience. speech, scientific resear('h. association and
meetings.

The Revolutionaries believed that the realization of this pro·
gram was within sight; cvents were moving quickh and Socialists
must prepare themselves for the futurl'. Like the IlItl'rnational in
Europe, which considered the Trade Unions to Iw' thp economic
organizations which would take the place. of .-government. thl'
Russian populist~ put forward the village co;nm~~e, the 'Ohseht
china'. "The village commune," they said. "which is a farm '.of
economic association evolved in the process of Russian history.
contains within itself thc seeds of the destrUl,tion Ilf the Statp a~d
the bourgeois world." Hen('e the demand frH a 'Jed~ration of
village communes. '

Revolutionary reality soon led to armed resistance to thl'
government, to terrorism; and the going to the peopll' tll di~il·

lusionment with the economi(' slruggl«.> and the peasanlr). Sonlf'
revolutionaries,. indeed, began 'to push the' social rl'volution into
the background, ,-while they ,~!\iphasized t'o.{~titutinnal d«.>mands.

The samc thing that had" happened in the International was
happening in Russia. The proposition of'a political program and
a tactic of political struggle'led to a c1eaval!e, which destroved
the entire movement despite the brilliant a/l(~.fasl:inating political
fireworks to which the party of "Narodnaya Volya" (The People's
Will) gave expression in its titanic terrorist st~uggle. The split
occurred in the middle of 1879, and by 1882 the movement was
already erushed and strangled. '

3. The Constructive Period of Anarchism·

The first two periods in the devel~pment of Sociali~1IJ and
Anarchism-periods' of "utopian" and "scientific" Socialism
were followed at the end of the Nineteenth Century by the era
of constructive Socialism. Until that time all attempts to consider
the form of the future society, and all questions related to its
~tructure,. had' been branded sarcastically as premature and

Utopian.

It is, however, worth noting that &kunin himself had bef'n
concerned with the problem of construction, in the belief that
one must not destroy the Old without having at least a basic plan
for the New. The principal factors in the process of construetioll,
in Bakunin's view, would be the International of industrial com
munes, supplemented by agricultural associations.

The advent of the Paris Commune forced people to pay even
more attention to the constructive aspects of Socialism. And,
during the entire period of its existence, the first International
was at work clarifying the tasks of the future society. At it<;
Brussels Congress in 1874, the delegates discus~erl reports by the
Jura Federation and by Cresar de Prepe 011 "public services in
the future society". The report of ClESar de Prepe embraced not
·only all the iS8ues formulated in the "Platform"-fifty years
later-but also a number of others which are missing in the
"Platform", yet which should not .be ignored.

Revolutionary Syndicalism was born at the end of the Nine
teenth Century. Its appearance in. the arena of history marks a
great victory for the constructive tendencies of Anarchism. A
number of Anarchists, who had been active in the Syndicalist
movement, welded together the futures of the two movements, and
under their influence Syndicalism absorbed increasingly the ideas
of Anarchist Communism and Federalism, so that it could no
longer be called anything but Anarcho-Syndicalism. For instance,
the book by Pataud and Pouget, "How to Achieve the Social
Revolution", was written from the Anarchist viewpoint-an oni·
nion, incidentally, verified hy Peter Kropotkin's account of
book. I

From the beginning of the twentieth century, most Russian
Anarchist publications issued abroad-like "Bread and Freedom"
(Khlieb i Volya) and the pamphlets connected with it; like
"The Stormy Petrel" (Burevestnik), "The World of Labor" (Rab
otchi Mic), "The Voice of Labor" (Golos Truda) , p~id a good
deal of attention to constructive Anarchism.

With the Russian Revolution of 1917, problems of construc
tion began to dominate thought in Anarchist circles not only in
Russia, but everywhere else in the world. The first amoug them
tn pursue the line of constructive Anarchism were the Anarcho
Syndicalists. The pages of their publications ("Voice of Labor",
"Fre~ Voice of Labor", "World of Labor" and others) were
filled with articles on this subject. They carried a bold campaign
against the chaotic, formless, disorganized and indifferent attitude
then rampant among the Anarchists--a standpoint which aroused
a great deal of hostility towards them.

The first two conferen"ees of the Anarcho·Syndicalists in 19lB
set forth clearly and in considerable detail the political and eco·
nomic characteristics of the first stages of the new social struc
ture. t The "Northern Regional Congress of Anarchists'\ ~hich
met soon after the first conference of the Anarcho-Syndic~'l~ts,
formulated its own program on that subject.' ~·d._the fi;st con
ference of "Anarchist Organizations in ,~e .!Jkraihe" (NABAT),
which met in the interval between the ijrst and second conferences
of the Anarcho.Syndicalists, considered all the points postulated
almost ten years later in the "Platfor~' of 1927.' And in the
same year of 1918, "The First Central/Soviet Technical School"
issued a declaration covering the gr'OIiitd' of the question's which
are now still under discussion. The conference of NABAT in

l. Foreword to "Bread and Freedom" by Pe~.Kropotkin.

2. See "Instead of a Program", 1922, Berliri,lf'.ublicetionl of the Foreign Bureau.
.3. See "Relplutionl", 1915, Publications of. the Secretariat.
4. See "Declar~tion and Resolutions", 1922; Argentina. "Resolutions of the

fl.-t Cong..... 1919, publications NABAT..
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1919 ~g,1n undertook the elaboration of organizational and struc
tural questions.' And a proclamation of the "Anarcho-Universa
lists" in 1921 sUl:!gested answers' to all fundamental problems of
construction and adi\ it) in the first structural period.'

Apart frolll these collective efforts to solvc the problems of
construction, individuals like Peter Kropotkin attempted' to visu·
alize the future society. During 1918. in "Bread and freedom".
Kroootkin described the character of a future city Commune.
and, as a result of the experiences of the Russian Revolution, he
raised a number of vital que~tions and theses ne\\' to Anarehists. '
His statement "We arc nol so rich as wc thou~ht" takes Anarchism
into the field of a "complcmentary idea". since the issue is no
longer that "in destroying I ~hall creale", but "in creating I shall
destroy". Moreover, Kropotkin\ nlUJern Anan:hi~m,' was of
equally great importanc(' <\Ild prm'ided a stimulus to thought in
the direction of constructi\c planning.

This work of c(,"strul"tiH~ plannin!!, he~un in Ru~sia. soon
spread over the frontiers and flooded the entire .Anarchist world.
The German Anan:ho-Syndicalists paid and continue to pa\ a
great deal of attention to the probll'ms of construction. Thcil'
publication "Der Syndikalist" carried many articles discussin~

the creative tasks of the Revolutionary proletariat.' The confer·
ences and meetings of the Inlcfllatioual Workingmen's Assoc.ia·
tion concerned themselves particularly with organizational and
structural problems. And at almost all the national conferencCf
of the Anarcho·Syndicalists, or Revolutionary-Syndicalist organi
zations in Western Europe, these questions were continually on
the agenda. For instance, at the Berne conference called on
September 16, 1922, 10 commemorate the fiftieth anniversar}
of the Congress at St. Imier, the following questions were debated.

1. How to defeat and destroy the old order.
2. How to prevent the downfall of the Revolution as a result

of the creation of new authority.

3. How to assure the continuance and reconstruction of
economic life. Bertoni, Malatesta, Fabbri and many other com·
rades' participated in this discussion.

Then there were the efforts of the Russian Anarcho.Syndic.a
lists and Anarchists abroad. The "Rabotchi Put", published ill
Berlin, was devoted almost exclusively to the issues of construc
tion. In the pages of "Golos Truzhenika" (Voice of the Working
Man), publication of the IRM, these issues were discussed both
editorially and by contributing Anarchist comrades. The same
is true of the "Arb,eiterfreund" rFriend of Labor) , published in
Paris.

Many other puhlications were almost entirely concerned with
finding solutions to the problems of building a new sodety after
the social revolution. There were the journal "La Voix du Tra
vail" (The Voice of Labor) in Paris,' "Syndicalisme", organ of
the Syndicalist organization of Sweden, under the editorship of
the Anarchist Albert Jensen, "Die Internationale", publication of
the German Anarcho-Syndicalists, edited by Augustin Souchy,
the weekly, "La Protesta", of the Argentine Anarchists, and
others, while it is of course impossible to enumerate the many
individual artiCles covering these problems.

Such, then, was the temper of the times. The very air was filled
with. ideas of an organizational and constructive nature. And the
"Platform" issued by "A Group of Russian Anarchists Abroad"
in 1927 was therefore not a cause, but a re3ult of the agitated
state of Anarchist minds. It is thus all the more surprising that
this "Platform" should have been credited with all kinds of
achievements for which it was not responsible. •

1. See Declaration, 1918, publication of First Central Sovtech School.
2. See Declaration of the Moscow organization of Anarcho-Universalists, to the

8th Session of the Soviets, Moscow, 1921.

3. See Kropotkin's foreword to "Bread and Freedom", 1919, Moscow, Publica-
tion "Golos Trud..•.

4. See tabors Path (Rabotchi Put).
5. See also the pemphlet by Rudolph Rocker and Barvota.
. - ----- -- --
1. Organ of the MTR, later organ of the Revolutionary Syndicalist .Confedera'

tion of labor in France.
2. Particularly interesting in this connection is an artcile by M. Korn in "OIelo

Trud'" (No. 29, 1928) extravagently praising the achievements of the ·'Plet.
form". In the opinion .of Comrade Kom, "the program has inspired our
groups ..." In reality, of course, it wa, the inspiration In our groups
which called forth the "PI.tform". Further, Comrade Korn believes that
the "Platform": "raised a number of fundamental queltionl . _:. Yet it
was obvious th.t all th..... quettion,-a, well a, many others-had been
formulated long before the "Platform'I" proclamation. Continuing hi, ex.
traordinary series of discoveri.., Comrade KOln conllders that the "Plat.
form": ..pl.ced squarely before every Anarchist the luue of responsibility
for the fate of the movement in the sense of ill practical influence on the
future path of events . .: .

It is not, of course, very difficult to rai.. qlHlltiona without .nswering
them. And even these quettlon, had alrHdy been raised by Anarcho
Syndicalilts in Ruuia and .broad .t a ti.... when the most _Inont authors
of the "PI.tform" were either indifferent to the iuues involved or had only
begun to le.rn, after their .rriv.1 abroad, the flnt lessons of personal and
collective relponsibility to the movement.

4. The General Situation
The "Platform" was thus one of many products in the Anarch

ist world of the process of intellectual fermentation Oifter the first
World War, and in particular after the Russian Revolution. It is,
however, possible to state at once that the crystallization of thi~

process into a "Platform" was of a rather formless kind. Both
by its manner of stating the questions, and by its method of
solving them, the "Platform" was incapable of providing a uni
fying leadership either for the Anarchist movement in g'eneral or
for the Anarcho-Communist groups in particular. Even if one
were to admit that the Anarcho~Communjsl~ could have become
united on such a program, the unity would have been broken on
the very first attempt to deal with the omissions in which the
"Platform" abounds. For its constructive part is 80 primitive
Ihat it attacks only such problems as production, food supply,
land and the protection of the Revolution, and it ignores the
problems of transportation (particularly the free movement of
people), statistics, living conditions, religion, education, family,
marriage, sanitary and hygienic services, forestry, roads and
highways, shipping, crime and punishment, labor and health
in~urance, and many others, including questions arising out of
the general situation of a revolutionary country encircled by
international capitalism.

The "Platform" suffered from yet another important failing: .
·confusion. To take one instance, the authors, realizing the im·
possibility of the simultaneous communisations of industry and
agriculture, and the relardedness of the lalter in comparison with
the former, drew 110 conclusions from this realization and made
no attempt to determine the relationship which must. of necelllity
arise between socialized industry and private-capitalist land man
agement. Yet a good many problems concerning trade, finance,
banks, etc. would develop from this admitted co-existence.

This confusion becomes even more apparent when the authors
of the "Platfo.m" declare: "It is significant that, despite the
power, logic and irrefutability of the Anarchist idea, despite the
solidity and integrity of Anarchist positions in the social revolu
tion ... despite all this the Anarchist movement has remained
weak, and in the history of the working class struggle it has been
but a trivial fact, an incident, never a dominant factor."
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It is interesting to note that the incredible confusion and ab·
surdity of this collection of principles and arguments went un·
noticed by those Anarchist publications which were primarily
concerned with the problems and arguments presented by the
"Platform". Yet, even on first reading, the "truths" proclaimed
by the "Platform" are transparent in their folly and their almost
comical inconsistencies. Let us classify these "truths" under their
most important headings.

1. The Power of Anarchism. The symbol of power of a
socio·political id~ is the number of its adherents, the depth and
extent of sympathy it commands. Accordingly, the power of. an
idea is indissolubly bound with the strength of the movement
serving this idea. Where there is strength--there can be no
weakness. If Anarchism is strong, then it is not weak. The authors
of the "Platform". however, managed to maintain that Anarchism
is both strong and weak, that water can at once be hot and cold!
They confused vitality with power.

2. The Irrefutability of Anarchism. No-one will deny that
two and two make four. It is an accepted truth. Hence, the ac
ceptance of an axiom implies general agreement. Since, in the
opinion ~f the "Platform". Anarchism is irrefutable. it is thus

'automatically II-f'nerally accl.'pted. If so, it could never have been
just a "trivial fact", as the "Platform" in&ists, but a powerful
factor!

3. Solidity of Anarchism. If the truth of Anarchism has
been demot!strated, its concepts must perforce be definitive and
clear. Is it not then time to stop chastising Anarchism for "in
cessant \'acillations in the sphere of the most elementary questions
of theory and tactics"? If, however, these vacillations are a fact,
Ihen Anarchism is as yet ambiguous and not distinguished either
by logic or clarity. Logic and vacillations are not consistent with
each other.

4. Integrity of Anarchisl Positions in the Social Revulution.
Again this would contradict the supposedly existing vacillations.
Jf Anarchist positions in the so,'ial Revolution are marked by
both integrity and solidity, then why all this hue and cry? And,
on the other hand. how could "solidity and integrity" call forth
not one, but several programs in which the Anarchist theses of
social Revolution are not identical and, in fact, often differ
sharply? But if the authors of the "Platform" express such deep
anxiety over th~.· need fo.r an organization which might "deter
mine a political and tactical coursf ':for Anarchism", it shows,
indeed, their conviction that there d'nes not yet exist full "solid·
arity and integrity" in the Anarchist program. Why, then, do
they state the opposite?

The repudiation of logic and common sense in the "Platform"
is no less significant than the pseudo.truths proclaimed by its
authors. BUI all. contradictions and repudiations have one corn·
mon origin: ignorance of the history of our movement, or, more
correctly, the notion that the history of our movement was ush·
ered in by the '''Platform'' ... and that chaos and ignorance
reigned before its proclamation. To these self.proclaimed "pio·
neers", Anarchism in the days of the First International, when it
had captured the labor movements in a number of countries, was
only a "trivial fact", an accidental episode. _. Anarchism in the
Latin countries, where for long years the Anarchist. viewpoint
prevailed, was but an incident, without any significance. Anarch-

.i"m i~ those countries where the revolutionar.y Syndicalist organi.
zations are well developed, directly or indirectly under the in·
Auence of Anarchist ideas, is nol ,;ol1sidered by the authors of the
"Platfonn" a worthwhile factor in the growth of the labor }llltH"
ment ... again, it is only a "trivi~1 fact, an episode".

This type of evaluation of all "pre-Platform Anarchism" is
too narrow and ludicrous to be discussed at length. However

painful it may be for the authors of the "Platform", the Anarchillt
movement existed long before they had made their appearance.

5. Diagnosis and Treatment
The "Group of Russian Anarchists Abroad" emerged in thl'

role of physician to the ailing Anarchist movement. None would
dispute the fact that the movement was indeed suffering from
"general chronic disorganization". All were agreed on the symp
toms; but there were considerable disagreements as to the fun·
damental causes of the ailment, as well as the cures \\ hi..h wou)"
logically follow a determination of these causes.

The authors of "Platform", for instance, considered a number
of ('auses, the most important of which was the "absence in the
Anarchist world of organizational principles and organizational
relationships". Yet, in the introduction to the "Platform", they
pointed out that this absence was not itself a cause, but merely
the result of another cause! They main~i~ed that "disorganiza.
tion itself is rooted in distortions of an ideological nature, in the
falsified concept of the personal element in Anarchism and its
identification [whose-Anarchism's or that of the concept of the
personal element? 1 with irresponsibility." When one attempt~

to unravel the unruly mass of syllogisms on cause and effect. thl'
conclusion is inevitable, deriving as it does from the pO!ition
of the "Platform" itself, that the most important reason.! for the
disorganization in the Anarchist movement are the "distortions
of an ideological nature".

This conclUBion, however, turns out to be quite inconclusive,
'for the "Platfonn" also maintains that in Anarchism there are
"incessant vacillations in the most important questions of theory

and tactics." 1£ that is true, how then can any kind of "organiza·
tion" or "organizational relationship" be expected? They only
become possible when the vacillations have ceased or, at least,
wh~n they have ceased to act on a large (or even "incessant")
scale.

Unravelling further the theses of the "Platform", we come
to the logical conclusion that the real cause of "the general
chronic disorganization" is indeed the "vacillations ill the l11os1

important questions of theory and lactics'. and that all oth..r
failings are no more than consequences of this cause. It may I",
that the authors of the "Platform" had intended somewhat dil·
ferent results. But, having been caught in the labyriuth of contra'
dictions where cause and effect become confused, they conclud,od
\\'ith a hotch-potch of words that can inspire little serious al·
1ention.

And if, in turn, the "several Uussian Anarchis~" had at·
lempted in their "Reply" to conduct a really serious analysis of'
the causes of the deficiencies in the Anarchist movement, then
tllf'Y would Dot have rushed in with their declaration of "dis·
aglccment" with the conclusions of the "Platfonn". For, in the
final analysis, we find that the fundamental failing indicated by
the "Platform", namely "the incessant vacillations in the most
iUlportant que~ljons of theory and tactil·s". i~ al~o brought for'
ward by the "Reply". "Obscurity in a numLel' Itf our fundamental
ideas," is the way the authors of the "Reply" express it. The
difference is in formulation, not in essence. For, if in Anarchism
there are indeed "vacillations" or "obscurity", then surely neither
program, tactics nor organization can be erected 011 such insecure
foundations. Yet, while the "Platform" simply il;nores the vacil·
lations and attempts to build on the shaky foundations, the
"Reply" believes more logically that the "establishment of a
serious program and organization is impossible without first
achieving the liquidation of theoretical vacillations." (Page 5).

In addition to the "obscurity of our fundamental ideas", the
."Rcply" lists a number of other reasons for the deficiencies in

.,
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the Anarchist movement. "Difficulty of gammg acceptance for
Anarchist ideas in contemporary society", "the intellectual level
of the present-day masses", "cruelty and total repression", "con
scious Anarchist rejection of demagoguery", "refusal by Anarch·
ists to use artificially-erected organizations and to impose artificial
discipline".

We agree that the deficiencies in the Anarchist movement may
be caused by the above-mentioned "fundamental" caullell. The first
three, however, are external factors; they function outside the
movement and can only temporarily retard its growth. But it
seems hardl y possible that there are greater difficulties today in
the path of disseminating our ideas than, say, fifty years ago.
It is equally difficult to believe that the "intellectual level of the
present-day masses" can be lower than in "pre·war" timCll; on
the contrary, it seems certain that the intellectual level of the
masses has risen considerably in comparison with the past. Or
ean it be that the authors of the "Reply" believe Anarchism to
he more easily acceptable by the backward masses? Generally
speaking, in any case, all these factors react equally on other
Socialist ideologies, and yet among them the picture is different
from that in our movement.

The same can be said about "repression". There were rep
ressions in earlier days 88 well, and they were used not only
against the Anarchists. The German Anarcho.Syndicalists always
walked a path of thorns, particularly during the war, yet today
they are incomparably stronger than they were before the war.
It is strange to maintain that a struggle fought by a conscious
revolutionary movement and necessarily evoking repression
should now be considered a reason for the weakness of the move
ment.

To consider the "rejection of demagoguery" a cause of weak
ness is to admit indirectly, that demagoguery is a real source of
power. And if the "Reply" considers the "conscious rejection of
demagoguery" a source of weakness, then indeed there can be only
one conclusion: to turn ·to demagoguery and thus become strong.
It is now however known generally that, though demagoguery may
assure temporary successes, it has never yet assured permanent
power for those who use it. On the contrary, the final result has
always heen tragic. The Bolshevik experience on this score should
be conclusive enough. And even in the Anarchist movement
itself, the "conscious rejection of demagoguery" has not always
been predominant. The Gordin manifestoes in the· years 1917·18
are an interesting example of demagoguery. The article "Social
Democracy in the Viennese Events" (Die1o Truda No. 28) also
ccmfutes the statement of the "Reply".

And as for the lagt cause of the weakness of the movement
suggested by the "Reply", namely, the "refusal by Anarchists to
use artificially erected organizations and to impose artificial di~t'i.

pline," surely the authors of the "Reply" could not have realized
what they were saying. Did they not themselves maintain that all
artificial methods resulted only "in the temporary strength of
political parties", a force "futile in substance?" Should the
Anarchist movement, then, deny its own rejection, based on prin.
ciple, and try to become strong in this manner? But if such
artificial means are only "temporary" and "futile in substance",
then their rejection should not be considered a source of weak·
ness. Whence all this confusion?

Thus the conclusion is inevitable that, of all the causes ad·
\'anced by the "Reply", only one remains intact - the same as
that suggeSted by the "Platform"-"obsrurity in a number of our
fundamental ideas".

6. On the Weakna' of the Movement
To maintain, after Bakunin and Kropotkin, that Anarchist

ideas are obscure is, to say the least, naive. If the authors of
the "Platform" and the "Reply" had chastilled the vacillations of
individual Anarchists or individual o~ure Anarchist minds, one
could have agreed with them. But it is impossible-by the ex·
pedient process of shifting the burden from sick on to healthy
shoulders-to claim obscurity for fundamental Anarchist ideas.

What ideas does the "Reply" consider obscure?
Firstly there is the Conception of Social Revolution. Yet we

need only turn to Bakunin to find in his writings a perfectly
clear and definitive exposition of the meaning of Social Revolu·
tion, its manifestations and the road it must travel. Whoever
has read his formulations, can no longer speak of obscurity in
the Anarchist "conception. of the Social Revolution" . Similarly,
Bakunin provided us with a terse interpretation of the problem
of violence, the forms it can take, its use and its limitatioDll.

Even more conclusive is the existing evidence that there was
no obscurity in the Anarchist conception of Dictatorship. 88

claimed by the "Reply". In fact this issue was clarified particu
larly by the debates between Bakunin and Man: and the reader
might do well to take up the works of Bakunin, particularly his
essays on ''The State and Anarchy", as well as ''The Knouto-Ger.
manic Empire and the Social Revolution". Bakunin also wrote
at great length on the question of ''The Creativity of Masses and
of Organizations".

The only aspect of the problem that remained unclarified
was how to proceed during the "Transition Period". It is true
that this question has not yet been settled in Anarchist thought,
even though Bakunin himself had recognized its importance. But
it is not part of the tMoretical program of Anarchism. It is, rather,
a technical, methodological question connected with the practical
procedures to be utilized in the establishment of Anarchist Com
munism.

Thus, we are forced to conclude that the reasons for the
weakness of the Anarchist movement and for its disorganized
condition are neither the "obscurity in a number of our funda·
mental ideas" on which the "Reply" insists, nor the "incessant
vacillations in the most important questions of theory and tactics",
nor the "distortions of an ideological nature" as the "Platform"
maintains.

The weakneu of the movement, in short, i$ not the result 0/
tM theoretical ambiguity of AntJrchism as a socio-political and
philosophical theory. The causes have to be sought on another
level altogether; they have nothing in common with the funda·
mental concepts of Anarchism.

• • •
Socialism, like Anarchism, passed through a phase of un·

certainty, division and formlessness. That was during a period
when its protagonists strove, as the authors of the "Platform" now
do, for complete unity and uniformity in program and tactics.
When such general uniformity proved impossible and even
dangerous, there began a process of disintegration and a breakup
of Socialism into ditIerent factions. Separate parties emerged.
with divergent theories, tactics and activities. And that moment
ushered in the evolution of Socialism as a real force in the prac·
tical realization of its ideals.

It is our deep conviction that Anarchism, too, must undergo
a similar evolution. The uniformity for which both the "PIat·
form" and the "Reply" strive, each in its own way, is not possible.
The result would not be Anarchism, but Anachronism.

1. Collection of essays by Bekunin published by the Anarcho-SyndiaUlt Pub
lilhing Houoe, "Golol Truda", Moscow (five volume.),

-15-



The process of the division of Anarchism into factions has
been slow. Sufficient time has not yet elapsed for the various
sections to crystallize into large and well-defined collective units.
Such is the case with Anarcho-Communism, which has already
split into Anarcho-Communism and Anarcho-Syndicalism. We
exclude discussion h&e of Anarcho-Individualism, which is a
typically bourgeois philosophy and is therefore beyond our
purview.

An example of logical unification is the lnternatiorud Work
ingmen's Association - the Anarcho-Syndicalist International
which became possible after the formation in individual countries
of homogenous national organizations based on the fundamental
theoretical and tactical concepts of Anarchism. All organiza
tions, on joining the International Working Men's Association,
accepted the program and the principles of the Anarcho-Syndi
calist International, but at the same time its federalist concept
gave each individual organization the opportunity to develop its
own program, in conformity with the situation in the country
concerned. For the Anarchist movement to live and grow this
must remain the guiding principle of organization.

One of the reasons for the weakness of the Anarchist move
ment is to be found, therefore, in the still uncompleted process
of the division of Anarchism into clearly defined fractions, groups
or "parties". If this seems paradoxical, it is nevertheless a
reality.

The second reason for the weakness of the Anarchist movement
is its inability to adapt itself to the realities of life, which limits
its activities exclusively to propaganda. Such an activity can
occupy only a few people, for the majority, particularly the rank.
and-file members, soon lose interest in pure propaganda. It de
generates into dialectics, into the constant repetition of formulae,
or else into apathy, disillusio~ent and, finally, defection.

Man requires contact with reality; he cannot exist long in
mid-air. This natural need for activity drives dynamic men to
all kinds of deformed "practical" activities; to bomb-throwing
in France or unmotivated terror and expropriation in Russia.
And how does the rank-and-file Anarchist keep active? He rejects
the Parliamentary struggle; he rejects participation in municipal
affairs. For many comrades the Trade Unions are not sufficiently
revolutionary since they concern themselves with petty fights,
and are therefore a danger to Anarchist "purity", while in the
Co-operatives these comrades see a bourgeois institution with ex
ploitative tendencies. And all the time the Anarchist groups
remain small. The Anarchist must perforce act within a "Tor
ricellian vacuum"; he must be satisfied with voluble debates, with
the distribution of pamphlets, newspapers and leaflets; he must
keep silent on daily issues-and keep his eyes, while rejecting
the world about him, on the final goal towards which the path is
still only an abstract concept. Indeed, wherever the larger masses
think in concrete terms, Anarchists seem bent on instilling ab
stractions into them.

What is missing in our movement is a basis of realism, the
ability to adjust theory to the practical needs of the workers. That
lack, however, is being met by the Syndicalist fractions of Anarch
ism. Anarcho-Syndicalism has expanded the sphere ot activity
of its members; it has established insdtutions concelDed with the
material struggle and with everyday activities. That is the ex
planation for its success in comparison with Anarcho-Commu·
nism, in all the countries where it has taken root. And if Anarcho
Syndicalism will continue to extend the horizons of public act
ivity for its members, to create more of its own institutions, then
its success will grow in the same measure.

7. The Theory
The theoretical section of the "Platform" contains nothing

original. Despite the "incessant vacillations" and the "distor
tions of an ideological nature", the authors of the "Platform"
present the same theory of Anarchism with the single difference
that a number of "distortions of an ideological nature" are intro
duced by the authors themselves.

Thus, under the heading The Class Struggle, its Role and
Significance, they say that "in the history of human societies the
class struggle has always proved the main factor in determining
their form and structure." (page 7). This is a generally accepted
truth-only the other way round! It is not the class struggle
which determines the form of a society, but the economic struc
ture of a society which determines the form of its class struggle.
Society is not the result of a class struggle, but the opposite: the
class struggle is the result of the economic structure of society.
Accordingly, the other assertion by the authors of the "Platform"
that the "socio-political structure of every country is first of all
the product of the class struggle" (page 8) sounds rather ridicu·
lous, sinee--even though the cla3s struggle influences the struc
ture of society-it certainly does not determine it. This theoretical
folly, besides misrepresenting Anarchist philosophy, brings the
authors of the "Platform" to a new absurdity when they talk of
the "universal significance of the class struggle in the life of
class societies" (page 8)-a statement doubtless motivated by a
desire to define their opposition to those tendencies in Anarchism
which reject or minimize the class struggle.

If, in actual fact, the class struggle were universal, then it
would undoubtedly have been not merely the most vital, but the
only factor in the evolution of society. Anarchism does not admit
such a monistic principle. The class struggle influences many
aspects of life in contemporary society, but this does not mean
that it has the universal significance ascribed to it by the "Plat
form".

The authors of the "Platform", indeed, juggle rather foolishly
with this phrase, "the class struggle". Thus, on page 9, they
declare triumphantly that "the class struggle, springing out of
serfdom and the age-old desire of the working people for liberty,
imbued the ranks of the oppressed with the ideal of Anarchism".
Previo1lsly it had always been understood that Ll.te class struggle
was the result. of the unequal distribution of material wealth
which arose {rom the capitalist economic system; serfdom and
the desire for liberty are certainly not responsible for a phenom
enon of such comparatively recent appearance as the class
struggle. But the authors of the "Platform" do not take into
consideration either the historical facts of social evolution or the
anarchist theory as stated by Bakunin, Kropotkin and their
followers.

Furthermore, the "revisions" which the Platform proposes
are difficult to reconcile with logic. Thus, under the heading
"The necessity for Violent Revolution", we find the following
statement: "Progress in modern society, namely, the technical
development of capital and the perfection of its political system,
strengthens the position of the ruling classes and makes the
struggle against them more difficult. Thus progress postpones the
decisive moment for the liberation of labor" (page 8). Such an
obviously foolish statement should logically have forced the
authors of these original thoughts to change the heading of this
chapter to: "The Necessity for the Violent Halt of Progress in
Modern Society." For their contention is that, if progress con
tinues, the time for the liberation of labor is automatically
pushed farther. and farther away. And since the liberation of
labor is our goal, we must do away with progress.
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Kropotkin viewed the connection between progress and the
struggle for liberation in an entirely diHerent light. Analyzing
the life of society, he found that, with progress-technical, spiri
tual and otherwise--eommunistic habits arise among men and
liberty is therefore brought nearer. But it would apparently be
wrong to seek in Kropotkin an explanation of the contradictions
and absurdities of the "Platformists", who appear to believe that
the realization of Anarchism is clo ely bound with a return tu
the most primitive social economy. We should like to suggest to
these authors that they write oH the technically developed coun
tries and move-with their "Platform" as baggage- to Aby~·

sinia and Baluchistan.
The theoretical lapses of these half-baked philosophers of

Anarchism are not absent from their other chapters. When they
define Anarchism itself (chapter entitled "Anarchism and Anar
chist Communism"), the authors of the "Platform" see in it the
aspiration to "transform the present bourgeois capitalist society
into one which would assure to the working people their freedom,
independence, social and political equality and the fruits of their
labor" (page 9). Here the authors introduce another "revision"
into the fundamental concepts of Anarchist Communism, re·
placing the principle "to each according to his needs" by a new
~logal1 - "to cach according to his lahor."· Why this substitu
tion? For, if society assures the working UI1111 only the fruits of
his labor and not the satisfaction Dj his needs, then inequality
will remain. One man may produce more than he needs and
hoard his surplu , while another may not be capable of producing
enough for his maintenance. Once again there would be the rich,
owning capital, and the poor who have less than the minimum
required for life. The result would be the same economic ine
quality as we know today. And, wherever there is inequality,
there can be no talk of freedom, of independence, of social and
political equality. Indeed, none of these can possibly result from
the slogan "to each according to his labor". And even though
the author. of the "Platform" call Anarcho-ColIIlTlunist the society
they would ercct on the principll's they propose, it would in
reality be neither Anarchist nor Coinmunist.

To be sure, they conclude the above-mentioned chapter "ith
the elementary truth that the goal of Anarchist Communi~11I is
actually "from each according to his ability, to each according
to his needs." But they interpret this truth "in their own way",
meaning, assurance to the working man of "the fruits of his
labor." To equate these t\\O propositions-that again is proof
of ignorance of the fundamental tenets of Anan:hism.

But to continue. The chapter "Rejection of Democracy" opens
with the following categorical imperative: "Democracy is one of
the forms of bourgeois·capitalist society" (page ll). It is obvious
that the authors of the "Platform' have lumped together con
temporary parliamentary democracy and democracy as such.
Anarchisin is, in the final analysis, nothing but democracy in its
purest and most extreme form. Yet the Platformi ts categorically
reject democracy, without understanding either its nature or its
substance. They state, for instance, that "democracy leaves un
touched thc principlc of privatc property". Present·day demol'
racy? Yes. Anarchist democracy? Of course not. It is essential
to determine the true character of democracy in contrast to its
perversions--a process which is completely ignored by the
authors of the "Platform", as a result, once again, of their chronic
ignorance.

We shall not dwell on the less important "revisions" of these
confused "theoreticians". There are too many, and it would be
boring to list them all. Let us turn instead to the process by
which the authors of the "Platform" claim to put into practice
their fundamental theoretical principles.

But, before doing so, it might be useful to point out that the
comrades who wrote and signed the "Reply of some Russian
Anarchists to the Organizational Platform" believed that their
own altitude towards Social Revolution "does not diHer from the
brief expression of viewpoint in the "Platform" , and that such
chapters of the "Platform" as "Anarchism and Anarchist Com
munism", "Rejection of Democracy", "Rejection of State and
Authority", "which are no more than extremely concise sum.
maries of Anarchist concepts that have long been established and
clarified, do not arouse any substantial objections on our part".
We take cognizance of this frank admission by the authors of
the "Reply". The level of ignorance in our ranks IS evidently
lower than we had assumed! .

8. The Party, The Individual and the .Masses

The "General Association of Anarchists," the "Ideological
Collective" whose need is stressed by the "Platform", appears in
the final analysis, and particularly in view of supplementary
explanations which were published in the pages of "Dielo Truda",
to be nothing else than an Anarchist Party - and quite a centra·
lized Party at that. The role of this Anarchist Party, which in.
cidentally does not differ greatly in the question of leadership
frbm the Bolshevik Party, is disguised in the "Platform" under
the concept of "ideological leadership."

There i nothing anti·Anarchist in a "Party" organization as
such. Both Bakunin and Kropotkin spoke frequently of the need
for organizing an Anarchist Party, and to this day the organiza·
lion of the Scandinavian Anarchists is known as a Party. Party
does not neccs arily mean power. or the ambition to run the
State. The i88ue is not in the name, but in its content, in the
organizational structure of the Party, in the principles on which
it is founded.

What goal does the "Platform" place before the Russian
Anarcho·Communist Party? The realization of an Anarcho-Com·
muni~t society. And that, without a doubt, is Anarchism to the
full, But what organizational principles are laid down to de·
termint. the relationship between individual members and the
Party as a whole, between the Party and the masses, and mass
organizations in particular?

The "Platform" declares unequivocally that the main prin.
ciple is that of Federalism (page 30), But, as the "Reply" cor
rectly points out, "the authors of the 'Platform' too frequently
resort to Parliamentary interpretations for a number of funda
mental Anarchist principles which, as a result of these interpre·
tations, retain only the external shell, hiding an entirely different
content". And these parliamentary interpretations emphasize the
centralized character of the "Platform's" Federalism. Nothing,
indeed, remains of Federalism but the title in this democratic
centralism wpich would be characteristic of any other political
Party.'

The "Platform" states the generally known fact that "Anar·
chism has always advanced and defended Federalism, which
combines the independence of persons and organizations with
their initiative and service in the common cause" (page 30).
However, when the "Platform" is obliged to determine the "fed·
eralist character of the Anarchist organization", it transpires that
it is demonstrated not by the autonomy of groups and group
associations, but only by an "assurance for each member of the

1. See, concerning the.e .. Interpret.tion.... the answers of the "Platformlst,"
to the que.tion. put them by M. Korn ("Oielo Truda" No. 18). the .rticle by
G. Graf ("Oielo Trud.·, No'•. 22-24) and the "Reply" COlelo Trud.') No.
28) professing amazement on the part of the .uthor. of the "Platform"
th.t nOoOne underst.nd. them.
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organization ... of independence, the right to vote, personal
freedom and initiative" (page 31).

It seems, then, that the Anarcho-Communist Party would
desist from jailing anyone who joined it! The prerogatives,
obviously, are very enticing. And, in fact, the members of the
Organization are given a chance at initiative-but apparently
only members, not groups or associations. Yet even this initiative
has a special character - the "Platformist" character. Each
organization (i.e. association of members with the right to indi
vidual initiative) h88 its secretariat which fulfils and direc~ the
ideological, political and technical activities of the organization
("Platform", page 31). In what, then, consist the self·reliant
activities of the rank·and-file members? Apparently in one thing:
initiative to obey the Secretariat and to carry out its directives.
Moving up the ,hierarchical ladder, "for the co-ordination .of the
activities of all organizations," (i.e. all the secretariats), "a
special organ known 88 the Executive Committee of the Organiza.
"tion," is to be established.

What is the task of this Committee? ''The ideological and
organizational guidance of the activities of the associations in
accordance with the common ideology and common tactics of the
Association" (page 31). Where, in this plan, does autonomy
appear? Many Western European patriotic Parties are based on
a far greater freedom for their component sections than the
projected Anarcho-Communist Party, which seems to rely ex,
clusively on the activities of a bureaucratic secretariat.

In his oppositionist program, the Bolshevik Sapronov, while
speaking of the structure of the Communist Party, described it
88 follows: ''The cell is subordinate to the secretary; the secret
aries of the cells are subordinate to the secretary of the Party
Committee, in whose hands is the control of the Committee. The
secretaries of local Committees are subordinated to the General
Secretary to whom, in fact, the Central Committee is responsible."

The reader will have little difficulty in perceiving that the
Party structure of the Russian Bolsheviks and that of the small
handful of Russian Communist-Anarchists abroad are in fact the
same. There is no doubt that the results would also be the same.
If, according to the statements of the "Sapronovites", the Russian
Communist Party "is at present more than ever divided into the
'leaders' whp are intimately linked with the apparatus, and the
'ranks' who have been deprived of all Party rights", then the
same development would inevitably take place in any other Party,
including the Russian Anarcho-Communist Party, if it were con
structed on the principle of the "apparatus".

What, then, will be the relationship of this Anarcho-Commu
nist Party, which grants personal freedom to its members, to
mass manifestations? The authors of the "Platform" believe,
firstly, that the masses are incapable of "maintaining the direction
of the Revolution", despite the fact that they have "joined in
social movements and live by profoundly Anarchist tendencies
and slogans," because "these tendencies and slogans are frag
mentary, unassembled into a specific system and lacking in an
organized directive force ... This directive force can be found
only in an ideological collective, specifically identified as such
by the masses [too much emphasis, it seems, is put on ideology
and organization!]. Such a collective will be the organized
Anarchist groups rwhy not the groups of the masses themselves
who, according to this theory, live by 'profoundly Anarchist
tendencies and slogans?'] and the organized Anarchist movement
[i.e. the Party]." The Anarcho-Communist Association (i.e. the
Party) "will have to provide initiative and participate fully in
every phase of the social revolution ... "

The Anarchists (i.e. Party) will have to give precise answers
to all questions, to link the solution of these questions to the

general ideas of Anarchism, and to use all their energy in rea
lizing them. In this way, the General Association of Anarchists
(i.e. the Pal1y) and the Anarchist movement "would be fulfilling
their complete ideological guiding rQle in the Social Revolution"
(page 16).

It is inevitable that he who accepts the principle of full
participation in all phases of the social Revolution, and who is
bent on the fulfilment of this ideal, cannot-and will not-limit
himself to ideological guidance. By the force of circumstances he
will be obliged to administer every kind of 'practical activity 88
well. It is useless to blind oneself or other people to this fact:
the "Platform" places its Party on the same height as the Bol
sheviks do, i.e. it places the interests of the Party above the
interests of the masses, since the Party has the monopoly of
understanding these interests. This Bolshevik-type attitude is re
vealed even more clearly in the relationship of the "Platform"
to Syndicalism.

9. The Party and the Trade Uniom
The new Anarchist evangelists begin history with themselves.

Until they appeared in the arena, there W88 only chaos and no
solid ground. "We consider the entire period previous to our
own day, when Anarchists joined in the movement of revolu
tionary Syndicalism as individual workers and preachers, as a
time of primitive attitudes to the Trade Union Movement" (page
19). This is seriously stated when the second International
Working Men's As~ociation is already in existence, uniting hun
dreds of thousands of revolutionary and Anarcho-Syndicalist
\\'orkers in all the countries of Europe and America.

But how does the "Platform" itself express its non-primitive
relationship to the Trade Union movement? The answer is
simple; it is a typically Bolshevik attitude, of the kind which has
been fought by the entire international Syndicalist and Anarcho
Syndicalist movement ever since the establishment of the Comin
tern.

The Bolsheviks strive for the Bolshevization of the Trade
Union movement. The "Platformists" strive for its Anarchization.
Both consider this possible through the inevitable connection
between the Trade Union movement and the organization of the
Anarchist (for the Bolsheviks-the Bolshevik) forces outside that
movement, i.e. the Party. Both are convinced that "only by the
existence of this connection is it possible to prevent in it [i.e. in
revolutionary Syndicalism] a development of tendencies towards
opportunism." They thus believe that the Trade Unions must be
under the guardianship of the Party, which itself can apparently
never become opportunistic, but will always remain revolutionary.
The "Platformists" have evidently not yet learned that the fate
of all political parties is to become opportunistic.

The Bolsheviks and the "Platformists" both advocate identical
methods for conquering the Trade Unions; i.e. cells within the
Trade Unions, whose activities are subordinated to an outside
organization of the party. "Anarchist groups in industrial plants,
attempting the creation of Anarchist syndicates, struggling in the
revolutionary syndicates for the preponderance and ideological
[only ideological?] guidance of Anarchist thought, directed in
their activities by the general Anarchist Association [read Party]
to which they belong - that is the real meaning and form of
Anarchist relations with revolutionary syndicalism and the Trade
Union movement" (page 20). It is not clear why this meaning
and "form" should be called Anarchist, when every worker, even
today, knows full well that they are really Bolshevik! In confir
mation, one has only to add the following extract:

"We must come into the Trade Union movement as an or·
ganized force [i.e. Party], be responsible to the general Anarchist

"
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organization [i.e. to the Party, NOT THE TRADE UNION] for the
work done in the syndicates, and be comrolled by this organiza
tion" (page 20).

The reader will have little difficulty in perceiving that all
this was copied from the Bolshevik program. And in raising the
question of the relationship between the Anarchist Association
and the Syndicates, 1 the authors of the "Platform" replied in no
less Bolshevik strains: "To join the Unions in an organized way
means to join them with a definite ideology, with a definite plan
o/. action, which all Anarchists, working in the Syndicates, must
strictly confonn to."

In other words, Anarchists are to join the Trade Unions with
readymade recipes and are to carry out their plans, if necessary,
against the will of the Unions themselves. Once again, this is a
faithful copy of Bolshevik tactics; the Party is a hegemony, the
Trade Union is subordinated to the organization. As for the
contention that the future Anarcho-Syndicdlist Party would limit
itself to ideological guidance, we must never forget. that behind
ideas there stands a living reality - the men who represent these
ideas. Thus, ideological guidance will always develop a physical
and concrete fonn. There are several such forms; we will point
out the main ones. The Party form, which can vary, iike states,
from monarchy and unlimited dictatorship to a broad representa
tive democracy. The Federalive Form, adopted fully by the second
lnternational Working Men's Association, i.e. the International
of revolutionary Anarcho-Syndicalists: this form is the sketch of
the future society which, from the first day of the social Revolu
tion, would be filled in with solid detail. The "Platformist8"
chose the first fonn. They went in a direction which, after our
experience of the Bolshevik Party, should have been rejected by
all.

The authors of the "Reply", on the other hand, went to the
opposite extreme: they ignored completely the question of guid
ance and thus put themselves in an unnatural position, in which
no-one can remain for any length of time. "Anarchists everywhere
must be fellow workers and comrades to the masses and the
Revolution, but nothing more." (Reply, page 16). This, in its
turn, is too naive and childish an interpretation of the role of
Anarchism. If one shies away from all guidance in action and
struggle, for fear of standing out from the general mass of the
people, and is satisfied always with equality on the level of
mediocrity, then logically it would be better not to mingle with
the masses at all, but to wait until these masses - all together,
as a "mass" - ask for help. And nothing less than the "all
together" will do, for, according to the authors of the "Reply",
an impassable gulf exists between the masses and the individual;
the relations between the masses, which seem to be regarded as
some kind of monolithic body, and the individual are established
in such a way that he who stands out, whoever he may be, com
mits a crime.

"We do not charge the Anarchists with the mission of guiding
the masses, but believe that their calling is to help the masses,
insofar as the latter are in need of such help," say the authors of
the "Reply" (page 13). These are empty words, pleasing to all
those who have never been able to show any sign of initiative.
For it is clear, after all, that the '''masses'' will never ask anyone
for help. One must go into the masses oneself, work with them.
struggle for their soul, and attempt to win it ideologically and
give it guidance. -

Indeed, the authors of the "Reply" themselves involuntarily
reach the conclusion of the necessity for Anarchist work among
the masses without waiting for their call to help. "In m8llll or·
ganizations of a socio·economic character, the Anarchists - as

1. See article by M. Ko'n. "Dielo T'ud.. ·• No. 18.

part of the masses - will work, build and create together with
the latter. A tremendous field of direct ideological and social
creative activity opens up for them here and they must do this
work in comradely fashion, without placing themselves into posi
tions above other members of the free masses."

All this is said so kindly that one must search with tenderness
for the unknown and non-existent "masses" painted by the authors
of the "Reply". Obviously accustomed to viewing Anarchism in
an abstract l)1anner, they continue to look at everything else in
the same way. To them the "masses" are of some uniform, chem
ically pure and benevolent substance. Such masses are nowhere
to be found. The "masses" are too varied and different to be
assessed according to some easy and superficial formula. While
working in their midst, it is inevitable that some men will rise
above them; in fact, the "masses" themselves elevate their leaders,
and not because of their passivity. The Anarchists, however, must
limit themselves to "free and natural ideological and moral
mlluence on their environment." But if they did that, they would
inevitably ~ if they were successful in their work - become the
leaders of the "surrounding environment", i.e. the "masses", in
free, natural, ideological and moral leadership.

The question is not the rejection of leadership, but making
certain that it is free and natural. Even in an Anarchist society,
the "masses" will always be led by "one or other political ideo
logical group". But this does not mean, as the authors of the
"Reply" believe, that the masses might he unable to act freely
and creatively under favorable conditions.

10. The Transition Period
One of the painful questions among Anarchists is that of the

"Transition Period". The authors of the "Platform" also con·
sidered it and declared that it is a "definite phase in the life of
a people characterized by the breakup of the old structure and
the establishment of a new economic and political system which,
however, does not yet involve the full liberation of the working
people" (p. 17). In view of this attitude, the "Platform" passes
over this Transition Period as a non-Anarchist phenomenon. It
is non-Anarchist because it is "not the Anarchist society which
will emerge as a result of the social Revolution, but some 'X',
still containing elements and remnants of the old Capitalist
system". (page 17). What elements are these? "The principle
of State enforcement; private property in tools and means of
production, the hiring of labor, etc." Instead of all these evils,
the ,,'Platform" insists on a perfect social Revolution which would
establish with one blow a social order containing no sign of the
survival of elements from the old society.

Are there actually people in our ranks who regard such a
vision as practical? We, for one, consider it entirely impossible.
The authors of the "Platform" themselves continue, with their
habit of saying one thing and meaning another, that "the Anar·
cho-Communist society in its final stage will not be established
by the force of a social upheaval alone" (page 21). The logical
assumption from this statement would be that, for the final for
mation of the Anarcho·Communist society, a certain period of
time is needed, i.e. a Transition Period. And the "Platform"
declares this directly: "Its realization (society's) will present
a more or less lengthy social-revolutionary process, directed by
the organized forces of victorious labor along definite lines."
(page 21).

A process is a function of time, and the time during which
this process continues "is a transitional time", characterized by
a series of concrete tasks designed to help the new society ap·
proach its ideal architectnral perfection, and to imbue it with
Anarchist life. These concrete tasks - even those proposed by

-19-



the "Platform" - again assert the inevitability of a transitional
period, which was proposed by the Russian Anarcho-Syndicalists
as far back as 1918.

"Only the workshop of producers," the "Platform" says,
"belonging in its entirety to all working people and to none
individually ... The products form a common food fund for the
workers, from which each participant in the new industry 'will
receive all his necessities on the basis of full equality. The new
system of production will destroy completely the concepts of
hiring and exploitation ... There will be no bosses ... This is
the first practical step towards the realization of Anarchist Com
munism" (pages 22-23). And they call that the "first step"! The
authors of the "Platform" evidently confuse the ninth month of
pregnancy with the first. They themselves had already stated that
the principle "to each according to hi; needs" would be preceded
by a concept of expediency - once again a transitional measure.

The "Platform" failed completely in the question of solving
the agrarian problem. In industry it proposed Communism, and
in agriculture an individual economy with rights of ownership
to the products of the economy; in other words, the need for an
exchange of goods with the city would continue until the great
masses of the peasantry embraced Communism in production and
distribution.

Again, this process is perforce lengthy; a number of measures
will have to be taken to speed the process. The objections of the
"Platform" and other Anarchists to the Transitional period are
a tribute which our comrades pay to the relics of those days when
Anarchists thought little, if at all, about the nature, meaning and
process of social upheavals. But as soon as Anarchists descended
from the cloudy heights to the sinful, practical, materialistic
earth, they had, willy nilly, to be in Javor of the Transitional
period. And those who continue to speak and write against it do
this only to clear their hardened consciences.

11. The Constructive Program of
the "Platform"

The constructive section of the "Platform" is distinguished by
its primitiveness. The construction of the new Anarchist society
is limited to production and consumption, as if social organiza
tion could be reduced to these functions alone. Such a backward
conception, borrowed from the infancy of revolutionary Syndica
lism, is an evidence of the inability of the authors of the "PIat·
form" to come to grips with a truly constructive program.

Revolutionary Syndicalism, known today as Anarcho-Syndi
calism, has long since advanced - primarily under the influence
of the experiences in Russia - from such a simplified outlook
on the construction of the future society. Yet the Group of
Russian Anarchists Abroad, who conceived the "Platform", no,,'
expound this primitivism as something new. However, let us see
how the "Platform" attempted to solve the main issues arising
out of the new structure. .

Production: The "Platform" is concerned primarily with the
administration of production, rather than its functioning. And
even the form of administration is sketched rather childishly:
factory and plant Committees as the local subordinate form of
administration; unification of these committees on city, provincial
and national levels. And that is all.

Such a scheme o~ administering production in no way re
sembles the "one workshop" (administration by industry);
instead it throws together all the factories, plants and workshops
in various branches of production. According to the "Platform"
all factory and plant Committees of innumerable branches of
production in any city must unite and establish the machinery
for administering the production process in the given city. But

let them try to get production into working order, when the in
dustrial undertakings are united in the territorial principle and
are thrown together without any connection between them on the
industrial level! It will be nothing less than chaos and destruc
tion! And that is the only concrete proposal made by the authors
of the "Platform" in the sphere of the organization of production.
Everything else comes down to the usual loud phrases which are
meaningless in reality_

At the same time the "Platform" is silent on many concrete
issues resulting from the practical organization of labor and
production. Thus, for instance, they declare that the middle
classes and the bourgeoisie will have to perform physical labor,
but they ignore the question of whether the social Revolution can
afford to entrust jobs to the middle classes, and to the proletariat
in those institutions and branches of production which will be
destroyed by the social Revolution. The Russian Revolution was
unable to cope with this problem. How could the kind of Revolu
tion postulated by the authors of the "Platform" cope with it?
On that point the "Platform" is silent.

Provisions. Here too there is nothing new or fresh. The
"Platform" repeats the old Anarchist and Anarcho·Syndicalist
views. The only novelty is the principle of expediency in the dis
tribution of food, a principle taken over from the Bolsheviks.
Physical laborers are many; those doing highly qualified intel
lectual work (administrators, organizers, scientists, poets, etc.)
are few. In times of need the former can be limited to the neces
sary minimum of food, and even less; and the latter - get higher
rations! This principle is not only immoral, but in practice it
is far from being expedient, since it establishes inequality in the
mo!>t fundamental aspect of life and thus creates discontent and
hostility.

As to the organizational aspect of the distribution of food, it
has been pointed out repeatedly by the Anarcho-Syndicalists of
Russia that, both during the Revolution and the Transition Period,
the cooperatives provii:le the most suitable means.

Land. Here the "Platform" is completely bankrupt and satis
fied with general phraseology. It rejects the immediate commu
nization of the agricultural economy and retains the present
peasant structure without any changes. It notes correctly that a
"private agrarian economy, like private industrial enterprise,
leads to trade, to the accumulation of private property and the
creation of capitaL" Well said! But to say this and then
consciously leave private farming intact is tantamount to destroj
ing all Anarchist concepts. The "Platformists" state that in this
manner they are creating some "X", some "unknown quantity",
and the identity of this "X" is not difficult to envisage: it will
mean the -creation of an Anarcho-Communist " EP". Such a
transitory structure is a far cry from the Transition Period en
visaged by the Russian Anarcho-Syndicalists, and is very close
to the structure of Capitalism. And still they' claim that they are
opposed to a Transition Period!

Protection of the Revolution: All are agreed that the social

Revolution will be forced to defend itself. The question is: how
should one organize this defense? The authors of the "Platform"
pick out their answer from the precepts of the Bolsheviks. The
latter organized, in the early days of the Revolution, partisan
I Red Guard) detachments, later a volunteer Army, and the\"
finally ended up with a standing army and compulsory military
service for the entire population. The "Platform" goes through
the same stages.

Anarchist principles bind the authors of the "Platform" to
voluntary formations, i.e. Partisan detachments. But, they say,
civil war would demand the "unification of plans of operations
and unification of the general command." And thus, in the first
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p8l"iild of the Revolution, as with the Bolsheviks, there are to he
~ Partisans. In the second period, "when the Bourgeoisie will
attack the Revolution with their reorganized forces", there is to
he an Army, again as with the Bolsheviks. Apparently it will
have all the colors of the Bolshevik rainbow: both its class
character and its voluntary service, its revolutionary discipline
(which in practice is always straight military discipline), finally
subordination of the Army to a unified organizstion for ~e entire
country, all of which hsve already been demolllltrated hy the
Bolsheviks. The issue of the Protection of the Revolution is re
solved by the "Platform" in a typically Staust manner; to have
a free hand towards the people whose guardians they are, main-

tained with the help of. the Army, subordinated to the highest
authorities only. .

The solution to the problem of the protection of the Revolu
tion ~ies only in the principle of the general mobilization of the
,:orking people, as proposed hy the Russian Anarcho-Syndical..
Ism.

.. • «. ..

We have come to the end of our criticism of the "Platform".
No conclUsions will he drawn. Let the readers, who have studied
the "Platform", the ''Reply'' aDd" tile program of the R_an
Anarcho-Syndicalists propounded here, draw their own conclu
l;ions.

Vol 2 of THE GUILLOTINE AT WORK

CONVERSATIONS WITH BAKUNIN ABOUT
THE REVOLUTION (1934)

PROGRAM OF ANARCHO-SYNDICALlSM
MMP - Sydney 1985, 64pp

Also much remains to be translated from his
voluminous writings In Russian. Of particular
Interest are the following :-

I
i
i
!
i
I
I
I

INSTEAD OF A PROGRAM (1923) I
- an analysis of the resolutions of the two Anarcho- I
Syndicalist Congresses during the Russian Revolution I

i

PETER KROPOTKIN AND HIS TEACHINGS (l931) I
- an extremely valuabre collection of essays on I

Kropotk!n compiled by Maxlmoff and containing !
his Important long essay 'Kropotkln & Syndicalism'. I

A brief biography of Maximoff by Sam Dolgoff
is contained in the Cienfuegos edition of 'The
Guillotine at Work'. See also 'My Social Credo'.

CONSTRUCTIVE ANARCHISM
MMP - Sydney 1987, «pp

LONG OUT OF PRINT:-

BOLSHEVISM: PROMISES & REALITIES
- In preparation for reprint by MMP.

'; . ,
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THE POLITICAL PHILOSPHY OF BAKUNIN
1

1

edited seleCtions of Bakunln's writings.
Glencoe 1953. 434pp

MY SOCIAL CREDO
t-,4MP - Sydney 1983, .2Opp

SYNDICALlSTS IN THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION
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The program of the Russian Anarcho
Syndicalists referred to at the very end of
text was pUblished as Part 11 in the original
english edition. This 'Program of Anarcho
Syndicalism' has already been published
seperately as Rebel Worker Pamphlet #4
by Monty Miller Press.

NOTE ON TEXT:-

G. P. MAXIMOFF
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DOCUMENT 1:

,lit

-.---- ,.........~~ional, Platform of a
General Union of Anarchists

by "THE DIELO TROUDA GROUP":
Nestor Makhno, Piotr Arshinov,
Ida Mett, Valevsky, Linsky.

INTRODUCTION

I'

It is very significant that, in spite of the strength
and incontestably positive character of libertarian
ideas, and in spite of the forthrightness and integ
rity of anarchist positions in the facing up to the
social revolution, and finally the heroism and innum
erable sacrifices borne by the anarchists in the
struggle for libertarian communism, the anarchist
movement remains weak despite everything, and
has appeared, very often, in the history of working
class struggles as a small event, an episode, and
not an important factor.

This contradiction between the positive and incon
testable substance of libertarian ideas, and the
miserable state in which the anarchist movement
vegetates, has its explanation in a number of causes,
of which the most important, the principle, is, .y!e
absence of organisational principles and practices
in the anarchist movement.

In all countries, the anarchist, movement is rep
resented by several local organisations advocating
contradictory theories and practices, having no per
spectives for the future, nor of a continuity in
militant work, and habitually disappearing, hardly
leaving the slightest trace behind them.

Taken as a whole, such a state of revolutionary
anarchism can only be described as 'chronic dis
organisation' •

Like yellow fever, this disease of disorganisation
introduced itself into the organism of the anarchist
movement " and has shaken it for dozens of years.

It is nevertheless beyond doubt that this disorganis
ation deriveS from some defects of theory: notably
from a false interpretation of the principle of in
dividuality in anarchism; this theory being too often
confused with the absence of all responsibility.
The lovers of assertion of 'self', solely with a view
to personal pleasure, obstinately cling to the chaotic
state of the anarchist movement, and refer in its'
defence to the immutable principles of anarchism
and its teachers.

But the immutable principles and the teachers
have shown exactly the opposite.

Dispersion and scattering are ruinous; a c10seknit union
is a sign of life and development. This law of social
struggle applies as much to classes as to organisations.

Anarchism is not a beautiful utopia, nor an abstract

philosophical idea, it is a socfat movement of the labouring
masses. For this reason it must gather its forces in one
organisation, constantly agitating, as demanded by reality
and the strategy of class struggle.

"We are persuaded", said KrOpotkin, "that the
formation of an anarchist organisation In Russia
far from being prejudical to the common revolution
ary task, it is desirable and useful to the very
greatest degree." (Preface to 'The Paris Commune'
by Bakunin, 1892 edition.)

Nor did Bakunln ever oppose himself to the con
cept of a general anarchist organisation. On the
contrary, his aspirations concerning organisations,
as well as his activity in the 1st IWMA, give us
every right to view him as an active partisan of
just such an organisation.

In general, practically all active anarchist mili
tants fought against all dispersed activity, and desir
ed an anarchist movement welded by unity of ends
and means.

It was during the Russian revolution of 1917 that
the need for a general organisation was felt most
deeply and most urgently. It was during this revolu
tion that the libertarian movement showed the great
est degree of sectionallsm and confusion. The absen
ce of a general organisation led many active anarch
ist militants into the ranks of the bolsheviks. This
absence is also the cause of many other present
day militants remaining passive, Impeding all use
of their strength, which is often quite considerable.

We have an Immense need for an organisation
which, having gathered the majority of the partici
pants of the anarchist movement, establishes In
anarchism a general and tactical and political line
which would serve as a guide to the whole move
ment.

It is time for anarchism to leave the swamp
of disorganisation, to put an end to endless v!lcill
ations on the most important tactical and theoret
ical questions. to resolutely ,move towards a clearly
recognised goal, and to operate an organised
collective practice.

It is not enough, however, to establish the vital
need of such an organisation: it is also necessary
to establish the method of its creation.

We reject as theoretically and practically inept
the Idea of creating an organisation after the recipe
of the 'synthesis', that is to say re-unitlng the
representatives of different tendencies of anarchism.
Such an organisation, haVing Incorporated hetrogene-
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QIIS;. theoretical and practical elements, would "only
beta mechanical assembly of individuals each having
it different eoncept/on of all questions of the anarch
Ist movement, an assembly which would lnevlt-ably
disintegrate on encountering reality.

The anarcho-syndicallst method does not resolve
the problem of anarchist organisation, for it does
not give priority to this problem,· Interesting Itself
solely in penetrating and gaining strength in the
Industrial proletariat.

However, a great deal cannot be achieved in
this area, even in gaining a footing, unless there
Is a general anarchist organisation.

The only method leading to the solution of the
problem of general organisation Is. In our view,
to rally active anarchist militants to a base of
precise positions: theoretical, tactical and organis
ational, I.e. the more or less perfect base of a
homogeneous programme.

The elaboration of such a programme Is one of
the principle tasks Imposed on anarchists by the
social struggle of recent years. It is this task that
the group of Russian anarchists In exile dedicates
an important part of Its efforts.

The "Organisational Platform" published below
represents the outlines, the skeleton of such a pro
gramme. It must serve as the first step towards
rallying libertarian forces Into a single, active
revolutionary collecttve capable of struggle: the
General Union of Anarchists.

We have no doubts that there are gaps In the
present platform. It has such gapa. as do all new,
practical steps of any Importance. 1t Is possible
that certain Important positions have been missed,
or that others are Inadequately treated, or that
stili others are too detailed or repetitive. All this
is possible, but not of vital Importance. What is
Important is to lay the foundations of a general
organisation, and it is this end which is attained,
to a necessary degree, by the present platform.

It is up to the entire collective, the General
Union of Anarchists, to enlarge It, to later give
it depth, to make of It a definite platform for
the whole anarchist movement.

On another level also we have no doubts. We
forsee that several representatives of self-styled
individualism and chaotic anarchism will attack
us, foaming at the mouth, and accuse us of break
ing anarchist principles. However, we know that
the individualist and chaotic elements understand
by the title 'anarChist principles' political indiffer
ence, negligence and ab8ence of all responsibility,
which hav&' caused our movement almost incurable
splits, and against which we are struggling with
all our energy and passion. This is why we can
calmly ignore the attacks from this camp.

We base our hopes on other militants: on those
who remain faithful to anarchism, having experienc
ed and suffered the tragedy of the anarchist
movement, and are painfully searching for .a solution.

Further, we place great hopes on the YQUng:
anarchists who, born In the breath of the Russian:
revolution, and placed from the start in the midst
of constructive problems. will certainly demand
the realisation of positive and organisational prin
ciples In anarchism.

We Invite all the Russian anarchist organisations
dispersed In various countries of the world, and
also isolated anarchist militants, to unite on· the
basis of a common organisational platform.

Let this platform serve as the revolutionary back
bone, the rallying point of all the militants of the
Russian anarchl~ movementt Let it form the found-

ations for the General Union of Anarchlstsl
Lonq IIv~ the Social Revolution of the Workers

of the Worldl

The OIELO TROUOA GROUP
Paris. 20.6.1926.

..................................................
-Oielo Trouda means Workera'Cau8e

GE~ALISECTrn
1. CLASS STRUGGLE, ITS ROLE AND MEANING.

There Is no one slngllt humanIty
There Is a humanity of cl_
Slaves and Masters

Like all those whlcb h&..ve~l1ed it, the bourg
eois capitalist &octet, ___. . Umes Is not 'one
humanity'•. It Is dlvl~ ._ ·two distinct camps,
differenttated &OClall~ by their situations and their

. functions, the poletarlat (In the wider sense of
the world), and the bourgeoisie.

The lot of the proletariat Is, and has been for
centuries, to carry. the burden of physical, painful
work from which the fruits come, not to them
however, but to another, privileged class which
owns property, authority, and the products of culture
(science, education, art): the bourgeoisie. The social
enslavement and exploitation ~f the working masses
form the base on which modern society stands,
without which this society could not exist.

This generated a secular class struggle, at one
point taking on an open, violent character, at others
a semblance of slow and Intangible progress, which
reflects needs, necessities, and the concept of the
Justice of workers.

In the social domain all human history represents
an uninterrupted chain of struggles by the working
masses for their rights. liberty, and a better life.
In the history of human &oclety this class struggle
has always been the primary factor which deter
mined the form and structure of these societies.

The social and poltttcal reghlle of all states is
above all the predict of class struggle. The funda
mental structure of any society shows us the stage
at which the claas struggle has gravitated and is
to be found. The sUghtest change In the course
of . the battle of classes, In the relative locatons
of the forces of the olass struggle, produces contin
uous modifications In the fabric and. structure of
society.

Such Is the general, universal scope and meaning
of class struggle In the life of class societies.

Without restricting ourselves to the creation
of anarchist unions, we must seek to exercise our
theoretical Influence on all trade unions,. and in
all its forms (the IWW, Russian TU's). We can only
achieve this end by working in rigorously organised
anarchist collectives; but never in small empirical
groups, having between them neither organisational
liaison nor theoretical agreement.

Groups of anarchists in companies, factories and
workshops, preoccupied in creating anarchist unions,
leading the struggle In revolutionary unions for
the domination of libertarian Ideas In unionism,
groups organised in th6lr action by a general anarch- .
1st organisation: these are the ways and means.
of anarchists' attitudes vis a vis trade unionism.·
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At the same time the system of this society
deliberately maintains the working masses in a state
.of ignorance and mental stagnation; it prevents
by force the raising of their moral and intellectual
level, in order to more easily get the better of
them.

The progress of rpGdlrn toelety; the technical
evolution of capital _ the perfection Of its politic
al system, fort".. the power of the ruling classes,
and makes the struggte agelMt them more and
more difficult, ~ postponing the decisive moment
of the emancipation Of labour.

Analysis of modem IOClety IeedI U8 to the conclus
ion that the only way to transform capltaiist society'
into a society of free workerG .s the way of violent
social revolution.

3. ANARCHISM AND LIBERTARIAN COMMUNISM

The class struggle created by the enslavement.
of workers and their aspirations to liberty gave
birth, in the oppression, to the idea of anarchism:
the idea of the total negation of a social system
based on the principles of classes and the State,
and its replacement by a free non-statist society
of workers under self-management.
- So anarchism· does not derive from "the 'abstract
reflections of aA Intellectual or a philosopher, but'
from the direct struggle of workers against capital
ism, from the needs and necessities of the workers,
from their aspirations to liberty and equality, aSpir
ations which become particularly alive In the best
heroic period of the life and struggle of the ·working
masses. .

The outstanding anarchist thinkers. Bakunin,
Kropotkin and others, did not Invent the kSea of
anarchism, but, having discovered it In the messes.'
si mply helped by the strength of their thought and
knowledge to specify and spread it.

Anarchism is not the r&IUlt of personal efforts
nor the object of individual reasarche8.

Similarly, anarchism IS not the product of humani- .
tarian aspirations. A tingle; humanity does not exist.
Any attempt to make of ansrchlsm an attribute
of all present-day humanity, to attribute to it a
general humanitarian character would be a historical
and social lie whlct\ WQUtd lead Inevitably to the
justification of tht'J-at8tu8 quo and of a new exploit
ation.

Anarchism is generaHy humanitarian only in the
sense that the ideas of tho masses tend to improve
the lives of all men.. $le! that the fate of today's
or .tomorrow's humanlty .. Inseparable from that
of exploited labour. It the working masses are victor
ious, all humanity will be reborni if they are not,
violence, exploitation, slavery and oppression will
reign as before in the world.

The birth, the blossoming. ar-od the realisation
of anarchist ideas have their roots in th.e iife and'
the struggle of working masses and are inseparably
bound to their fate.

Anarchism wants to transform the present bourg
eois capitalist society to a society which assures
the workers the products of their labours, their
liberty, independence. and social and political equal
ity. This other -society <wilt be libertarian commun
ism, in which SOOfel :.o.Udarlty and free individuality
find their full ".Pt_loA, and In which these two
ideas develop in perfect: harmony.

Libertarian .communism believes that the only
creator of social value is labour, physical or intell
ectual, and consequently only labour has the right
to manage social and economic life. Because of
this, it neither defends nor allows, In any measure,

the existence of non-working classes.
Insofar as these classes exist at., the same time

as libertarian communism, the latter will recognise
no duty towards ~hem. This will cease when the
non-working classes" .decide to become productive
and want to live "iri' a communist society under
the same conditions as everyone else. then they
will have the same position as anyone else. which
is that of free members of the society, enjoying
the same rights and duties as all other productive
members.

Libertarian communism _wants to end all exploit
ation and violence, whether it be against individuals
or the masseS 9f the people. To this end, it will
establish an economic and $QCial base which will
unite al! sections of the community, assuring each
individual an equal place among the rest, and allow
ing each the maximum well being. This base is
the common ownership of all the means and instru
ments of production (Industry, transport, land, raw
materials, etc) and the bUilding of economic organis
ations on the principles of equality and self-manage
ment of the working classes.

Within the limits of this self-managing society
of workers, libertarian communism establishes the
principle of the equality of value and rights of
each individual (not individuality 'in general', nor
of 'mystical individuality'. nor the concept of individ
uality, but each reai, living, individual).

It is from this principle of equality, as also from
the principle ·that the value of an individual's labour
can neither be estimated nor measured,': that the
fundamental economic. social and juridicial 'principle
of libertarian communism flows: "from each accord
ing to his ability, to each according to his needs.1t

4. THE NEGATION OF DEMOCRACY

Democracy is one of the forms of bourgeois
capitalist society.

The basis of democracy is the malntaklance of
the two antagonistic classes of modenl society:
the working class, and the capitalist etass and their
collaboration on the basis of private capitalist. prop
erty. The expression of this collaboration Is parlia
ment and the national representative government.

Formally, demo-::racy proelalms freedom of speech.
of the press, of ~iatjon, and the equality of
all before the law.

In reality all these liberties are of a very relative
character: they are tolerated- only as long as they
do not contest the Interests 4)f the dominant class
i.e. the bourgeoisie.

Democracy preserv@$ Intact the principle of priv
ate capitalist property. Thws it (democracy) gives
the bourgeoisie the right to control the whole.
economy of the countl)l. the entire press, education,
science, art - which In fact make the bourgeoisis
abaolute master of the whole country. Having a
monopoly in the sphere of economic life, the bourg
eolsls can also establish Ita unlimited power in the
political sphere. In effect parliament and represent
ative government in the democracies are but the
executive organs of the bourgeoisie.
, Consequently democracy is but one of the aspects
of bourgeois dictatorship, veiled behind deceptive
formulae of· political liberties and fictitious demo
cratic guarantees.
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5. THE NEGAnON OF THE STATE AND
AUTHORITY

The ideologies of the bourgeoisie define the State
as the organ which regularies the complex political,
civil and social relations between men in modern
society, and protecting the order and laws of the
latter. Anarchists are in perfect agreement with
this definition, but they complete it by affirming
that the basis of this order and these laws is the
enslavement of the vast majority of the people
by an insignificant minority, and that it is precisely
this purpose which is served by the State.

The State is si multaneously the organised violence
of the bourgeoisie against the workers and the sys
tem of its executive organs.

The left socialists, and in particular the bolsh
eviks, also consider the bourgeois State and Author
ity to be the servants of capital. But they hold
that Authority and the State can become, in the
hands of socialist parties, a powerful weapon in
the struggle for emancipation of the proletariat.
For this reason these parties are for a socialist
Authority and a proletarian State. Some want to
conquer power by peaceful, parliamentarian means
(the social democratic), others by revolutionary
means (the bolsheviKs, the left social revolutionar
ies).

Anarchism considers these two to be fundamental
ly wrong, disastrous in the work of the emancipation
of labour.

Authority is always dependent on the exploitation
and enslavement of the mass of the people. It is
born of this exploitation, or it is created in the
interests of this exploitation. Authority without
violence and without exploitation loses all raison
d'etre.

The State and Authority take from the masses
all initiative, kill the spirit of creation and free
activity, cultivates in them the servile psychology
of submission, of expectation, of the hope of climb
ing the social ladder, of blind confidence in their
leaders, of the illusion of sharing in authority.

Thus the emancipation of labour is only possible
in the direct revolutionary struggle of the vast
working masses and of their class organisations
against the capitalist system.

The conquest of power by the social democratic
parties by peaceful means under the conditions
of the present order will not advance by one single
step the task of emancipation of labour, for the
simple reason that real power, consequently real
authority, will remain with the bourgeoisie which
controls all the economy and politics of the country.
The role of socialist authority is reduced in this
case of reforms: to the amelioration of this same
regime. (Examples: Ramsay MacDonald, the social
democratic parties of Germany, Sweden, Belgium,
which have come to power in a capitalist society.)

Further, seizing power by means of a social up
heaval and organising a so called 'proletarian State'
cannot serve the cause of the authentic emanci
pation of labour. The State, immediately and
supposedly constructed for the defence of the revol
ution, invariably ends up distorted by needs and
characteristics peculiar to itself, itself becoming
the goal, produces specific, privileged castes, and
consequently re-establishes the -basis of capitalist
Authority and State; the ususal enslavement and
exploitation of the masses by violence. (Example:
the 'worker-peasant State of the bolsheviks.')

6. THE ROLE OF THE MASSES AND THE ROLE
OF THE ANARCHISTS IN THE SOCIAL
STRUGGLE AND THE SOCIAL REVOLUTION

The principle forces of the social revolution are
the urban working class, the peasant masses and
a section of the working intelligencia.
Note: While being an exploited and oppressed class
in the same way as the urban and rural proletariats,
the working intelligensia is relatively disunited
compared with the workers and peasants, thanks
to the economic privileges conceded by the bourg
eoisie to certain of its elements. That is why,
during the early days of the social revolution, only
the less comfortable strata of the intelligensia take
an active part in it.

The anarchist conception of the role of the mass
es in the social revolution and the construction
of socialism differs, in a typical way, from that
of the statist parties. While bolshevism and its
related tendencies consider that the masses possess
only destuctionary revolutionary instincts, being
incapable of creative and constructive activity 
the principle reas.on why the latter activity should
be concentrated in the hands of the men forming
the government of the State of the Central Comm
ittee of the party - anarchists on the contrary
think that the labouring masses have inherent creat
ive and constructive possibilities which are enor
mous, and anarchists aspire to suppress the obstacles
impeding the manifestation of these possibilities.

Anarchists consider the State to be the principle
obstacle, usurping the rights of the masses and
taking from them all the functions of economic
and social life. The State must perish, not 'one
day' in the future society, but immediately. It must
be destroyed by the workers on the first day of
their victory, and must not be re-constituted under
any guise whatsoever. It wi 11 be replaced by a feder
alist system of workers organisations for production
and consumption, united federatively and self-admin
istrating. This system excludes just as much
authoritarian organisations as the dictatorship of
the party, whichever it might be.

The Russian revolution of 1917 displays precisely
this orientation of the process of social emancip
ation in the creation of the system of worker and
peasant soviets and factory committees. Its sad
error was not to have liquidated, at an opportune
moment, the organisation of state power: initially
of the provisional government, and subsequently
of bolshevik power. The bolsheviks, profiting from
the trust of the workers and peasants, reorganised
the bourgeois state according to the circumstances
of the moment and consequently killed the creative
activity of the masses, in supporting and maintain
ing the State: choking the fret: regi me of soviets
and factory committees which represented the
first step towards building a non-statist socialist
society.

Action by anarchists can be divided into periods,
that before the revolution, and that during the
revolution. In both, anarchists can only fulfill their
role as an organised force if they have a clear
conception of the objectives of their struggle and
the roads leading to the realisation of these object
ives.

The fundamental task of the General Union of
Anarchists in the pre-revolutionary period must
be the preparation of the workers and peasants
for the social revolution.

In denying formal (bourgeois) democracy, authority
and State, in proclaiming the complete emancipation
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of labour, anarchism emphasises to the full the
rigorous principles of class struggle. It alerts and
develops in the masses class conciousness and the
revolutionary intransigence of the class.

It is precisely towards the class intransigence,
anti-democratism anti-statism of the ideas of
anarcho-communism, that the libertarian education
of the masses must be directed, but education alone
is not sufficient. What is also necessary is a certain
mass anarchist organisation. To realise this, it is
necessary to work in two directions: on the one
hand towards the selection and grouping of revolu
tionary worker an<t peasant forces on a libertarian
communist basis (a specifically libertarian communist
organisation): on the other hand, towards regrouping
revolutionary workers and peasants on an econom ic
base of production and consumption (revolutionary
workers and peasants organised around production;
workers and free peasants co-operatives). The worker
and peasant class, organised on the basis of produc
tion and consumption, penetrated by revolutionary
anarchist positions, wi 11 be the first strong point
of the social revolution.

The more these organisations are conscious and
organised in an anarchist way, as from the present,
the more they will manifest an intransigent and
creative libertarian will at the moment of the
revolution.

As for the working class in Russia: it is clear
that after eight years of bolshevik dictatorship,
which enchains the natural needs of the masses
for free activity, the true nature of all power is
demonstrated better than ever; this class conceals
within itself enormous possibilities for the formation
of a mass anarchist movement. Organised anarchist
militants should go immediately with all the force
at their disposal to meet these needs and possibilit
ies, in order that they do not degenerate into re
form ism (menshevism).

With the same urgency, anarchists should apply
themselves to the organisation of the poor peasan
try, who are crushed by state power, seeking a
way out and concealing enormous revolutionary
potential.

The role of anarchist in the revolutionary period
cannot be restricted solely to the propagation of
the keynotes of libertarian ideas.

Life is not only an arena for the propagation
of this or that conception, but also, to the same
degree, as the arena of the struggle, the strategy,
and the aspirations of these conceptions in the
management of economic and social life.

More than any other concept, anarchism should
become the leading concept of revolution, for it
is only on the theoretical base of anarchism that
the social revolution can succeed in the complete
emancipation of labour.

The leading position of anarchist ideas in the
revolution suggests an orientation of events after
anarchist theory. However, this theoretical driving
force should not be confused with the political
leadership of the statist parties which leads finally
to State Power.

Anarchism aspires neither to political power nor
to dictatorship. Its principal aspiration is to help
the masses to take the authentic road to the socal
revolution and the construction of socialism. But
it is not sufficient that the masses take up the
way of the social revolution. It is also necessary
to maintain this orientation of the revolution and
its objectives: the suppression of capitalist society
in the name of free workers. As the experience
of the Russian revolution in 1917 has shown us,
this last task is far from being easy, above all

because of the numerous parties which try to orient
ate the movement in a direction· opposed to the
social revolution.

Although the masses express themselves profoundly
in the social movement in terms of anarchist ten
dencies and tenets, these tendencies and tenets
do however remain dispersed, being unco-ordinated,
and consequently do not lead to the organisation
of the driving power of libertarian ideas which
is necessary for preserving the anarchist orientation
and objectives in the social revolution. This theoret
ical driving force can only be expressed by a collec
tive especially created by the masses for this
purpose. The organised anarchist elements constitute
exactly this collective.

The theoretical and practical duties of this collec
tive are considerable at the ti me of the revolution.

It must manifest its initiative and display total
participation in' all the domains of the social re
volution: in the orientation and general character
of the revolution; in civil war and the defence
of the revolution; in the positive tasks of the revol
ution, in new production, consumption, the agrarian
question etc.

On all these questions, and on numbers of others,
the masses demand a clear and precise response
from the anarchists. And from the moment when
anarchists declare a conception of the revolution
and the structure of society, they are obliged to
give all these questions a clear response, to relate
the solution of these problems to the general concep
tion of libertarian communism, and to devote all
their forces to the realisation of these.

Only in this way do the General Union of Anarch
ists and the anarchist movement completely assure
their function as a theoretical driving force in the
social revolution.

7. THE TRANSITION PERIOD

By the expression 'transition period' the socialist
parties understand a definite phase in the Iife of
a people, of which the characteristic traits are:
a rupture with the old order of things and the in
stallation of a- new economic and social system:
a system which however does not yet represent
the complete emancipation of workers.

In this sense, all the minimum programmes of
the socialist political parties, for example, the demo
cratic programme of the socialist opportunists or
the communists' programme for the 'dictatorship
of the proletariat', are programmes of the transition
period.

The essential trait of all these is that they regard
as impossible, for the moment, the complete realis
ation of the workers' ideals: their independence,
their liberty and equality - and consequently pres
erve a whole series of the institutions of the capital-

ist system: the principle of statist compulsion,
private ownership of the means and instruments
of prOduction, the bureacracy, and several others,
according to the goals of the particular party
programme.

On principle, anarchists have always been the
enemies of such programmes, considering that the
construction of transitional systems which maintain
the principles of exploitation and compulsion of
the masses leads inevitably to a new growth of
slavery.

Instead of establishing political minimum pro
grammes, anarchists have always defended the idea
of an immediate social reVOlution, which deprives
the capitalist class of its economic and social privil
eges, and place the means and instruments of
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production and all the functions of economic and
social life in the hands of the workers.

Up to now, it has been the anarchists who have
preserved this position.

The idea of the transition period, according to
which the social revolution should lead not to a
communist society, but to a system retaining
elements of the old system, is anti-social in essence.
It threatens to result in the reinforcement and
development of these elements to their previous
di mensions, and to run events backwards.

A flagrant example of this is the regime of the
'dictatorship of the proletariat' established by the
bolsheviks in Russia.

According to them, the regime should be but
a transitory step towards total communism. In real
ity, this step has resulted' in the restoration of
class society, at the bottom of which are, as before,
the workers and peasants.

The centre of gravity of the construction of a
communist society does not consist in the poss
ibility of assuring each individual unlimited liberty
to satisfy his needs from the first day of the re
volution; but consists in the conquest of the social
base of this society, and establishes the principles
of egalitarian relationships between individuals.
As for the question of the abundance, greater or
lesser, of assets, this is not posed at the level
of principle, but is a technical problem.

The fundamental principal upon which the new
society will be erected and rest, and which must
in no way be restricted, is that of the equality
of relationships, of the liberty and independence
of the workers. This principle represents the first
fundamental demand of the masses, for which they
rise up in social revolution.

Either the social revolution will terminate in
the defeat of the workers, in which case we must
start again to prepare the struggle, a new offensive
against the capitalist system; or it will lead to
the victory of the workers, and in this case, having
seized the means which permit self-administration:
the land, production, and social functions, the work
ers will commence the construction of a free so
ciety.

This is what characterises the beginning of the
building of a communist society which, once begun,
then follows the course of its development without
interruption, strengthening itself and perfecting
itself continuously.

In this way the take-over of the productive and
social functions by the workers will trace an exact
demarcation line between the statist and non-statist
eras.

If it wishes to become the mouthpiece of the
struggling masses, the banner of a whole era of
social revolution, anarchism must not assimilate
in its programme traces of the old order, the oppor
tunist tendencies of transitional systems and periods,
nor hide its fundamental principles, but on the con
trary develop and apply them to the utmost.

8. ANARCHISM AND SYNDICALISM

We consider the tendency to oppose libertarian
communism to syndicalism and vice versa to be
artificial, and devoid of all foundation and meaning.
The ideas of anarchism and sindicalism belong on
two different planes. Whereas, communism, that
is to say a society of free workers, is the goal
of the anarchist struggle - syndicalism, that is the
movement of revolutionary workers in their occu
pations, is only one of the forms of revolutionary
class struggle. In uniting workers on a basis of
production, revolutionary syndicalism, like all groups

based on professions, has no determining theory,
it does not have a conception of the world which
answers all the complicated social and political
questions of contemporary reality. It always reflects
the ideologies of diverse political groupings, notably
of those who work most intensely in its ranks.

Our attitude to revolutionary syndicalism derives
from what is about to be said. Without trying here
to resolve in advance the question of the' role of
revolutionary syndicates after the revolution, wheth
er they will be the organisers of all new production,
or whether they will leave this role to, workers'
soviets or factory committees - we jUdge that anar
chists take part in revolutionary syndicalism as'
one of the forms of the revolutionary' workers'
movement.

However, the question which is posed today is
not whether anarchists should not participate in
revolutionary syndicalism, but rather how and to
what end they must take part.

We consider the period up to the present day,
when anarchists entered the syndicalist movement
as individuals and propagandists, as a period of
artisan relationships towards the professionar' workers
movement.

Anarcho-syndicalism, trying to forcefully introduce
Iibertarian ideas into the leftwing of revolutionary
syndical ism as a means of creating anarchist-type
unions, represents a step forward, but it does not,
as yet, go beyond the empirical method, for anarcho
syndicalism does not necessarily interweave the
'anarchisation' of the trade union movement with
that of the anarchists organised outside the move
ment. For it is only on this basis, of such ,Iiason,
that revolutionary trade unionism could be "anarchis
ed' and prevented from moving towards opportunism
and reform ism.

In regarding syndicalism only as a professional
body of workers without coherent social and political
theory, and consequently, being powerless to resolve
the social question on its own, we consider that
the tasks of the anarchists in the ranks of the
movement consists of developing libertarian theory,
and point it in a libertarian direction, in order
to transform it into an active arm of the social
revolution. It is necessary to never forget that
if trade unionism does not find in anarchist' theory
a support in opportune times it will turn.. whether
we like it or not, to the ideology of a political
statist party.

The task of anarchists in the ranks of the revol
utionary workers' movement could only be fulfilled
on conditions that their work was closely interwoven
and linked with the activity of the anarchist organ
isation outside the union. In other words, we must
enter into revolutionary trade unions as an organised
force, responsible to accomplish work in the union
before the general anarchist organisation, and orient
ated by the latter.

Without restricting ourselves to the creation
of anarchist unions, we must seek to exercise our
theoretical influence on all trade unions, and in
all its forms (the IWW, Russian TU's). We can only
achieve this end by working in rigorously .organised
anarchist collectives; but never in small empirical
groups, having between them neither organisational
liaison nor theoretical agreement.

Groups of anarchists in companies, factories and
workshops, preoccupied in creating anarchist unions,
leading the struggle in revolutionary unions for
the domination of libertarian ideas in unionism,
groups organised in their action by a generalanarch
ist organisation: these are the ways and means
of anarchists' attitudes vis a vis trade unionism.



CONSTRUCTIVE SECTION
THE PROBLEM OF THE FIRST DAY OF
THE SOCIAL REVOLUTION

The fundamental aim of the world of labour in
struggle is the foundation, by means of revolution,
of a free and equal communist society founded
on the principle 'from each according to his ability
to each according to his needs.'

However, this society will not come about of
its own, only by the power of social upheaval. Its
realisation will come about by a social revolutionary
process, more or less drawn out, orientated by the
organised forces of victorious labour in a determined
path.

It is our task to indicate this path from this
moment on, and to formulate positive, concrete
problems that wi 11 occur to workers from the first
day of the social revolution, the outcome of which
depends upon their correct solution.

It is self evident that the building of the new
society will only be possible after the victory of
the workers over the bourgeois-capitalist system
and over its representatives. It is impossible to
begin the building of a new economy and new social
relations while the power of the state defending
the regime of enslavement has not been smashed,
while workers and peasants have not ceased, as
the object of the revolution, the industrial and
agricultural economy.

Consequently, the very first social revolutionary
task is to smash the statist edifice of the capitalist
system, to expropriate the bourgeoisie and in general
all privileged elements of the means of power,
and establish overall the will of the workers in
revolt, as expressed by fundamental principles of
the social revolution. This agressive and destructive
aspect of the revolution can only serve to clear
the road for the positive tasks which form the
meaning and essence of the social revolution.
These tasks are as follows:
1. The solution, in the libertarian communist sense,
of the problem of industrial production of the coun
try.
2. The solution similarly of the agrarian problem.
3. The solution of the problem of consumption.

PRODUCTION:

Taking note of the fact that the country's indus
try is the result of the efforts of several gener
ations of workers, and that the diverse branches
of industry are tightly bound together, we consider
all actual production as a single workshop of produc
ers, belonging totally to all workers together, and
to no one in particular.

The productive mechanism of the country is global
and belongs to the whole working class. This thesis
determines the character and the forms of the
new production. It will also be global, common
in the sense that the products produced by the
workers will belong to all. These products, of what
ever category, the general fund of provisions for
the workers, where each who participates in produc
tion will receive that which he needs, on an equal
basis for everybody.

The new system of production will totally supplant
the bureaucracy and exploitation in all their forms
and establ ish in their place the principle of brother
ly co-operation and workers' solidarity.

The middle class which in a modern capitalist

society exercises intermediary functions - commerce
etc., as well as the bourgeoisie, must take part
in the new mode of production on the same cond
itions as all other workers. If not, these classes
place themselves outside the society of labour.

There will be no bosses, nei ther entrepreneur,
owner or state-appointed owner (as in the case
today in the bolshevik state). Management will pass
on this new production to the administration especial
ly created by the workers: workers' soviets, factory
committees or workers' management of works and
factories. These organs, interl inked at the level
of the commune, district and finally general and
federal management of production. Built by the
masses and always under their control and influence,
all these organs constantly renewed will realise
the idea of self-management, real self-management,
by the masses of the people.

Unified produ'ction, in which the means and prod
ucts belong to all, having replaced bureaucracy
by the principle of brotherly co-operation and having
establ ished equal rights for all work, production
managed by the organs of workers' control, elected
by the masses, that is the first practical step in
the road to the realisation of libertarian commun
ism.

CONSUMPTION:

This problem will appear during the revolution
in two ways:
1. The principle of the search for products for
consumption.
2. The principle of their distribution.

In that which concerns the distribution of consum
er goods, the solution depends over all on the
quantity of products available and on the principle
of the agreement of targets.

The social revolution concerning itself with the
reconstruction of the whole social order, takes on
itself as well, the obligation to satisfy everyone's
necessities of life. The sole exception is the group
of non-workers - those who refuse to take part
in the new production for counter-revolutionary
reasons. But in general, excepting the last category
of people, the satisfaction of the needs of everyone
in the area of the revolution is assured by the
general reserve of consumer products. In the case
of insufficient goods, they are divided according
to the principle of the greatest urgency, that is
to say in the first case to children, invalids and
working families.

A far more difficult problem is that of organising
the basis of consumption itself.

Without doubt, from the first day of the revolu
tion, the farms will not provide all the products
vital to the life of the population. At the same
time, peasants have an abundance which the towns
lack.

The libertarian communists have no doubt about
the mutualist relationship which exists between
the workers of the town and countryside. They
judge that the social revolution can only be realised
by the com mon efforts of workers and peasants.
In consequence, the solution to the problem of con
sumption in the revolution can only be possible
by means of close revolutionary collaboration be
tween these two categories of workers.

To establish this collaboration, the urban working
class l)aving seized production, must immediately
supply the' living needs of the country and strive
to furnish the everyday products, the means and
implements for collective agriculture. The measures
of solidarity manifested by the workers as regards
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the needs of the peasants, will provoke from them
in return the same gesture, to provide the produce
of their collective labour for the towns.

Worker and peasant co-operatives will be the
pri mary organs assur ing the towns and countryside
their requirements in food and economic materials.
Later, responsible for more important and permanent
functions, notably for supplying everything necessary
for guaranteeing and developing the economic and
social life of the workers and peasants; these co
operatives will be transformed Into permanent organs
for provisioning towns and countryside.

This solution to the problem of provisioning per
mits the proletariat to create a permanent stock
of provision, which will have a favourable and de
cisive effect on the outcome of all new production.

THE LAND:

In the solution of the agrarian question, we regard
the principle revolutionary and creative forces to
be the working peasants wrlo do not exploit the
labour of others - and the wage earning proletariat
of the countryside. Their tasks will be to accomplish
the redistribution of land in order to establish the
use and exploitation of the land on communist prin
ciples.

Like industry, the land, exploited and cultivated
by successive generations of labourers, is the prod
uct of their common effort. It also belongs to all
working people and to none in particular. In as
much as it is the inalienable and common property
of the labourers, the land can never again be
bought, nor sold, nor rented; it can therefore not
serve as a means of the exploitation of others'
labour.

The land is also a sort of popular and communal
workshop, where the common people produce the
means by which they live. But it is the kind of
workshop where each labourer (peasant) has, thanks
to certain historical conditions, become accustomed

-to carrying out his work alone, independent of other
producers. Where as, in industry the collective
method of work is essential and the only possible
way in our times. The majority of peasants cultivate
the land on their own account.

Consequently, when the land and the means of
its exploitation are taken over by, the peasants,
with no possibility of selling or renting, the question
of the forms of the utilisation of it and the meth
ods of its exploitation (communal or by family)
will not immediately find a complete and definite
solution, as it will in the industrial sector. Initially
both of these methods will probably be used.

It will be the revolutionary peasants who them
selves will establish the definitive term of exploit
ation and utilisation of the land. No outside pressure
is possible in this question.

However, since we consider that only a communist
society, in whose name after all the social revolu
tion will be made, delivers labourers from their
position of slavery and exploitation and gives them
complete Iiberty and equal ity; since the peasants
constitute the vast fllajority of the population
(almost 85% in Russia in the period under discussion)
and consequently the agrarian regime which they
establish will be the decisive factor in the destiny
of the revolution; and since, lastly, a private econ
omy in agriculture leads, as in private industry,
to commerce, accumulation, private property and
the restoration of capital - our duty will be to
do everything necessary, as from now, to facilitate
the solution of the agrarian question in a collective
way.

To this end, we must, as from now, engage in
strenuous propaganda among the peasants in favour
of collective agrarian economy.

The founding of a specifically libertarian peasant
union will considerably facilitate this task.

In this respect, technical progress will be of enor
mous importance, faci Iitating the evolution of
agriculture and also the realisation of communism
in the towns, above all in industry. If, in their
relations with the peasants, the industrial workers
act, not individually or in separate groups, but as
an immense communist collective embracing all
the branches of industry; if, in addition, they bear
in mind the vital needs of the countryside and if
at the same time they supply each village with
things for everyday use, tools and machines for
the collective exploitation of the lands, this will
impel the peasants towards communism in agricu
lture.

THE DEFENCE OF THE REVOLUTION:

The question of the defence of the revolution
is also Iinked to the problem of 'the first day'.
Basically, the most powerful means for the defence
of, the revolution is the happy solution of its posit
ive problems: production, consumption and the land.
Once these problems are correctly solved, no count
er revolutionary will be able to alter or unbalance
the free society of workers. Nevertheless the work
ers will have to sustain a severe struggle against
the enem ies of the revolution, in order to maintain
its concrete existence.

The social revolution, which threatens the privil
eges and the very existence of the non-working
classes of society, will inevitably provoke a desper
ate resistance on behalf of these classes, which
will take the form of a fiece civil war.

As the Russian experience showed, such a civil
war will not be a matter of a few months, but
of several years.

However joyful the first steps of the labourers
at the beginning of the revolution, the ruling classes
will retain an enormous capacity to resist for a
long time. For several years they will launch offen
sives against the revolution, trying to reconquer
the power and privileges of which they were depriv
ed.

A large army, military techniques and strategy,
capital - will all be thrown against the victorious
labourers.

In order to preserve the conquests of the revol
ution, the labourers should create organs for the
defence of the revolution, so as to oppose the reac
tionary offensive with a fighting force correspond
ing to the magni tude of the task. In the first days
of the revolution, this fighting force wil-l be formed
by all armed workers and peasants. But this spontan
eous armed force will only be valuable during the
first days, before the civil war reaches its highest
point and the two parties in struggle have created
regularly constituted mi Iitary organisations.

In the social reVOlution the most critical moment
is not during the suppression of Authority, but
folllowing, that is, when the forces of the defeated
regime launch a general offensive against the labour
ers, and when its a question of safeguarding the
conquests under attack.

The very character of this offensive, just as the
technique and development of the civil war, will
oblige the labourers to create determined revolution
ary military contingents. The essence and fundament
al principles of these formations must be decided
in advance. Denying the statist and authoritarian
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methods of government, we also deny the statist
method of organising the military forces of the
labourers, in other words the principles of a statist
army based on obligatory military service. Consistent
with the fundamental pOl>itions of libertarian comm
unism, the principle of voluntary service must be
the basis of the military formations of labourers.
The detachments of insurgent partisans, workers
and peasants, which led the military action in the
Russian revolution, can be cited as examples of
such formations.

However, 'voluntary service' and the action of
partisans should not be understood in the narrow
sense of the word~ that is as a struggle of worker
and peasant detachments against the local enemy,
unco-ordinated by a general plan of operation and
each acting on its own responsibility, at its own
risk. The action and tactics of the partisans in
the period of their complete development should
be guided by a common revolutionary strategy.

As in all wars, the civil war cannot be waged
by the labourers with success unless they apply
the two fundamental principles of all mi Iitary ac
tion: unity in the plan of operations and unity of
common command. The most critical moment of
the revolution will come when the bourgeoisie march
against the revolution in an organised force. This
critical moment obliges the labourers to adopt these
principles of military strategy.

Thus, in view of the necessities imposed by mili
tary strategy and also the strategy of the counter
revolution, the armed forces of the revolution
should inevitably be based on a general revolutionary
army with a common command and plan of oper
ations.

The following principles form the basis of this
army:
(a) the class character of the army;
(b) voluntary service (all coercion will be completely
excluded from the work of defending the revolution);
(c) free revolutionary discipline (self discipline)
(voluntary service and revolutionary self-discipl ine
are perfectly compatible, and give the revolutionary
army greater morale than any army of the state);
(d) the total submission of the revolutionary army
to the masses of the workers and peasants as repre
sented by the worker and peasant organisations
common throughout the country, established by
the .masses in the controlling sectors of economic
and social life.

In other words, the organ of the defence of the
revolution, responsible for combatting the counter
revolution, on major military fronts as well as on
an internal front (bourgeois plots, preparations
for counter-revolutionary action), will be entirely
under the jurisdiction of the productive organisations
of workers and peasants, to which it will submit,
and by which it will receive its political direction.

Note: while it should be conducted in conformity
with definite libertarian communist principles, the
army itself should not be considered a point of
principle. It is but the consequence of military
strategy in the revolution, a strategic measure to
which labourers are fatally forced by the very pro
cess of the civil war. But this measure must attract
attention as from now. It must be carefully studied
in order to avoid any irreparable set-backs in the
work of protecting and defending the revolution,
for setbacks in the civil war could prove disastrous
to the outcome of the whole social revolution.

ORGANISAllONAL SECTION
THE PRINCIPLES OF ANARCHIST ORGANISATION

The general, constructive positions expressed above
constitute the organisational platform of the revolu
tionary forces of anarchism.

This platform, containing a definite tactical and
theoretical orientation, appears to be the minimum
to which it is necessary and urgent to rally all
the militants of the organised anarchist movement.

Its task is to group around itself all the healthy
elements of the anarchist movement into one gener
al organisation, active, and agitating on a permanent
basis: the General Union of Anarchists. The forces
of all anarchist militants should be orientated to
wards the creation of this organisation.

The fundamental principles of organisation of
a General Union of Anarchists should I)e as follows:
1. Theoretical Uni ty:
Theory represents the force which directs the activ
ity of persons and organisations along a defined
path towards a determined goal. Naturally it should
be common to all the persons and organisations
adhering to the General Union, both overall and
in its details, should be in perfect concord with
the theoretical principles professed by the Union.
2. Tactical Unity or the Collective Method of

Action:
In the same way the tactical methods employed
by separate members and groups within the Union
should be unitary, that is, be in rigorous concord
both with each other and with the general theory
and tactic of the Union. A common tactical line
in the movement is of decisive importance for the
existence of the organisation and the whole move
ment: it removes the disastrous effect of several
tactics in opposition to one another, it concentrates
all the forces of the movement, gives them a

. common direction leading to a fixed objective.
3. Collective Responsibility:
The practice of' acting on one's personal responsibil
ity should be decisively condemned and rejected
in the ranks of the anarchist movement. The areas
of revolutionary life, social and political, are above
all profoundly collective by nature. Social revolution
ary activity in these areas cannot be based on the
personal responsibility of individual militants. The
executive organ of the general anarchist movement,
the Anarchist Union, taking a firm line against
the tactic of irresponsible individualism, introduces
in its ranks the principle of collective responsibility:
the entire Union will be responsible for the political
and revolutionary activity of each member; in the
same way, each member will be responsible for
the political and revolutionary activity of the Union
as a whole.
4. Federal ism:

Anarchism has always denied centralised organis
ation, both in the area of the social life of the
masses and in its political action. The centralised
system relies on the diminution of the critical spirit,
initiative and independence of each individual and
on the blind submission of the masses to the
'centre'. The natural and inevitable consequences
of this system are the enslavement and mechanis
ation of social life and the life of the organisation.

Against centralism, anarchism has always professed
and defended the principle of federalism, which
reconciles the independence and initiative of individ
uals and the organisation with service to the
common cause.
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In reconciling the idea of the independence and
the high degree of rights of each individual with
the service of social needs and necessities, federal
ism opens the doors to every healthy manifestation
of the faculties of every individual. But quite often
the federalist principle has been deformed in anarch
ist ranks: it has too often been understood .. the
right, above all, to manifest ones 'ego', without
obl igation to account for duties as regardl the
organisation.

This false interpretation disorganised our move
ment in the past. It is time to put an end to it
in a firm and irreversible manner. Federation lignl
fies the free agreement of individuals and organ
isations to work collectively towardl a common
objective.

However, such an agreement and the federal
union based on it, will only become reality, rather
than fiction or illusion, only on the condition sine
qua non that all the participants in the agreement
and the Union fulflll most completely the duties
undertaken, and conform to communal decisions.
In a social project, however vast the federalist
basis on which it I1 built, there can be no decisions
without their execution. It is even less admissable
in an anarchist organisation, which exclusively takes
on obligations with regard to the workers and their
social revolution. Consequently, the federalist type
'of anarchist organisation, while recognising each
'member's rights to independence, free opinion,
individual liberty and initiative, requires each mem
ber to undertake fixed organisational duties, and
demands execution of communal decisions.

On this condition alone will the federalist prin
ciple find life, and the anarchist organisation
function correctly, and steer itself towards the
defined objective.

The idea of the General Union of Anarchists
poses the problem of the co-ordination and con
currence of the activities of all the forces of the
anarchist movement.

Every organisation adhering to the Union repre
sents a vital cell of the common organism. Every
cell should have its secretariat, executing and
guiding theoretically the political and technical
work of the organisation.

With a view to the co-ordination of the activity

of all the Union's adherent organisation, a special
organ will be created: the executive committee
of the Union. The committee will be in charge
of the following functions: the executive of decisions
taken by the Union with which It is entrustedi the
theoretical and organisational orientation of the
activity of isolated organisations consistent wtth
the theoretical positions and the genera' tactical
tine of the Unioni the malntalnance of working
llnd organisational links between eH the «geni..tlons
In the Unioni and with other organlsatlonl.

The rights, responsibilities and practical talks
of the executive committee are fiXed by the c0n
gress of the Union.

The General Union Of Anarchists has a concrete
and d1!termined goal. In the name of the success
of the social revolution It must above all attract
and absorb the mOlt revolutionary and strongly
critical elements among the workers and peasants.

Extolling the social' reVOlution, and further, being
an anti-authoritarian organisation which aspires
to the abolition of ~.. society, the General Union
of Anarchist dependa equ8tiy on the two fundamental
classes of society: the workers and peasants. It
laYI equal stress on the work of emancipating these
two classes.

As regards the workers' trade unions and revolu
tionary organslatlonl In the towns, the General
Union of AnarcJVltI wl1l have to devote all its
efforts to becoming their pioneer and theoretical
guide.

It adopts the ..me tasks with regard to the
exploited peasant maaees. As bases playing the" same
role as the revolutionary workers' trade unions.
the Union strives to realise a n'etwork of revolution
ary peasant economic organisations, further/llore,
a specific peasants' union, founded on anti- authori
tarian principles.

. Born out of the heart of the mass of the I~r

people, the General Union must take part In aU
the manifestations of their life, bringing to tMJJl
on every occasion the spirit of organisation. -.
severance, action and offensive.

Only in this way can It fulfill Its tasks, its theor
etical and historical million in the social revolution
of labour, and become the organised vanguard of
their emancipating process.
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DOCUMENT 2:

.The Reply
by "SEVERAL RUSSIAN' ANARCHISTSII

:

Sobol, Schwartz, Steimer, Volin~,

Lia, Roman, Ervantian, Fleshin.

REASONS FOR THE WEAKNESS OF
THE ANARCHIST MOVEMENT

We do not agree with the poeltlNl of the Platform
'that the mM Important r88lOf'l for the weakness
of the .....chlet movement la the absence of organ
IIatlonal prlnclplea'. We believe that this Issue Is
very Important becal.. the Platform seeks to est
Ibflltl a centralleed organ_tlon (a party) that would
create 'a political and tactical line for the anarchist
movement'. Thla over emphasises the Importance
and role of orgenl.tlon.

We are not agallWt an anarchist organisation;
we understand the harmful consequences of a lack
of organisation In the anarchist movement; we
consider the creation of an anarchist organisation
to be one of our most urgent tasks... But we do
not believe that organisation, as such, can be a
cure-all. We do not exaggerate Its importance, and
we see no benefit or need to sacrifice anarchist
principles and ideas for the. sake of organisation.

We see the following reasons for the weakness
of the anarchist movement:
1. The confusion In our ideas about a series of
fundamental issues, such as the conception of the
social revolution, of vlolence~ of the period of trant
ition, of organl.tlon.
2. The difficult)' of getting a large part of the
population to IlC08Pt our Ideas. We must take Into
account existing preJudices, customs, education,
the fact that the great mass of people will look
for an accomodatlon rather than radical change.
3. Repression.

THE ANARCHIST SYNTHESIS

We also disagree with the Idea of a 'synthaia',
as stated In the Platform. The authors proclaim ,
that anarchlat-eommunism Is the only valid theory,
and they take a critical, more or less, negative
position toward Individualist anarchists and anarcho
syndlcalllta.

We repeat what we declared when we organised
NABAT (Organisation of Ukrainian anarchista In
1917-1921): 'There la validity in all anarchist 8Choola
of thought. We mUll consider all diverse tendencies
and accept them.' To .unlte all militants we must
I88k a common bile for all, seeing what la Just
In each conception. This should be Included In a
Platform for the entire movement. There are leveral
examples of such a Platform, such as the declar
ation of the Nabat Conference in Kursk, as well
as the' resolutions of other anarchist conferences
of that period. Here are some extracts of the resol
ution adopted at the First Congress of the Confeder
ation of Anarchist Organisations in the Ukraine,

'NABAT', that took place April 2, 1919, in Ellzabeth
grad, Ukraine:

' •••our organisation does not represent a mechanic
al alliance of different ·tendencles, each holding
only to Its own point of view and, therefore, unable
to offer ideological guidance to the working pap
ulation; it Is a union of comrades joined together
on a number of basic positions and with an aware
ness of the need for planrled, organised collective
effort on the basis of federation.'

ANARCHISM AS A THEORY OF CLASSES

Synthesis is needed In this area also. We cannot
affirm that a~1Im 18 a theory of classes and
reject those whG try to give it a human character.
And we cannot <lee..... like some do that anarchism
is a humanitarian Idlel for all people and accuse
thse who hold to • cl_ base of marxlst deviation.
Nor, finally, can we maintain that anarchism is
solely an Individualist conception having nothing
to do with· humanity .. a whole or with a 'class'.
We mUll create a aynthesls and state that anarchism
contal.. class elements as well as humanism and
individualist prlncip....

We must try to determine In a theoretical and
practical manner the role and importance of each
of theee elements- In the conception of anarchism.
To maintain that anarchism is only a theory of
et_ Is to limit It to a single viewpoint. Anarch
Ism la more complex and pluralistic, like life itself.
Ita class element Is above all Its means of fighting
for liberation; its humanitarian character is its
ethical aspect, the foundation of society; its Individ
ualism i8 the goal of mankind.

THE ROLE OF THE MASSES AND ANARCHISM
IN THE SOCIAL STUGGLE AND THE SOCIAL
REVOLUTION

The thesis of the Platform on this question can
be summarised as follows: the masses must be
directed. The contrary viewpoint was the prevailing
one in our movement until now: Individuals and
conclous minority, Including their ideological organ
Isations, cannot 'direct the masses'. We must learn
from the masses constantly If we do not want to
lead them Into a blind alley.

This Is how the problem should be seen. Their
solution Is very superficial and false because the
central problem is not resolved: the revolutionary
masses and .the Consc.iou~ minority or their ideOlOgical
organisation. - -

The political parties have an advantage in this
area: it is not a problem for them. Their solution
is:
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- the masses and developments must be directed;
- the co~scious minority, separated from the masses,
must take the initiative;
- this 'collective' must be organised into a party;
- the party takes the initiative in all areas, Includ-
ing the social revolution.

The authors of the Platform take a similar pos
ition. However they choose to begin with some
precaution: 'The Ideological direction of revolution
ary activities and revolutionary movements should
not be understood as a tendencey of the anarchists
to take control of the building of the new society.'

The Platform expresees the Idea that the need
to direct the masses Is linked directly to a party,
a well defined POlitical line. a predetermined pro
gram, control of the labor movement, political
direction of the Of'gMlsatlons created to fight the
counter-revolution. The Platform states: 'The anarch
Ist union as an org8nllatlon of the social revolution
rests on the two main CI8S888 of society: the work
ers and the peasants....1I their energies must be
concentrated on the Ideological guidance of the
labor organisations.'

The concrete form of organisation needed to
achieve such political and social direction of the
m.... and their actions will be: at the highest
level, the leading party (General Union); a little
below: the higher levels of the workers and peasanb
organisations led by the Union; stili lower: the organ
isations at the base set up to fight the counter
revolution, the army, etc.

We do not believe that the anarchists should
lead the masses; we believe that our role is to
assist the masses only when they need such assist
ance. This is how we see our position: the anarchists
are part of the membership in the economic and
social mass organisations. They act and build ea
-part of the whole. An -immense field of action I,
opened to them for ideological, social and creative
actiVity without assuming a position of superiority
over the m88888. Above all they must fulfill their
ideological and ethical influence in a free and natur
al manner.

The, anarchists and specific organisations (groups,
federations., confederations) can only offer ideologic
al aaalstance, but not in the role of leaders. The
slightest suggestion of direction, of superiority,
of leadership of the masses and developments Inevit
ably Implies that the masses must accept direction,
must IUbmlt to It; this, In turn, gives the leaders
a senee of being privileged like dictators. of b8c0m- ,
ing I8P8rated from the masses. i

In other > words, the principles of power come I
Into pi*,- Thl' Is in contradiction not only with
the centfal-,ideas of anarchism, but also our concept- !
ion of the :socIal revolution.' The revolution must I
be the free creation of the masses, not controlled
by Ideological or political groups.

THE TRANSITION PERIOD

The ,,-fo'r-m denies the principle of the transition ,
period in words yet accepts It as a fact. If the:
Platform contall'l8 an original Idea It Is precl.ly!
on this point, on the detailed description of the
Idea of the tral'l8ltlon period. Everything else I'
only an attempt to justify this Idea.

Some Russian anarcho-syndicallsts openly defended
this idea a few years ago• .:The authors of that
Platform do not defend the Idea of a transition
~Iearly and openly. This vacillation, this conditional
lcceptance and rejection, makes frank and logical
tiscusslon of the Issue difficult. For instance, they
leclare on the issue of majority and minority In

the anarchist movement: In princlple•••(the classical
?OOCeption follows)...however, at certain moments
It could be that••.(the comprom" fOllows)••• '

We know that IIfe.doeI not hIppen In 'moments'.
Another example: 'We believe that decisions' of

the soviets wilt be carried out tn aoclety without
decrees of coercion. But IUCh decisions must be
obligatory f(K everyone who has accepted them,
and sanctions must be _fed against those who
rejec~ them.' This I1 tM Itart of coercion, Violence
sanctions. '

The Platform stat.:
'BecaUle we .... GOIWJnced that acceptance of

a government will r~It In the defeat of the revolu
tion and the enslavement of the m..... we must
direct all our efforts to have the revolution take
the anarchist road•••But we also recognise that our
organisation of labor on the basis of small groups
of artlsal'l8 cannot help us fulfill our goal. This
must be recognised In advance by the specific organ
Isations.
. The Anarchist Union will lead the discussion and
will decide the question in case, of disagreement.
This 18 precisely the Issue. We find the same contra
diction with regard to the defense of the revolution:

'PolItically, whom will the army obey? Since
the wotkers are not represented by a single organ
isation, they will probably organise various economic

, organisations. Thus, If we accept the principle of
an army, we must also accept the principle of obed
Ience of the army to the economic organisations
of the workers and peasants•••' '

Tht. Is the transition periodl
The Platform states with respect to freedom

of press and freedom of speech: 'There can be'
specific moments when the press. however well
Intentloned, will be Controlled to an extent f(K
the good of the revolution.' Who w/lf Judge when
these 'specific moments' occur? Who will judge
what their 'limits' should be? There wl/l be author
Ity and power, even though It may be called by
~me other name.

The Platform writes regercUng the anarchist princ
Iple 'From each according to his capacities, to
each according to his needI':

'This principle is the touchstone of anarchist
communism. But it is • oonceptlon of principle:
Its realisation will depend on the practical steps
taken during the early daY' of the revolution.' Here
again the 'howevers'. What. then, Is the transition
period?

It is clear and logical to us: the Idea of the
necessity to lead the m_ to guide developments,
therefore the need for elements of power and a
transition period. We, on the other hand, regard
the essential core of the social revolution to be
the role of the mass of the worke" who, thrust
Into the colossal process of social destruction by
their historical experience, can achieve the free
aoclety In freedom"con~ious IOf what they are doing.

PRODUCTION

How will production be organised? Will It tie
centralised and planned the way the Bolsheviks
are doing? Will It be too decentralised on a federal
Ist basis?

'This: Is the most important question. The authors
of the Platform. write: 'The organisation of product
Ion wilt be carried out by organisations created
by the workers - soviets, factory committees 
which will direct and organise production In the,
cities, the regions and the nations. They will be
linked closely with the masses who elect and control

-33-



them. and have the power of recall at an~me.'

'rhe Platform accepts a centralised, mechanical
system, giving it the simple corrective of election.

This is not enough. We think that changing names
\f an administrative body by means of an election
is no great change. A mechanical, inanimate process
can never come alive. So far as we are concerned,
the participation of the masses cannot be limited
only to 'electing'. There must be an immediate
participation in the organization of production. As
a matter of principle we are not against committees
(factory committees, workshop committees), nor
against the need for a relationship and co-ordination
between them. But these organisations can have
a negative aspect: Immobility, bureaucracy, a ten
dency to authoritarianism that will not be changed
automatically by the principle of voting. It seems
to us that there will be a better guarantee in the
creation of a series of' other, more mobile, even
provisional organs ,which arise and multiply according
to needs that arise in the course of daily living
and activities. Thus, in addition to organisations
for distribution, for consumers, for housing, etc.
All of these together offer a richer, more faithful
reflection of the complexity of social life.

DEFENSE OF THE REVOLUTION

This is the way the Platform sees the problem:
'In the first days of the social reVOlution, the

armed forces are formed by all the armed workers
and peasants, by the people in arms. But this is
only in the first days when the civil war has not
reached a climax, when the combatants have not
yet co-ordinated their military organisation. After
these early days, the armed forces of the revolution
with its general command and general plan of oper
ation. This organisation of struggle against the
counter-revolution on battlefields in civil war is
under the direction of the workers and peasaRts
producers' organisations.'

We see two errors here, one technical, one politic
al. The technical error: only a centralised army
l:an defend the revolution. To avoid total confusion,
we point out that the opposite is also incorrect,
namely, that only Isolated, local units with no con
tact with each other can guarantee the success
of the revolution. A highly centralised command
developing a general plan of action can lead to
catastrophe. Actions without co-ordination are also
Inefficient. The defects of the first, which do not
take local conditions into consideration, are self
evident. The discouragement of local and individual
Initiative, the weight of the apparatus, the tendency
to regard the center as Infallible, the priorities
of the specialists are all the weaknesses of central
'Ised command. The defects of the second system
are self-evident.

How can these problems and defects be resolved?
We believe, especially in view of the Russian exper
ience, that the armed participation of the working
masses is essential, not only in the first days of
revolutionary action, but during the entire period
of struggle. Local formations of workers and peas
ants must be maintained with the understanding
that their action is not isolated, but rather co-ordin
ated in a common campaign. And even when the
situation requires larger armed formations, the
command should not be centralised. There should
be joint combat effectiveness when necessary, but
they must be able to adapt easily to changing sit
uations and take advantage of unforeseen conditions.

It must not be forgotten that the partisan units
won the victories in the Russian Revolution against

the forces of reaction, Denlkin, Kolchak, Wrangel.
The central army, with their central command and
pre-establlshed strategic planning was always taken
by surprise and was unable to adapt to the unexpect
ed. Most of the time, the centralised Red Army
arrived late, almost always In to receive the laurels
and glory of victory which belonged to the real
victors, the partisans. One day history witl report
the truth about the bureaucracy of military central
Isation.

We can be asked how Is it possible to defend
the social revoluti90 against foreign intervention
without a solid centralised army. We respond, first,
that this danger should not be exaggerated. Most
of the time such an expedition comes from far
away with all the difficulties this entails; second,
the Russian Revolution had a series of such inter
ventions, and they were all defeated by partisan
units, not by the centralised army, by the active
resistance of the masses, by the intense revolution
ary propaganda addressed to the soldiers and sailors
of the invading forces.

Finally, we point out that a centralised army
with its central command and 'political direction',
has too much opportunity to stop being a revolution
ary army; consciously or· not It becomes an Instru
ment to hold back, a tool of" reaction, of suffocation
of the true revolution. We know because history
has taught these lessons in the past. The latest
exam"ple is the Russian Revolution with its Red
Army.

The position of the Platform on the role of the
army as a 'political defender', an 'arm against
reaction', surprises us. We believe that such an
apparatus can have only a negative role for the
social revolution. Only the people In arms, with
their enthusiasm, their positive solutions to the
essential problems of the revolution (particularly
in production) can offer sufficient defense against
the plots of the 'bourgeoisie'. And if the people
fait, no 'apparatus', no 'army', no 'tcheka' can save
the revolution. To disagree with this viewpoint
means that the problems of the revolution do not
interest the masses except as a political cloak.
This is the typically -Bolshevik conception.

This leads to the following conclusion: a leading
organisation (the Union) that orients the mass organ
isations (workers and peasants) in their political
direction and is supported as needed by a centralised
army Is nothing more than a new political power.

ANARCHIST ORGANISATION

We, return to the problem of organisatiqn which
is of concern to us. We bel ieve that the disorganis
ation of the anarchist movement around the world
doeS us great harm. We are convinced that forces
and movements must be organised. Three questions
arise when we consider the creation of an organis
ation: the method of establishing an organisation,
the aim and essence of an organisation, and its
form.

METHOD OF CREATING AN ANARCHIST
ORGANISATION

Why and how should an anarchist organisation
be created? We must start by trying to understand
the most important causes of disorganisation among
anarchists. It Is clear and simple for the authors
of the Platform: some anarchists have a 'disturbed'
character, a sense of 'Irresponsibility'; a 'lack of
discipline'. We believe that among a number of
causes of disorganisation In anarchist movements,
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the most important is the vague and imprecise
character of some of our basic ideas.

The authors of the Platform agree with this.
They speak of 'contradiction in theory and practice',
of doubts without end'. There are two ways to
resolve this question: Take one idea among 'contra
dictory ideas' as the basis, accept it as the common
program. If necessary, organise with a certain dis
cipline. At the same time, all who disagree with
the program should be excluded and even driven
out of the movement. The organisation thus creat
ed - the only organisation -will further clarify its
ideas (there are comrades who believe that the
anarchist ideas on this issue are sufficiently clear).

As a serious organisation is created, we will have
to devote our best energies to clarify, deepen and
develop our ideas.

Above all we must try to reduce the 'contradic
tions' in the field of theory. Our efforts to create
an organisation will help us in our ideological work.
To put it another way, we will organise our forces
as we develop and systematise our ideas.

The authors of the Platform forget that they
are following an old road in seeking to create an
organisation based on a single ideological and tactic
al conception. They are creating an organisation
that will have more or less hostile relations with
other organisations that do not have exactly the
same conceptions. They do not understand that
this old road will lead inevitably to the same old
results; the existence not of a single organisation
but of many organisations. They will not be in a
co-operative, harmonious relationship, but rather
in conflict with each other even though they are
all anarchist: each organisation will claim the sole,
the profound truth. The$6 organisations will be con
cerned with polemics against each other rather
than developing propaganda and activities to help
the anarchist movement in general.

The authors of the Platform speak of the need
for 'ideological and tactical unity'. But how is this
unity to be achieved? This is the problem, and
there is no satisfactory answer. The method outlined
does not lead to unity. On the contrary, it will
make the differences, the discussion, among us
more acute leading even to hatred.

This approach must be treated as follows? the
'only', the 'true' theory and tactic of the authors
of the Platform must be rejected without further
discussion.

However this is not the anarchist way to act.
We suggest another course of procedure. We believe
that the first step toward achieving unity in the
anarchist movement which can lead to serious
organisation is collective ideological work on a
series of important problems that seek the clearest
possible collective solution.

For those comrades who are afraid of philosophIc
al and intellectual digressions and wanderings, we
make it clear that we are not concerned with
philosophical problems or abstract dissertations,
but with concrete questions for wh!ch, unfortunately,
we do not have clear answers. For example, the
questions, among others, of the constructive task
of anarchism, of the role of the masses and the
conscious minority, of violence, the analysis of
the process of social revolution and the problem'
of the period of transition, the way to the libertar
Ian society, the role of workers -and peasants organ
isations, of the armed groups, the relations with
unions, the relationship between communism and
individualism, the problem of the organisation of
our forces.

How can this be realized?

We suggest that there be a publication for discuss
ion in every country where the problems in our
ideology and tactics can be fully discusses, regard
less of how 'acute' or even 'taboo' it may be. The
need for such a printed organ, as well as oral dis
cussion, seems to us to be a 'must' because it is
the practical way, to try to achieve 'ideological
unity', 'tactical unity', and possibly organisation.

There are, however, comrades who refuse to use
an organ of discussion. They prefer a series of
publications, each defending a particular position.
We prefer a single organ with the condition that
representatives of all opinions and all tendencies
in anarchism be permitted to express themselves
and become accustomed to liVing together. A full
and tolerant discussion of our problems in one organ
will create a basis for understanding, not only
among anarchists, but among the different concept
ions of anarchism. This type of agreement to discuss
our ideas together in an organised fashion can
adavance along parallel lines.

ROLE AND CHARACTER OF ANARCHIST
ORGANISATlONS

•The role and aim of an organisation are funda
mental. There cannot be a serious organisation
without a clear definition of this question. The
aims of an organisation are determined in a large
part by its form. The authors of the Platform attri
bute the role of leading the masses, the unions
and all other organisations, as well as all activities
and developments to the anarchist organisation.
We declare that juxtaposing the words 'to lead'
with the adverb 'ideologically' does not change
the position of the Platform's authors significantly
because they conceive the organisation as a disciplin
ed party. We reject any idea that· the anarchists
should lead the masses. We hope that their role
will only be that of ideological collaboration, as
participants and helpers fulfilling our social role
in a modest manner. We have pointed out the nature
of our work: the written and spoken word, revolution
ary propaganda, cultural work, concrete living
example, etc.

FORM OF ANARCHIST ORGANISATION

The contradictions, the sem i-confessions, the
vacillations in language of the Platform are charact
eristic on this point. However, in spite of many
precautions, their conception appears to be that
of any political party: the Executive Committee
of the Universal Anarchist Union must, among other
things, assume the ideological and organisational
direction of every organisation according to the
general ideological and tactical line of the Union.
At the same time, the Platform affirms its faith
in the federalist principle which is in absolute con
tradiction with the ideas cited above. Federalism
means autonomy at the base, federation of local
groups, regions, etc., and finally a union of feder
ations and confederations.

A certain ideological and tactical unity among
organisations is clearly necessary. But how? In what
sense? We cite again the resolution adopted by
the Ukrainian organisation, NABAT, at the Kursk
conference: 'A harmonious anarchist organisation
in which the union does not have a formal character
but its members are joined together by common
ideas of means and ends.'

The authors of the Platform begin by affirming:
'Anarchism has always been the negation of a cen
tralised organisation.' Yet they then go on to outline
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a perfectly centralised organisation with an Execu
tive Committee that has the responsibility to give
ideological and organisational direction to the differ
ent anarchist organisations, which in turn will direct
the professional organisations of the workers.

What has happened to federalism? They are only
one step away from bolshevism, a step that the
authors of the Platform do not dare to take. The
similarity between the bolsheviks and the 'Platform
anarchists' is frightening to the Russian comrades.
It makes no difference whether the supreme organ
of the anarchist party is called Executive Comm
ittee, or if we call it Confederal Secretariat. The
proper spirit of an anarchist organisation is that
of a technical organ of relations, help and inform
ation among the different local groups and feder
ations.

In conclusion, the only original points in the
Platform are: its revisionism toward bolshevism

DOCUMENT 3:

hidden by the authors, and acceptance of the trans
ition period. There is nothing original in the rest
of the Platform. This cannot be clear to the
comrades of other countries because not enough
has been published yet in other languages on the
Russian Revolution and anarchism in Russia. The
comrades therefore do not know much about develop
ments there. Some of them are therefore able to
accept the Platform's interpretation.

However, we think that the 'acceptance' will
not last long.

We are convinced that discussion of the Platform
will help clear up some of the misunderstandings.

Sobol - Schwartz - Steimer - Voline - Lia - Roman
Ervantlan - Fleshin
Paris, 1927 (From the review Noir Et Rouge 
Black and Red - Paris, 1968) (Memorial Tribute)

The MalatestajMakhno Exchange

·A PLAN FOR ANARCHIST ORGANISATION·
MALATESTA

By chance (it is common knowledge that the
non fascist press in Italy is suppressed) I have come
across a French pamphlet entitled 'Platforme d'organ
isation de I'union generale des anarchistes (Projet)',
which, translated means Project for the programme
of organisation of the Genera1 Union of Anarchists.

This is a project for anarchist organisation, publish
ed in November 1926 by a 'Group of Russian anarch
ists abroad' that seems to be directed in particular
at our Russian comrades. But it deals with questions
that equally concern all anarchists; and besides,
it is clear, not least from the language in which
it is written, that it seeks to recruit comrades
from all countries. In any case it is worth examin
ing, by the Russians as by everyone, whether the
proposals put forward is in harmony with anarchist
principles and thus, whether putting it into practice
would really help the anarchist cause.

ANARCHISM AND ORGANISATION

The motives of the comrades who are proposing
this Platform are excellent. They complain, with
reason, that the anarchists have not had and do
not have an influence on politico-social events in
proportion to the theoretical, and practical value
of their doctrines, let alone their numbers, their
courage and their spirit of sacrifice - and they
believe that the main reason for this relative lack
of success is due to the absence of a large, serious
and effective organisation.

And up to this point, in general, I would agree.
Organisation, which really is no more than the

practice of co-operation and solidarity, is a natural
and necessary condition of social life: it is an in
escapable fact which is bound to concern everyone,
whether in human society in general or in any group

of people with a common goal to achieve.
Since man has neither the desire nor the ability

to live in isolation, since indeed he cannot become
a real man and satisfy his material and moral needs
without entering into society and co-operation with
his fellows, it inevitably happens that those who
lack the means or a sufficiently developed awareness
to create a free organisation with others who share
their interests and feelings, must submit to the
organisation of others, generally of a ruling class
or group, which aims to exploit to its own advan
tage the labour of the rest. The age-old oppression
of the masses by a small and privileged number
has always been the consequence of the inability
of the majority of people to agree among them
selves and create organisations with other workers
for production and enjoyment and, in the event,
defence against their exploiters and oppressors.

Anarchism emerged as a remedy for this state
of affairs. Its basic principle is free organisation,
created and maintained by the free will of its
components wit~out any kind of authority, that
is without anyone having the right to Impose his
own will on the others. And it is therefore natural
that the anarchists should attempt to apply that
same principle on which, In their view, all human
society should be founded, to their own private
and organisational life.

From certain arguments it might seem there
are anarchists opposed to any kind of organisation;
but in reality the many, too many discussions that
take place among us on the subject, even if obscur
ed by questions of terminology or poisoned by person
al differences, are basically concerned with the
form and not the principle of organisation. Thus
It happens that when those comrades who, to judge
from what they say, are the most adamant oppon-
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ents of organisation, really want to get something
done, they organise themselves just like the rest,
and often better. The problem, I repeat, is entirely
one of method.

That is why I can only be sympathetic towards
the initiative taken by these Russian comrades;
for I am convinced that a more general, more
harmonious, more stable organisation than any so
far attempted by anarchists would most certainly
be an important factor of strength and success,
a powerful vehicle for the diffusion of our ideas,
even if it did not succeed in eliminating all the
mistakes and weaknesses that are perhaps inevitable
in a movement like ours which is so much in advan
ce of its time and which has therefore to struggle
against the incomprehension, indifference and often
hostility, of the majority.

THE ORGANISATION OF LABOUR
AND SPECIFIC ORGANISATION

I think it above all urgent and essential that
the anarchists reach agreement and organise them
selves as much and as best as they can so as to
be able to influence the direction the masses take
in their struggle for improvements and emancipation.

Today the greatest force for social transformation
is the labour movement (trade union movement)
and on its direction largely depends the course
events will take and the goal to be achieved by
the next revolution. Through organisations founded
for the defence of their interests, the workers
become aware of the oppression they suffer and
the antagonism that divides them from their mast
ers, they begin to wish for a better life, they grow
accustomed to trghting together and in solidarity,
and can obtain those improvements that are compat
ible with the continuation of a capitalist and state
regime. After, when the conflict has gone too far
to be resOlved, there is either revolution or reac
tion. The anarchists must be aware of the usefulness
and importance of the trade union movement, they
must support its development and make of it a
means of action, doing all they can to guarantee
that, in co-operation with the other existing forces
of progress, it will result in a social revolution
involving the suppression of a class, total liberty,
equality, peace and solidarity between human beings.
But it would be a great and fatal illusion to believe,
as many do, that the labour movement of itself
can, and must, by its very nature lead to such
a revolution. On the contrary, all movements found
ed on material and short term interests (and a
vast labour movement cannot be founded on any
others) but lacking energy, drive, the combined
efforts of men of ideas, who fight and sacrifice
themselves for an ideal future, tend inevitably to
adapt to the circumstances; they foster the spirit
of conservativism and the fear of change in those
who manage to obtain better conditions for them
selves, and often end by creating new privileged
classes and by supporting and consolidating the
system one wishes to demolish.

Hence the urgent need for purely anarchist organ
isations fighting both within and from outside the
trade unions to achieve a fully anarchist society
and to sterilise all the germs of degeneration and
reaction.

But it is clear that to attain their ends the
anarchist organisations must, in their constitution
and operation, be in harmony with the principles
of anarchism, that is, they mu~t in no way be
polluted by the spirit of authoritarianism; they must
be able to reconcile the free action of individuals

with the need and the pleasure of co-operation
and help to develop the awareness and initiative
of their members; they must be a means of educ
ation for the environment in which they are operat
ing and a moral and material preparation for the
future we desire.

Does the project in question provide an answer
to these requisites?

I do not think it does. In my view, instead of
creating among anarchists a greater desire for organ
isation, it seems to have been formulated with
the express design of reinforcing the prejudice of
those comrades who believe that organisation means
submission to leaders and belonging to an authoritar
ian centralised institution that stifles all free
initiative. And in fact, are expressed those very
intentions which some, contrary to the evident truth,
and despite our protestations, persist in attributing
to all anarchists who are described as organisers.

ONE OR SEVERAL ORGANISATIONS?

Let's see.
First of all it seems to be mistaken - and in

any case impracticable - to wish to unite all
anarchists in a 'General Union', i.e. as the Project
states, in a single active revolutionary grouping.

We anarchist can say we are all of the same
party, if by the word party we mean all those who
are on the same side, and that is, who share the
same general aspirations and who, in one way or
another, fight for the same goal against common
enemies. But this does not mean it is possible 
or perhaps even desirable - to unite together in
one specific association. There are too many differ
ences of environment and conditions of struggle,
too many possible means of action which one or
the other prefers, too many differences of temper
ament and personal problems of incompatibility
for one General Union, if taken seriously, not to
become, instead of a means ot co-ordination and
synthesis of everyone's contributions, an obstacle
to individual activity and perhaps, too, a cause
of the bitterest infighting. How, for example, could
one organise in the same way and with the same
people, an open association for propaganda and
agitation among the masses, and a secret society,
forced by political conditions of the country where
it is operating, to conceal its intentions, its means
and members from the enemy? How could the
educationists and the revolutionaries adopt the same
tactics, since the former believe that propaganda
and example are sufficient for a gradual transform
ation of individuals, and thus society, while the
latter are convinced that it is necessary to destroy
with violence an order which is based on violence
and to create, against the violence of the oppress
ors, the necessary conditions for the free dissemin
ation of propaganda and the practical application
of the ideological gains? And how to keep people
together who, for reasons of their own, do not
like or respect one another and in no way could
be equally good and useful anarchist militants?

Moreover, the authors of the Project (Platform)
declare 'unacceptable' the idea of creating an organ
isation that would reunite the representatives of
the different currents of anarchism. Such an organ
isation, they say, 'incorporating theoretically and
practically hetrogeneous elements would be no more
than a hotchpotch (assemblage) of individuals who
see in different ways all questions concerning the
anarchist movement and would ineVitably disintegrate
as soon as put to the test of Ii fe.'

All right. But tllen, if'they recognise the existen-
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ce of anarchl.t. of other tendencl.. they mUlt
allO allow them the right to organlae themaelve.
In their turn and to work for anarchy In the way
they think be.t. Or will they claim to expel from
anarchllm, to excommunicate all thOle who do not
accept their programme? They laY they 'want to
regroup In a Ilngle organllatlon all the healthy
element. of the libertarian movement'i and naturally
they will tend to Judge al healthy only thOle who
think like them. But what will they do about the
unhealthy elementa?
Certainly there are among anarchists, as In ~very

human community" elements of differing quality
and what Is worse, there are those who, In the
name of anarchy, circulate Ideas that have an ex
tremely dubious affinity with anarchism. But how
to avoid this? Anarchic truth cannot and must not
become the monopoly of one Individual or one comm
Ittee, nor can It depend on the decisions of real
or Imaginary majorities. It is necessary only - and
this is sufficient - that everyone be allowed the
greatest freedom of criticism, and that each person
be able to uphold their own Ideas and choose their
own comrades. In the last analysis time will tell
who was right.

ANARCHISM AND COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY

Let us therefore abandon the idea of gathering
all anarchists together in one organisation and consid
er the General Union these Russians are proposing
to us for what it really is, I.e. the Union of a
fraction of anarchists; and let us see if the form
of organisation proposed conforms to anarchist prin
ciples and methods and whether it could therefore
contribute to the triumph of anarchy.

Again It seems to me that It could not.
I do not doubt the sincerity of the anarchist

propositions of these Russian comrades: they want
to achieve anarchist communism and are searching
for the quickest way to do so. But it is not enough
to want something: it is also necessary to adopt
the right means, just as when one wants to go
somewhere it is necessary to take the right road,
otherwise one ends up In a quite different place.
Thus, far from making it easier to achieve anarchist
communism, their organisation, being typically
authoritarian, could only distort the spirit of anarch
Ism and lead to consequences quite different from
what they intended.

In fact, their General Union would consist of
so many onesided organisations with secretaries
that would ideologically direct the political and
technical activity; and to co-ordinate the activity
of all the member organisations there would be
an Executive Committee of the Union, charged
with carrying out the decisions taken by the Union
and with the 'Ideological and organisational conduct
of the organisations in conformity with the Ideology
and the general tactical policy of the Union.'

Is this anarchic? In my opinion this is a govern
ment and a church. It is true there are no police
and bayonets just as there are no faithful disciples
ready to accept the ideology dictated, but this
simply means that their government would be an
Impotent and impossible government, and their chur
ch would be a nursery of schisms and heresies.
The spirit, the tendency remains authoritarian and
the educative effect would be always anti-anarchist.

Judge whether this is not true.
'The executive organ of the general libertarian

movement - the anarchist Union - introduces into
Its ranks the principle of collective responsibility;
the whole Union will be responsible for the revol-

utlonary and political activity of every membefj
and each member will be responsible for the revol
utionary and political activity of the Union.'

And after thla, which II the ablolute negation
of any Individual Independence and action, the pro
ponents, remembering they are anarchlats, delCrlbe
themeelvea as faderall.ts and thunder away against
centralllatlon 'the Inevitable reeults of which,' they
laY, 'are enslavement and the mechanllatlon of
social life and the life of the organisation'.

But If the Union Is responsible for what each
member does, how can It grant Individual members
and different groups the freedom to apply the comm
on programme in the way It thinks best? How can
one be responsible for an act that one does not
have the ability to prevent? Hence the Union, and
through it, the Executive Committee, must supervise
the activities of the Individual members and order
them what and what not to do; and since disapprov
al after the event cannot compensate for respons
ibility previously accepted, no-one would be able
to do anything before obtaining approval and consent
of the committee. And then, can an individual
accept responsibility for the actions of an organis
ation before knowing what It is going to do and
if he cannot prevent It doing something he is oppos
ed to?

Moreover, the authors of the Platforme say that
it is the 'Union' that wills and disposes. But when
mention Is made of the will of the Union, does
this perhaps mean the will of all its members?
In that case, for the Union to be able to operate
it would be necessary for everyone, always and
on every subject, to have the same opinion. Now
if it is natural that everyone should be agreed on
general and basic principles, as otherwise they could
not be united, or remain united, it is inconcievable
that all thinking beings could, all the time, be of
the same opinion on what should be done in all
circumstances and on the choice of people to fill
executive posts.

ANARCHISM AND THE MAJORITY PRINCIPLE

In reality - as the text of the Plateforme
shows - the wiH of the Union can only mean the
will of the majority, expressed by means of congress
es, which nominate and control the Executive
Committee and decide on all important questions.
Naturally the congresses would be composed of
representatives elected by the majorities of the
member groups, and these representatives would
decide on what to do, again by majority votes.
Thus, in the best hypotheses, the decisions would
be taken by the majority of a majority, which could
very well, especially when there are more than
two diverging opinions, represent no more than
a minority.

It should also be noted that, given the conditions
in which anarchists live and operate, their congress
es are even less properly representative than bourg
eois parliaments, and their control over the
executive, if this has authoritarian powers, could
only with great difficulty be opportune and effect
ive. In practice those who go to anarchist congresses
are the ones who are able, those with money and
who have not been detained by the police; the ones
who only represent themselves or a small number
of friends as well as those who are real represent
atives of the views and desires of a large commun
ity. And save for the precautions taken against
traitors and spies, in fact because of these same
necessary precautions, a serious examination of
mandates and their value is Impossible.
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In any case this is a real majority system, a
fully parliamentarian one.

It is known that the anarchists do not accept
majority government (democracy), just as they do
not accept government by a few (aristocracy, oligar
chy or class or party dictatorship), nor the govern
ment of one (autocracy, monarchy, or personal
dictatorship).

The anarchists have made innumerable criticisms
of so-called majority government, which moreover,
in practice always leads to the domination of a
small minority.

Is it necessary to do so again for the benefit
of our Russian comrades?

Certainly anarchists recognise that in community
life it is often essential for the minority to accept
the view of the majority. When there is a need
or clear usefulness in doing something, and in order
to do it everyone's co-operation is necessary, then
the few must realise they have to adapt themselves
to the desire of the many. And in general, to be
able to live peacefully together, and on an equal
footing, it is necessary for everyone to be amenable,
tolerant and flexible. But this adaptation by one
side to the other must be reciprocal and voluntary
and stem from an awareness of its necessity and
from the readiness of each person, not to paralyse
socia·1 life through hostility; and it must not be
imposed as a principle or statutory norm. And this
is an ideal which, perhaps, in the practice of social
life will be difficult to attain entirely, but it is
certain that in every human grouping, the freer
and more spontaneous the agreement between major
ity and minority, the freer it is from any formu
lation that does not derive from the nature of
things, the closer one is to anarchy.

So, if anarchists deny the right of the majority
to govern in human society generally, where the
individual is forced to accept certain restrictions,
because he cannot isolate himself without renouncing
the conditions of human life, and jf they want every
thing to be done through free agreement of every
one, how on earth could they adopt the idea of
majority government in thsir essentially free and
voluntary associations and begin declaring that the
decisions of the majority must be accepted, even
before they are known?

It is understandable tilat non-anarchists believe
anarchy, that is free organisation without the domin
ation of the majority and vice versa, to be a utopia
which is or is not possible in a remote future; but
it is conceivable that those who profess to anarchist
ideas and would like to achieve anarchy, or at least
begin seriously to head in that direction, now rather
than tomorrow, repudiate the fundamental principles
of anarchism through the very method they propose
for assuring its success.

THE BASES OF ANARCHIST ORGANISATION

An anarchist organisation must be founded, in
my opinion, on very different bases from those
proposed by the Russian comrades.

Full autonomy, full independence and thus full
respnsibility of the individual and the group; free
agreement between those who think it useful to
unite and co-operate to achieve a common goal;
moral duty to support the enterprises undertaken
and to nothing that would go against the accepted
programme. Upon these bases one then builds the
practical framework, adapted to bring real life
to the organisation. Hence the groups, the feder
ations of groups, the federations of federations
of federations, the meetings, the congresses, the

committees charged with Iiason, etc. But all this_
must be done freely so as not to obstruct. the
thought and initiative of individuals, and only so
as to give more weight to enterprises which, if
isolated, would be impossible or very ineffective.

In this way the congresses of an anarchist organis
ation, while suffering as representative. bodies from
all the imperfections which I have mentioned, are
free from any hint of authoritarianism because
they do not make laws, they do not impose their
own decisions on others. They serve to sustain and
increase personal contact between the most active
comrades, to assess and stimulate programmatic
studies on the ways and means of taking action,
to inform on the situation in the different regions
and the most urgent action to be taken in each
area, to formulate the various opinions currently
held by the anarchists and make a statistics of
them - their decisions not being obligatory rules,
but suggestions, advice, proposals to put to all .those
Involved, and not commitments except for those
who accept them. The administrative organs that
they nominate - Liason Commission, etc. - have
no executive power, they only take initiatives on
behalf of those who desire and approve of these
.initiatives, and have no right to impose their views;
they can certainly support them and spread them
as a group of comrades but cannot present them
as the official line of the organisation. They publish
the congress resolutions and the views and proposals
communicated to them by groups and individuals;
and help, for those who want it, to facilitate rel
ations between the groups and co-operation between
everyone who is in agreement on various points:
each person is free to make direct contact with
anyone he wants, or to use other committees nomin
ated by special groups.

In an anarchist organisation the individual memb
ers can express any opinion or adopt any tactic
which does not contradict the accepted principles
and which does not harm the activity of the other
people. In each case a given organisation lasts as
long as the reasons for union are greater than the
reasons for dissent. Otherwise it is dissolved and
substituted by other more homogeneous groupings.

Of course the duration, the permanence of an
organisation is a condition of success in the long
battle we must fight, but also it is natural for
any institution to aspire instinctively to an indefinite
life. But the duration of a libertarian organisation
must be the consequence of the spiritual affinity
of its members and of the adaptability of its con
stitution to the continual changes in circumstances.
When it is no longer able to fulfil! a useful mission,
it is better that it should die.

CONCLUSION

Those Russian comrades will perhaps find organis
ations as I conceive it and as it is, ineffective.

I understand. These comrades are obsessed by
the success the Bolsheviks have had in their own
country, and they would like, in the Bolshevik way,
to unite the anarchists in a kind of disciplined army
which, under the ideological and practical direction
of a few leaders, marches compactly to the assault
of the present regimes and then, the material
victory won, presides over the constitution of the
new society. And perhaps it is true that under this
system, given that the anarchists accepted it, and
the leaders were men of genius, our material effic
iency could become great. But with what results?
Would it not happen with anarchism as it has happen
ed in Russia with socialism and communism?
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These comrades are anxious for success and we
are too; but to live and to gain victory there is
no need to renounce the very reasons for life and
to distort the character of the eventual victory.
(Translated from the Italian by G.F.)

·MAKHNds RESPONSE·

Dear Comrade Malatesta,

I have read your reply to the draft of the 'Organ
isational Platform of a General Union of Anarchists'
published by the group of Russian anarchists abroad.

I have the impression that either you have rather
badly misunderstood the draft of the 'Platform'
or that your refusal to recognise collective respon
sibility in revolutionary action and the directive
function that anarchist forces should have proceeds
from a deep conception of anarchism which leads
you to neglect the principle of responsibility.

Yet it is a fundamental principle for each of
us, because of its way of understanding the anarch
ist idea, because of its will, to make the anarchist
idea penetrate among the masses, because of its
spirit of sacrifice. It is owing to 1 it that a man
can choose the revolutionary way and bring others'
to it. Without it; no revolutionary could have the
strength, will or intelligence necessary to bear the
spectacle of social misery, and still less combat
it. It is by inspiring themselves with collective
responsibility that the revolutionaries of all times
and all schools have gathered their forces. It is
upon it that they based their hope that partial
revolts - those revolts of which the history of the
oppressed is full - would not be in vain, that the
exploited would understand their aspirations, would
retain their application adapted to the times a"nd
would serve it in seeking for the new path to their
emancipation.

You yourself, my dear Malatesta, recognise the
individual responsibility of the revolutionary anarch
ist. Better still: you have advocated it throughout
your militant life. It is thus at least that I under
stand it from your writings on anarchism. But you
refuse the necessity and the utility of .collective
responsibility when it touches on the tendencies
and actions of the anarchist movement as a whole.
Collective responsibility frightens you, since you
repel it.
. As to me, who has assumed the habit of look
ing full in the face the reality of our movement,
your refusal of collective responsibility seems not
only without foundations but dangerous to the social
revolution. You must take good account of experi
ence to lead the decisive battle against all our
enemies together. Well, experience of the revolution
ary battles of the past leads me, whilst excluding
all imitation, to believe that whatever will be the
order of revolutionary events, one will have to
give them a series of directives as much ideological
as factual. Thus only a sane collective spirit devoted
to anarchism can express the demands of the
moment by means of a collectively responsible will.
None among us has the right to shun that part
of responsibility. On the contrary, if it has been
ignored by the anarchists unti I the present, it is
necessary that it now becomes for us, anarchist
communists, an article of our theoretical and practic
al programme.

Only the collective spirit of the militants and

their collective responsibility will permit modern
anarchism to eliminate from its midst the historical
ly false idea according to which it would not be
necessary to serve as a guide - neither ideological
nor' practical - to the working masses in the revol
utionary moment, and would therefore not have
any group responsibility. I will not here comment
on the other parts of your writing against the draft
of the 'Platform', such as the one in which you
see in it 'a church and an authority without police'.
However I must express my surprise at seeing you
have recourse to such an argument in you criticism.
I have reflected on it a lot and I can accept your
opinion no more than your reason.

No, you are mistaken. And as I am not in agree
ment with your refutation by means of too easy
arguments, I think I am entitled to ask you:
(1) Should anarchism take a responsible part in
the struggle of the workers against their oppressors,
the capital ists and their servant the state? If it
should not, exhibit the reasons. If you accept, then,
should anarchists work in order to permit their
movement to exercise its influence at the very
base of the existing social order?
(2) Can anarchism, in the state of disorganisation
in which it finds itself today, exercise an ideologic
al and practical influence on the social forms and
the struggles of the working class?
(3) What are the means by which anarchism should
serve outside the revolution and what are those
which it commands to demonstrate and affirm its
constructive conceptions?
(4) Does anarchism need specific, permanent organ
isations, intimately linked with a unity of purpose
and action in order to realise their aspirations?
(5) What should anarchists understand by institutions
to be realised in order to guarantee society its
free development?
(6) Can anarchism, in the communist society conceiv
ed by you, dispense with social institutions? If yes,
by what means? If not, what institutions should
it recognise and utilise, and in the name of what
should it apply them? Should the anarchists assume
a leading and hence responsible function, or should
they limit themselves to being irresponsible auxiliar
ies?

Your reply, dear comrade Malatesta, would be
of great importance to me for two reasons. It would
permit me firstly to better understand your point
of view concerning the question of the organisation
of anarchist forces and of the movement in general.
Next, let us speak frankly,' your opinion is accepted
immediately by the majority of anarchists and sym
pathisers without any discussion because it is that
of a militant of value, faithful throughout his life
to its liberation position. It depends therefore in
a certain measure on your attitude whether a com
plete study of the urgent problems that our times
pose the movement is or is not undertaken and
therefore whether its development slackens or takes
new flight. Our movement will gain nothing by
remaining in its past and present stagnation. On
the contrary it is urgent in the face of events
to make it capable of filling its role in its entirety.

I count a lot on your reply. With my revolutionary
salutations,

Nestor Makhno.
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·MALATESTA'S REPLY·
Dear Comrade,

'I have finally managed to see the letter you
addressed to me more than a year ago on the sub
ject of the criticism that I made of the plan of
organisation of a general association of anarchists
published by the group of Russian anarchists abroad
and known in our movement under the name of
'the Platform'.

Knowing my situation you have certainly under
stood why , did not answer you. (Malatesta was
under house arrest in Rome from 1926 to his death
in 1932. Ed.) I cannot participate as I would wish
in discussion of the questions that interest us in
the highest degree because the censor does not
let reach me either publications that are considered
subversive nor letters treating socio-political topics.
It is only at long intervals and almost by chance
that I receive a weak echo of what comrades are
writing or doing. It is thus that I learnt that the
platform and the criticism that I made have been
widely discussed, but I knew nearly nothing of what
had actually been said and your letter is the first
writing on the subject I have been able to read.

If we were able to correspond freely, before'
beginning the discussion I would have you to explain
your conceptions, which, perhaps as much because
of an imperfect translation from Russian to French,
appeared in certain cases rather obscure to me.
But things being as they are, I answer you according
to what I have understood and I hope to be able
to see your reply.

You are astonished that I don't admit the princ
iple of collective responsibility, which you consider
a fundamental principle which has guided and should
guide past, present and future revolutionaries.

From my side I wonder exactly what can be
meant by the expression collective responsibility
from the mouth of an anarchist.

I know that the military are in the habit of decim
ating a corps of soldiers who have revolted or
conducted themselves badly in the face of the
enemy, shooting indiscriminately those selected
by the draw I know that the chiefs of an army
corps have no qualms about destroying a village
or a town and massacring all the population, includ
ing children, because someone has tried to resist
their incursion. I know that in all epochs govern
ments have· several times threatened to apply or
have applied the system of collective responsibility
so as to contain riots, to exact taxes etc.

And I am aware that it can be an effective
means of intimidation and oppression.

But how can.... one speak of collective responsibility
between men who are struggling for freedom and
justice. And if it were only a question of moral
responsibility how could this not entail material
sanctions?

For instance: if, in an encounter with the military
my companion behaves in a cowardly fashion this
would involve me and everyone of us in danger
but the dishonour would only fall on the person
who lacked the courage to defend the position wi.th
which he was entrusted. Again, if one of the
members of a conspiracy disclosed Information under
interrogation thus sending comrades to prison will
the others be held responsible for the betrayal?

The Platform stated: The whole Association wi 11
be responsible for the revolutionary and political
activity of each member and each member will

be responsible for the revolutionary and political
activity of the association.

Can this principle be reconciled with the auton
omy and free initiative which the anarchists uphold?
I have already given my answer:

If the Association is responsible for what each
of its members does, how can each individual
member and the different groups be allowed the
freedom to apply the common program in the fash
ion which they judge the best. HOW can one be
responsible for an act if one does not have the
power to prevent it taking place? Therefore the
Association and in its name the executive committee
would have to supervise the activity of all the
individual members and to lay down for them what
they are to do and not do. And, since disowning
or rejecting something that has been done does
not lessen a responsibility formally undertaken in
advance nobody could do anything without having
first obtained the approval, indeed the permission
of the Committee. Besides, can an individual accept
responsibility for the acts of a collective before
knowing what it is going to do? And how can he
prevent it doing that of which he disapproves?

Of course I agree with and argue for the idea
that every person who joins with others to work
together for a common aim should feel under an
obligation to co-ordinate his actions with those
of his associates and to refrain from doing anything
which might do harm to the work of the others
and thereby to the com mon cause. And each
member should respect all the agreements that
have been concluded and decisions taken unless
he Quite properly leaves the association for the
reason that co-operation has become impossible
or very constricting due to the appearance of differ
ences of opinion, or a change in the situation or
some incompatibility between the means chosen.
In the same way I hold that he who does not feel
this duty and does not practice it ought to be
excluded from the association.

It is possible that in speaking of collective respon
sibility you had in mind the harmony and solidarity
which should exist between the members of the
association. If that were the case then I would
have to say that you expressed yourself in incorrect
language but it would basically be only a slight
question about the correct use of words.

The really important question which you raise in your
letter is that of the role of the anarchists in the social
movement and the way that they intend to fulfil it. This is a
question bearing on the very foundation, the justification of
anarchism, and we must explain our positions clearly.

You ask whether the anarchists should assume (in the
revolutionary phase and in the communist organisation of
society) a function of leadership and therefore a
responsible one or instead limit themselves to being
auxiliaries in the revolution without responsibility?

Your question perplexes me because it is lacking in
precision. We could provide leadership by coun~el and by
example leaving it to the people themselves aware of both
the possibility and the necessity of providing for their own
needs, to quite freely adopt our methods and our solutions
if these are, or if they seem to them to be, better than those
suggested or practiced by others.

But we can also lead by taking command, that Is, by
becoming the government and by imposing one's ideas
and interests through the use of the forces of law and
order.

In which manner do you wish to lead?
We are anarchists because we believe that govern-
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ment (all government) is evil and that freedom,
brotherhood and justice can only be attained through
freedom. We can not therefore aspire to goverh
and we- must do our Iewl best to prevent any
others, whether claaeel, pert" ot individuals from
seizing power and fotmlng gcwernments.

The responsibility of the teeden by means of
which I take It yOu mean to guarantee the people
against abuses or .~ of power on the part of
the leaders in my opinIOn It la not worth a jot.
Whoever has state power In hla handI can only
be held accountable In r.Uty as long as he is con
fronted with the revolution end you canlt make
a revolution every day and as a rule you only make
one when the government haa done all the harm
it can possibily do.

You will understand therefore that I am far from
holding the view that the anarchists should be satis
fied to be mere auxiliaries to other revolutionaries
who, in so far as they are not anarchists. 'lllturally
aspire to enter into government.
. Indeed, to the contrary, I believe that we anarch
ists in the convk:tlon that our pt:og(am is good
should make wenuoua efforta to 8cqulre a pre
ponderant influence 10 .. to be"able to guide the
movement towardl the aPPllcatlOn of our ideals.
But this influence we will -have to_ .cqUiI'e by doing
more and doing bettet-"than the Other. and it will
not be an effective Influence un'" It Is acquired
in this fashion.

Our duty, today, is to deepen, develop and spread
our ideas and co-ordinate our forces for a collec-

-tive effort. We should be active within the workers
movement so as to prevent it from limiting itself
to, and corrupting itself in, the exclusive pursuit
of minor improvements compatible with the capital
ist system. We should see to it that this struggle
serves rather as a preparation for the complete
transformation to socialism. We should be working
in the midst of the unorganised and perhaps unorgaA~

isable masses so as to arouse the spirit of revolt
and the hope of a free and happy life. We should
be arousing, creating and supporting all possible
movements whose tendency is to weaken the forces
of the state and the capitalists. In short we should
be preparing ourselves both materially and morally
for the revolutionary act which must open the path
to the future.

And tomorrow, in the revolution we must be
energetically involved - if- possible sooner and better
than the others - In ttwt necessary material struggle
and we must push it to the limit, so as to destroy
all the repr:essive f9'c. of the state and urge on
the workers to tllke pgaesslon of the means of
production (farms II)jnec factories means of transport
etc.) and of finished products -as well as to organise
amongst themse.lv~ QC'l the spot on equal distribU
tion of goods w~ -at the same time seeing to
exchange between ~he: localities' and the regions
the continuation ancf. the atepplng-up of production
and of all the service. ....tul to the public. Taking
account of the circumltances and realities of the
different areas we should -..pport the activity of
the workers organlaet!bnl. the co-operatives and
the groups of volunteers - In order to prevent new
authoritarian powers arising' or any new governments,
fighting them if neceasary with armed force render
ing them ineffective. And It ~e -do not -find amongst
the people sufficient supporters and if we are unable
to prevent the reconstitution of a State with its
authoritarian institutions and organs of coercion
we should refuse - to take part in it or to recognise
it, we should rebel against its impositions and dem
and, for ourselves and for all the dissident minorit-

ies: complete autonomy. In sum, we should remain
in a state of actual and potential rebellion and
if unable to prevail in the present 'situation should
prepare ooraelves at least for the future.

Is that the way you too conceive the role of
the anarchllta In the preparetlon and in the course
of events of the revolution Itself?
- From what I know of you and your work, I am
led to believe so.

However when I Me In the association which
you are advocating there la an executive committee
which is to lead the association ideologically and
organisationally, I wonder if you do not want in
the movement in general also a central organ which
would authoritatively dictate the theoretical and
practical program of the revolution.

In that case our positions would be rather far
apart. This organ or organs of leadership albeit
composed of anarchists could not but become, In
the full sense of the term, a government. The mem
bers of it would, in all good faith, think themselves
essential to the triumph of the revolution and would
above all eneure _the existence of this directing
body and would Impoee their will by force. In order
to do this they would create armed forces to pro
tect themselves physically and a bureaucracy to
ensure a firm social foundation for their dogma.
In so acting they would paralyae the popular move
ment and would kill the revolution.

Such I believe I1 what happened to the bolsheviks.
For my pert I- believe that the important thing

is not the trlumph of our plans, projects and utopias
which in any cue require the confirmation of exper
ience and can be modified by It.. developed and
adapted to the actual cultural and material condit
Ions of a period or a place. The most important
thing is that the people i.e. every pef'IOft, lose the
sheep-like instincts and hebita which thousands of
years of slavery have InlPlred in them and that
they learn to thfnk and to act in freedom. It is
this great task of U....ting the IPlrlt that anarch
ists ought particularly to devote themselves.

I thank you for the .ttentlon which you have
been kind enough to- GI~ to what I have written
and in the hope of rMdltlg tomethlng from you
again I send my regardl.

November 1928
E.Malatesta

(The letter of Maknhno and Malatestels reply were
published in 11 Risveglio (The Reawakening) in
Geneva 4-12-1929).
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