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I.


Among “Soviet Patriots” and National Bolsheviks, there is a widespread opinion that the White armies were no more legitimate than the Red. Those nostalgic for the Soviet empire claim that the Reds were victorious for good reason, and even more, that St. Tikhon “refused to bless” the White forces. They claim that his opinion on the church was that it should be neither “White nor Red” because that would make it “political,” and the church should be “apolitical.”


In support of this, they cite Tikhon's statement on October 8(September 25), 1919, saying just this. Patriarch Tikhon refused to bless General Denikin to fight the Reds, but this can be explained by the fact that the Volunteer Army, under the leadership of Denikin, was strongly dependent on the Entente and the White leaders were directly under the political leadership of the Masonic Menshevik movement.


As an illustration of the spiritual state of the White Army at its initial stage, Archbishop Averky of Jordanville wrote:  

There are people who still continue to be embarrassed and seduced by the fact that His Holiness Patriarch Tikhon did not give his blessing to someone who asked him to bless the struggle of the White Army against the Bolsheviks, but we do not know how certain all this was, under what circumstances and in what environment all this happened. Besides, to our regret, we have to admit that not everything was spiritually safe in the White Army. There were frequent cases when White soldiers singing “Boldly we will go into battle for Holy Russia!” but actually thought very little about Holy Russia and behaved no differently than the most notorious Bolsheviks.


Do these facts prove their argument about Patriarch Tikhon's attitude towards the White forces? While mentioning the patriarch's refusal to bless Denikin, “Soviet Patriots” tend to ignore the fact that he blessed Count Keller and, importantly, Admiral Kolchak later. St. Tikhon did not officially support the White Army in any of his declarations, but this does not imply that he backed the Reds or refused to take a position on the war. Besides, there was never any unified “White Army” to begin with.


The specific conditions under which Tikhon did or did not support the Whites are important, as all history is a matter of context. During the entirety of the Russian Civil War, he was in prison or under surveillance. Still, surviving protocols of his interrogations show his spiritual support for Kolchak. He refused to hide his sympathies even when held against his will and facing death. In his condemnation of the Reds in 1918-1919, he wrote to their high command:

Freedom is a great blessing if it is correctly understood as freedom from evil, which does not constrain others and does not turn into arbitrariness and willfulness, but you did not give such freedom. You [speaking to the Reds] practiced every kind of indulgence of the base passions of the mob, Murdering with impunity and robbery. This is your definition of freedom. All manifestations of both civil and the highest freedom of mankind are suppressed by you mercilessly. Is it freedom when no one can bring food, rent an apartment, move from city to city without special permission? Is this freedom, when families, and sometimes the population of entire houses, are evicted and property is thrown out into the street, and when citizens are artificially divided into categories, some of which are given to hunger and plunder? Is this freedom when no one can express their opinion openly, without fear of being accused of counterrevolution. Where is the freedom of speech and press, where is the freedom of church preaching? Many brave church preachers have already paid with their blood of martyrdom; the voice of public and state discussion and denunciation is muffled; the press, apart from the narrow Bolshevik one, has been completely strangled.


This is certainly an understatement. The Reds took power through deceit and violence and with the overt and covert backing of foreign nations with only a small number of actual Russians. The Marxists were creating a system where the Party would possess all the wealth of the country (as central planning implies), and such a goal requires a totalitarian government. The promises made to the population by the Leninists before and during the war were immediately broken upon taking power.

 
What does it mean to “bless” something anyway? What is an episcopal blessing and why is it important? From the Greek eulogia, it is an act of immense importance – especially in an Orthodox country – with its origins going back to the Old Testament. A blessing is the bestowal of sanctification and beneficence; a prayer to “direct” God's energy (His grace) upon the blessed object. It is an external manifestation of God's mercy applied to specific things. Ancient Russian legislation understood a clerical blessing as representing divine approbation towards any proposed action. In medieval works of Russian law, no prince could take office or declare war without the Metropolitan's blessing. Without his continued and expressed blessing, a prince was no longer legitimate and his throne declared vacant. In other words, it is not just a subjective matter of personal approval for something, but a holistic institutional and spiritual manifestation of God's power. 


Patriarch St. Tikhon conveyed his blessing not only to Admiral Kolchak, but also to Fyodor Keller (1857-1918), who was one of the most consistent monarchists of the time. He did not betray the Tsar, refusing to swear allegiance to the Provisional Government, an offense for which he was dismissed from the army. Subsequently, he accepted Denikin's invitation to form the Northern Group of Volunteer Forces in the Pskov region. FN Bezak, chairman of the Defense Council under Keller, wrote:

Patriarch Tikhon then (at the end of 1918) sent through Bishop Nestor of Kamchatka to Count Keller (knight of honor and devotion to the Emperor) the neck icon of the Sovereign Mother of God and the phosphor, when he was supposed to lead the Northern Army. . .Patriarchal gifts were brought to Kiev by Vladika Nestor. In his address to his forces, Keller said: “The time has come when I again call on you. Remember and read the prayer before the battle – the prayer that we read before our glorious victories, sign yourself with the sign of the cross and, with God's help, move forward for Faith, for the Tsar and for our indivisible homeland, Russia.” Keller used a white, Orthodox cross as the sleeve insignia of his Northern Army.


The blessing given by St. Tikhon to Admiral Kolchak was reported in the Omsk newspapers and even found its way to the Soviet media. It was used as evidence against Tikhon when being examined by the Cheka. St. Tikhon never withdrew this blessing, even under intense and lengthy interrogation (cf. Investigation Case of Patriarch Tikhon. The Collection of Material Documents of the Central Archive of the FSB RF. Monuments of Historical Thought, 2000). During interrogation on January 23, 1923, the patriarch said: “During the civil war of 1917-1919, I gave no practical support to the White armies, General Denikin or Admiral Kolchak. Afterwards, I only helped Denikin and Kolchak with moral support prior to giving their blessing” (ibid. 198). Much of this should be taken with suspicion since he was under intense pressure, but still, his meaning is discernible.


Keller stood out among other cavalry commanders for his personal courage, and he was popular among his men. At the beginning of the Great War, his division became part of the Third Army of General NV Ruzsky. At the battle of Jaroslawice in 1914, he defeated the Fourth Austro-Hungarian cavalry division so badly that General Edmund Ritter von Zaremba was court-martialed. Afterwards, he organized the pursuit of the defeated enemy and on August 31, took 500 prisoners and six guns from the Austrians.


Upon learning of the “abdication” of Tsar Nicholas II, Keller sent a telegram to the Tsar: “The Third Cavalry Corps does not believe that You, our Tsar, voluntarily abdicated the throne. Order us, King, [and] we will come and protect You!” The telegram, of course, was not transmitted to the Tsar by his traitorous entourage. The Tsar's “abdication,” given present knowledge, was entirely contrived and fabricated by his inner circle, but that has been covered elsewhere by this writer and many others in Russia.


When the text of the oath to the Masonic Provisional Government was sent to Keller, he refused it: “I am a Christian, and I think it is a sin to change the oath!” On April 5, 1917, he was fired “for monarchism” and left for Kharkov. General Boris Kazanovich tried in vain to persuade him to go to the Don to fight with the Volunteer Army, but its leaders were loyal to the Provisional Government, not the monarchy. In his opinion, the Volunteer Army should unify around the crown because Bolshevik materialism could be victoriously opposed only by its antithesis, which is the Orthodox monarchy.


While on route to Pskov, Keller also received an offer from the great Hetman Peter Skoropadsky in Ukraine to ensure a firm hand in the war against Petliura's Masonic Directory, so named after the French Revolutionary terror front. In May of 1918, Hetman Skoropadsky appointed Keller commander of his army. Keller then undiplomatically declared that the future of Russia can be ensured only by the restoration of the “great and indivisible” empire. This meant no independence for Ukraine, so it was unacceptable to many Russophile Ukrainian nationalists, including the Hetman himself.


Keller accepted the offer to lead the Northern Army, but only after he secured the blessing of St. Tikhon. In 1918, he formed a royalist anti-Bolshevik Front together with Hetman Skoropadsky's forces, Krasnov's Cossack Army of the Don, the Southern Army of General NI Ivanov, the Astrakhan royalist Cossack army of Colonel Prince Dmitri Tundutov and the forces of General Nikolai Yudenich in the northwest. Taken together, this comprised a large and experienced army. There were hopes that, with the success of these forces, Denikin's Volunteer Army, under the influence of monarchist officers, would enter this common front. Unfortunately, German support for the Bolsheviks and Denikin's misguided loyalty to the Entente – which demanded the restoration of the eastern front against the Germans – conspired to destroy this. It might well have been the difference between victory and defeat.


Keller would tragically break with the Hetman over, not Ukrainian nationalism, but Ukrainian separatism. On November 26, speaking at the funeral of 33 officers from Gen. Kirpichev's forces brutally murdered by Petliura's men, Keller issued an ultimatum demanding the Hetman transfer all power over the army to him. Immediately thereafter, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and Justice, on behalf of the Hetman, told Keller that he “misunderstands his role” and that only the Council of Ministers, prior to the convocation of the Rada, has this power and it cannot be subordinated to an army commander. Keller was also blamed for – in another poorly worded appeal – stating that he “speaks of a united Russia, ignoring the Ukrainian state altogether.” Keller categorically refused to moderate his position and was dismissed by the Hetman the same day. The problem Keller created was that Ukrainian nationalists, inherently anti-communist, could no longer work under him or cooperate with the White Army while it made such claims. He forced some anti-Marxist Ukrainians to join the Directory. Skoropadsky held a moderate Ukrainian nationalist point of view, that of an independent Ukraine with a close, brotherly relation to Russia. Keller himself, in his farewell order, explained the reasons for leaving:

I can exert my strength and lay my head only for the creation of a Great, inseparable, united Russia, and not for the separation of a federal state from Russia. I believe that it is impossible to establish peace in the country without a single power at the present time, when the uprising is flaring up in all provinces.



This was a decisive – albeit understandable – error in diplomacy, though it was likely correct in practice. Keller had run out of time and could not leave for the Northern Army. On the eve of the occupation of Kiev by the liberal Petliura, he took over the defensive planning for the city, but by this time, resistance was impossible. After the occupation of the city by the Directory, Keller was murdered on Sophia Square near the monument to Bogdan Khmelnitsky while being arrested by the the Germans. Petliura ensured a Red victory by damaging the Hetman's forces, a highly competent leader, yet Keller was a soldier, not a diplomat. 

II.


Denikin was a “liberal” in politics and supported some version of a constitutional monarchy, always careful to remain vague in his speeches and writings. This means he also supported the February Revolution and had no love for the crown, even promoting anti-royalist propaganda within the ranks to demonstrate his support for “progressive reform,” and then somehow claimed that “no army should be political.” This attitude helped ensure a Red victory, since he was in the midst of the most ideological war imaginable. Without a unifying ideology, soldiers were not inspired to fight and factions grew deeper. A purely negative appeal – anti-Bolshevism – was insufficient for an army in the field (and a nation supporting it), especially when the enemy maintained a unified ideological front, albeit a dishonest one.


In March 1917, the Kerensky regime issued his infamous Order No. 1 on the “democratization of the army.” The purpose of the order was to undermine any possible resistance from nationalist or royalist officers, and in so doing, he damaged the only force capable of stopping the Reds. Many commanders resisted the implementation of this order and tried to prevent the creation of “Soldiers' Committees” which were highly politicized and were meant to take the place of officers. The Minister of War Alexander Guchkov replied with a telegram saying frankly: “The project is aimed at destroying the army.”


Welcoming the February Revolution, Denikin, like most military and political leaders, refused to see its destructive consequences. At an officers' congress in Mogilev, Ukraine, in May 1917, he said: 

By virtue of inevitable historical laws, the autocracy fell, and our country went over to democracy. We stand on the brink of a new life, passionately and long awaited, for which we carried our heads to the chopping block, languished in the mines, many thousands of idealists languished in the tundra, but we look to the future with alarm and bewilderment. For there is no freedom in a revolutionary dungeon! There is no truth in the forgery of the people's voice! There is no equality in class bullying! And there is no power in that crazy bacchanalia, where all around they are trying to snatch everything that is possible at the expense of the tormented Motherland.


Apparently, he was “political” after all. To say that “inevitable historical laws” led to the fall of the crown might well summarize his lazy and conformist political opinion, as he simply accepted liberal propaganda as fact. His view was that the army should not be specifically political, but rather should conform to the ideology of the western powers, that is, a free trade-based liberalism under British financing. Despite his ideological conformism, he had no choice but to war against the Kerensky state, for what it was worth. After the failure of the July Offensive against Austria in July 1917, he spoke at his headquarters in the presence of members of the hostile Provisional Government that accused him of being responsible for the failure. True to form, the Kerensky government refused to accept the fact that it was their own government and Allied treachery that put the army at a disadvantage. He put forward demands that would reinvigorate the military, including: 

Awareness of its mistake and guilt by the Provisional Government, which did not understand and did not appreciate the noble and sincere impulse of the officers, who happily accepted the news of the coup and gave an uncountable number of lives for the Motherland. The Petrograd [rulers], completely alien to the army, did not know its way of life or the historical foundations of her existence, and as a result, all [recent] military legislation should be abolished. . . 

Abolish the “declaration” [the “rights” of a soldier]; 

abolish commissars and [ideological] committees. 

Introduce military courts and the death penalty for desertion. You have trampled our banners into the mud, now the time has come: lift them up and bow before them if you have a conscience! (cf. Denikin, Essays on the Russian Troubles). 

Kerensky, duplicitous as always, shook hands with the general, thanking him for his “bold, sincere words,” but later characterized Denikin's speech as a “program for mutiny,” which soon came to pass in the Kornilov Revolt. In July 1917, after the appointment of General Lavr Kornilov as Supreme Commander, Denikin was made commander of the southwestern front. A short time later, his fortunes changed, and the Provisional Government removed Denikin from his post for his support of the Kornilov revolt. They imprisoned him near Bykhov, where several other generals were sent for their wavering loyalty. On November 19, after the Bolsheviks came to power in the area, all prisoners were quickly released by order of General Dukhonin to spare them the harsh Red reprisals, but later paid for this act with his life.


On November 19, 1917, Denikin arrived in Novocherkassk with forged travel documents and took part in the organization of the Volunteer Army with Generals Alekseev and Kornilov. Alekseev, as the supreme commander of the Army, was in charge of finance, its political administration and relations with the Entente. Kornilov exercised strictly military command. In January 1918, Denikin was appointed chief of the 1st division. On the first Kuban campaign, he acted as deputy commander and, on April 13, after the death of Kornilov, Denikin assumed total control. In June 1918, he led the army on the second Kuban campaign and took Yekaterinodar. On October 8, after the death of Gen. Alekseev, he became supreme commander of the Volunteer Army. Unfortunately, the political views of the General became an obstacle to building an effective and motivated army. Naively hoping for assistance from the Entente, he agreed to their demands regarding the “democratic” ideology he had to force on the army, in which even the Russian anthem “God Save the Tsar!” had to be replaced by the “Preobrazhensky March.” This interfered with morale and motivation, since most of the officers were royalists and nationalist. The reality Denikin could not grasp was that the Allies were fighting Russia on all fronts, making demands they knew the Whites could never accept.


Denikin also could not overcome the inertia of the Great War and his hostility towards Germany: “the German was considered an obligatory enemy, and the former allies were certainly friends, obliged to think about the welfare of Russia . . .We, the Russians, did not make peace with the Germans.” These words caused dissent in his ranks. He remained loyal to the Allies to the extent that it became irrational and destructive. He was even ready to act against the Germans, mostly because the Entente promised limited support to him during the last months of the Great War if he would restore the front.


In July 1918, German cavalry moved into the Kuban which was occupied by the Volunteer Army, leading to the destruction of the only railway bridge and its only connection to the northern regions. At the same time, Denikin refused a joint campaign with the Cossack Ataman Krasnov on the Volga to join the very promising eastern anti-Bolshevik front. Rather, in a decision of enormous naivety, he remained in the Kuban and waited for Allied help (which of course, never came). These errors can only be understood as deriving from his strangely poor understanding of the political world around him. He saw the world through the lens of the Entente.


By the end of the Great War in November 1918, the Allies had already sided with the Bolsheviks. In December, Denikin met with the same Ataman Krasnov of the Don, who also agreed to join forces and subordinate his army to Denikin under the banner of the Armed Forces in the South of Russia (AFSR). In 1919, under the theoretical command of Denikin, a large army was formed that consisted of the Caucasian Volunteer Army of Gen. Peter Wrangel, Gen. Sidorin's Don Army, Gen. May-Mayevsky's Volunteer Army, Gen. Erdeli's command of the North Caucasus, Gen. Shilling's command in Novorossiya, Gen. Dragomirov of Kiev and Admiral Gerasim's Black Sea Fleet. While large and experienced, this force was unwieldy, and this patchwork of anti-Red forces could not function as a unit, since no one had undisputed control over these factions nor was there a unified ideological purpose behind them. They also were chronically low on supplies.


The administration of regions under White control, except for the Cossack areas, was carried out with the participation of the “Special Conference,” the provisional government created by Gen. Alekseev in August 1918 in Yekaterinodar. In addition to the military, it included civilian politicians dominated by liberals and other backers of the Provisional Government who only fulfilled the demands of the Allies. The emissaries of the Entente then concluded a secret alliance with the Bolsheviks. No supplies were given to the Whites at any time. 


Denikin's own words about the Paris Conference at Versailles were not surprising. He said that his army “has no representation in Paris, neither in the sense of protecting our interests, nor in informing the West about the activities and military successes of the army of the South, nor even a simple refutation of those absurd rumors and fables that were spread by our enemies.” Those enemies, in fact, were at the Conference. The Reds were invited to represent “Russia,” the Whites were not.


The reason the Entente sent troops after 1918 to southern Russia, the Caucasus, the Baltics and other peripheral areas was to assist in supporting separatist governments to weaken Russia, creating a cordon sanitaire for Europe and to protect Allies assets. For the most part, the Allies wanted to reopen the eastern front and keep munitions and other supplies away from Berlin's armies. Denikin then bitterly reproached the Allies that, without officially recognizing any of the White governments, they willingly and hastily recognized all the self-proclaimed states that had arisen on the outskirts of Russia which further damaged the White movement.


Denikin's policy increasingly came into conflict with the goals of the Entente because of his believe in a “Great, United and Indivisible Russia.” Saying that he wanted to take “the fight against the Bolsheviks to the end,” was not on the Allied agenda. Denikin claimed that he was not entitled – before the convocation of a Constituent Assembly – to determine the future government of Russia, but Lenin certainly did. Denikin tried to rally the massive but unwieldy non- and anti-communist majority – most of the country – under his own banner and said: “As for me personally, I will not fight for [a] form of government, I am fighting only for Russia,” another lazy statement, a non-answer to a very pressing question. 

   
In September-October 1919, the greatest success of the anti-Bolshevik forces occurred. In October, the advancing troops of Denikin occupied the Donbass and the vast area from Tsaritsyn to Kiev to Odessa. On October 6th, the Whites occupied Voronezh, on October 13th Oryol and from there, he threatened Tula. The Bolsheviks began evacuating positions from Moscow to Vologda. It looked like the Reds were finished and yet, there were no offers of support to the Whites.


“All for the fight against Denikin!” Lenin's propagandists shrieked. All the forces of the South and part of the forces of the Southeastern Fronts were concentrated against him (a “Front” is a Civil War era military term similar to an army or corps-level unit). At the same time, in an agreement with the Bolsheviks, Nestor Makhno, raiding across Ukraine, damaged the White rearguard and made it necessary to withdraw troops from the front to pacify this “anarchist” (while pretending to be a Cossack, Makhno was never close to being one). Both the forces of Petliura and the Poles helped the Bolsheviks, agreeing to an armistice and allowing them to free up forces to fight Denikin. With a huge superiority in manpower over the Whites in Oryol-Kursk (62,000 men for the Reds versus 22,000 for the Whites), the Red Army launched a counteroffensive in October. Denikin's army suffered heavy losses and was forced to retreat. In the winter of 1919-1920, he was forced to abandon the Ukrainian cities of Kharkov, Kiev, the Donbass and Rostov.


In 1918, the Northern Army of General Yevgeny Miller made an attempt to connect with the Siberian forces of Admiral Kolchak towards Vyatka. This is what Wikipedia says about him:

In Archangelsk [sic], Murmansk and Olonets, his anti-Bolshevik Northern Army was supported by the Triple Entente, mostly British forces. However, after an unsuccessful advance against the Red Army along the Northern Dvina in the summer of 1919, British forces withdrew from the region, and Miller's men faced the enemy alone.


No citation is given, though there are plenty of secondary sources they could have used. Are we to understand that the Bolsheviks defeated the “Entente forces” fighting them? There has never been any record of a British defeat by the Reds, and for very good reason. Miller himself never mentioned it. There is no citation here because lazy historians assume that the Entente was anti-Bolshevik. In fact, on the way to Arkhangelsk, Miller met with the Chief of the British General Staff Henry Wilson, who explicitly stated to Miller that the landing of the Allies was “only to reopen the front against Germany.” Then, since the armistice was in force, Wilson said “there could be no active operations of the British troops against the Bolsheviks.” This suggests that the army considered the Reds as a mere extension of German influence, but Trotsky was not so tainted. Later, Lloyd George also confirmed that his government refused to support any White army in Russia (Tsvetkov, 2009).


General Miller's Northern Army was forced to stop fighting in February 1920, leaving for Finland and Norway, with Miller himself going into exile in France. From January to March, the first evacuation from Odessa and Novorossiysk to Constantinople was completed. In European Russia, the last soldiers of General Wrangel resisted in Crimea until November 1920, then evacuated to Turkey. In February-March 1920, the battles for the Kuban ended in defeat, as a result of the disintegration of the Kuban army, as the Cossacks there sought to establish the Army as an independent state, often rejecting cooperation with the Whites. After that, the Kuban Cossack units disintegrated, which also entailed the collapse of the White front. In the southern Urals and western Siberia, troops under the command of Cossack Ataman Dutov held out until March, but they were forced into exile in Turkestan. The Ural Cossacks, led by Ataman Tolstov, went through the Trans-Caspian steppes to Mesopotamia and from there, settled for a time in Australia.

III.


One of the biggest myths of 20th century history (and there are many) is the belief that the Allies assisted in the White armies against the Bolsheviks. Quite the opposite was the case, as the Allies not only assisted the Reds, but their respective governments invested heavily in Soviet industry from then on. Concerning these “interventionists,” Lenin said

For three years there were English, French and Japanese armies on the territory of Russia. There is no doubt that the very insignificant exertion of these forces of these three powers would have been quite enough to defeat us in a few months, if not a few weeks, but this did not happen, since the Bolsheviks managed to disintegrate the enemy troops.


This is a mystification, and Lenin knew it, but he could not betray his own ideology and admit that the capitalist powers supported his army, so he used an imprecise deflection. The fact that the Allies could have easily crushed the Reds but refused is clear evidence they supported Lenin's movement.


In 1918, the aristocratic Gen. Alexander Rodzyanko accompanied Prince Lieven to solicit British help for anti-Bolshevik actions in Latvia. In 1919 General Nikolay Yudenich appointed Rodzyanko (then commander of the Whites' Northern Corps) as his aide, where he led the counteroffensive against the Reds and participated in the unsuccessful advance on Petrograd. Once the Northwestern Army had been pushed back to Narva, Estonia, in November 1919, Yudenich sent him to England to seek financial support for the further anti-Bolshevik actions. Yet again, he was rebuffed. Yet, every American textbook sways the British and Americans intervened to “fight communism.”


During the war, the Germans occupied the Baltic states and parts of Ukraine to replenish their depleted reserves according to the terms of the Brest-Litovsk Treaty with the Bolsheviks. During the war, the Germans did not fight against the Reds, but supported them in order to knock Russia out of the war. The Germans wanted to control any new government in Russia so that the eastern front would not be restored against them, and they hoped to exercise this control, on the one hand, with money and instructors for the newly created Red Army, and on the other, by agitation in other countries for diplomatic recognition of the Bolshevik state. In Germany, State Secretary von Kuhlmann shamefully instructed his ambassador in Moscow: 

Please use large sums, since we are extremely interested in the Bolsheviks surviving. . .We are not interested in supporting the monarchist idea that will reunite Russia. On the contrary, we must try to prevent the consolidation of Russia as much as possible, and from this point of view, we must support the extreme Left.


This sort of shortsightedness is unforgivable, even in times of war, but it does suggest that many in the west did not know what Bolshevism was (a problem found today as well). The German representatives in Moscow, as Denikin argued, even handed over officers from the White underground to the Cheka, because they regarded Denikin's army as an ally of the Entente. After the end of the war in November 1918, Russian Whites began to think that a new era had begun, and naively sought assistance from the Allies. It is not an exaggeration to claim that the credulous hope in Allied assistance is why the Reds took over.


Both Woodrow Wilson and Lloyd George recognized Trotsky as the “legitimate” Russian ruler, since the Reds were the only alternative to the “Tsarist Whites.” They were fully recognized and openly supported. Lloyd George, who argued many times that a “unified Russia” would be the “greatest threat” to the British empire, and since Germany was so badly battered, London's imperial goal had largely been achieved. Only a White victory could derail this. Denikin states in his (1920) book The Russian Turmoil; Memoirs: Military, Social and Political  that the White Army's sole source of supplies came from the battlefield after a victory. Red officers had regular salaries and full staffs, showing a huge degree of foreign support, as the Reds, of themselves, had no access to resources and did not know how to run a country except by the most crude violence (Gardner, 1976).


Instead of helping the White armies, the Entente in January 1919 made the Whites an offer designed to be rejected: aid might come if they began peace negotiations with the Bolsheviks. Even more, they had to be included in the Constituent Assembly called by Denikin. Worse, the British demanded the Whites take over all Tsarist debts from the war and would have to guarantee British ownership of the Baku oil fields so Russia would profit nothing from them. The Allies also demanded a massive purge of the White ranks to eliminate “antisemitic” elements, as this was a priority of the Entente powers. It would have created a tiny, liberal group that would immediately be defeated due to its total lack of popular support and purpose. There was no intent to aid the Whites even if they did accept these ridiculous terms.


The Entente landed in Russia in 1918 in the hope of restoring the eastern front against Germany. In July 1919, in the British Parliament, Churchill explained these landings by the fact that otherwise the Germans would have seized the resources of Russia and thereby “weakened the Allied blockade.” Thus, the landing in Murmansk in March 1918 was necessary to prevent the Germans from using this base for submarines and the operation itself was carried out with the consent of Trotsky, who was an enemy of the Brest Peace and split from Lenin over it for a time. Trotsky then sent the corresponding order to the Murmansk Soviet to support the landing. The landing in Arkhangelsk had the same goal. As the commander of the Allied Expeditionary Force wrote, “it was extremely important to save a huge number of military warehouses” so that the Germans did not get their hands on them. Of course, the Whites would never see them either. By this time, the troops of the interventionists in the North had reached 13,000, including Americans. 


In July-August 1918, the Allied landing force in the Far East had similar reasons for their arrival. However, these interventionists remained in Siberia, guarding the railway lines and were not capable of offensive operations. Japan, which was also at war with Germany, was only interested in the economic exploitation of the Far East and had no intention of attacking the Reds, a decision they would later regret. Japan landed troops in the far eastern city of Vladivostok on April 5, 1918, increasing their contingent to 70,000 by July of 1918.

 
The British were invested in Baku oil, so by November 1919, they occupied Azerbaijan and the railway to the port of Batumi. As one of the White leaders recalled: “With the light hand of the British, the Georgians took a definitely hostile position towards the Russians in general and the Volunteer Army in particular. Russians in Tiflis were subjected to real persecution. The Russian Church suffered especially.” Denikin even “asked the British to clarify whether we are dealing with allies or with enemies?” This suggests that the church was persecuted for its “loyalty to tsarism” and for its “nationalism.” Lightly staffed British units also appeared in the Transcaspian region to take control over the Krasnovodsk-Ashgabat railway.


The British appeared in the Baltic at the end of 1918 after the Germans evacuated in order to support the independent Baltic states and ensure steady trading relations, as they wanted to guarantee they would never again be a part of Russia (when Stalin retook these areas, the Allies were silent, however). In August 1919, an English emissary appointed a government under General Yudenich, demanding that everyone sign a declaration of recognition of these new Baltic countries, otherwise the Entente would have offered no assistance, or so said a M. Margulies, the man who drafted the document. Yudenich refused, since by now, many White officers realized that no aid would have arrived regardless.


Worse, London demanded that Finland and Poland avoid any action against the Reds (cf. Churchill's World Crisis, 256). Any combination of these forces could have destroyed the Reds whose forces were stretched very thin. Poland was granted non-Polish territories, especially German ones. Danzig was almost 100 percent German and the referendum returned a result of 98.23 percent wanting to stay under Berlin, but this was ignored. Clemenceau of France sought an artificially huge Poland to be used against Germany and Russia. They created a Poland with over 10 million non-Poles within its borders, including half of Ukraine. This Big Poland had a population about 10 percent Jewish, the highest number in the world, but these Jews occupied 84 percent of the major business positions in the country as well as 52 percent of teachers and 25 percent of medical professionals at a minimum, and its leadership had ties with the Rothschilds in London.


After Yudenich's withdrawal from Petrograd, the Estonian government, at Trotsky's demand, disarmed the White Army and imprisoned them behind barbed wire in the winter, as mentioned above. Thousands of White soldiers and their family members died from disease, starvation and exposure, all with western backing. For this, the Estonians received from the Bolsheviks about 1,000 square miles of Russian land under the peace treaty of February 2, 1920. As a result, the Bolsheviks were able to export gold to other countries through the port of Tallinn. These exchanges went off without a problem, meaning that the communists were already a part of the globe's financial system, and had been since Marx's lifetime.


At the beginning of 1919, France also staked out its sphere of influence farther south in Odessa and Sevastopol, sending two divisions to replace the dissolving German army. Their forces entered into an alliance for assistance with the government of the Ukrainian Directory, Petliura's army, the same group that overthrew the pro-Russian and independent Ukrainian Cossack state of Peter Skoropadsky. The French occupied the eastern cities of Kherson and Nikolaev, advancing 100 miles north of Odessa, forbidding the Volunteer Army to attack the Directory, hence supporting the Red forces.


Wall Street sent its own representatives to Russia for the same purpose under the guise of a “Red Cross mission.” It was the director of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, WB Thompson, who created the idea of direct financial intervention in favor of Lenin. In his memorandum to Lloyd George in December 1917, he said: “It is necessary to create a powerful informal committee headquartered in Petrograd for action, so to speak, in the background, the political influence of which should be recognized and accepted by diplomatic, consular and military officials of the Allies.” This line was pursued in Britain by Lord Milner. He was one of the leaders of English Freemasonry, actively involved in the February Revolution in Russia, an influential politician and director of the London Joint Stock Bank. As a result, “the British government established an informal relationship with the Bolsheviks, sending to Russia its Russian-speaking agent, Bruce Lockhart,” whom Milner and Lloyd George personally chose for this mission. The French appointed Jacques Sadoul, an old friend of Trotsky, as the parallel French representative in Russia for the same purpose.


Thus, “the allied governments neutralized their own diplomatic representatives in Petrograd and replaced them with unofficial agents who more or less sympathized with the Bolsheviks.” In other words, emissaries of the banks took over from actual diplomats. This is to say it was Wall Street that supported and helped create the Bolshevik state, making a mockery of Marxist-Leninist theory. Trotsky met with Lockhart daily, gave him a pass to the Smolny Institute and provided a personal train for him to travel between Moscow and Petrograd. A document that came out of this has Lockhart and Sadoul sending reports to their respective governments saying that 

the intervention of the allies to help the Whites against the Bolsheviks will be doomed to failure and only intervention to help the Bolsheviks against the Germans can save the situation. . .it is necessary to use. . .their new revolutionary army, for this giving them the opportunity to carry out a general mobilization not in the old Tsarist war, but in a new revolutionary war against the citadel of reaction, Germany, and thus save the young revolutionary republic. 


He was aware that there was no attack on the Reds from the Allied forces, but there were scattered skirmished concerning naval assets and ammunition, but had nothing to do with ideology. Corresponding proposals were made to the Bolsheviks officially by the British, French and American ambassadors. Usually, historians point out only one of the reasons for this, that is, the attempt to restore the eastern front against Germany or sometimes to break the German-Leninist alliance, but this is a deception. As an aside, the utter obsession with destroying Germany at any cost sheds much light on the real reason for the Great War: for London to get its two rapidly growing rivals, Russia and Germany, to fight one another, thus leaving Britain as the supreme industrial and military economy in Europe.


In 1917, the communist leadership moved in two different, but complimentary, directions: Lenin's cadres were financed by the Germans in 1917, while Trotsky's forces were financed by American and Jewish bankers. These, again, were one in the same. It is possible that the different obligations of Lenin and Trotsky to their financiers affected their contrasting attitudes towards the (1918) Brest-Litovsk Peace, likely the only major issue on which they differed. While the Germans sent money to Lenin, it was from same banks in the US that financed Trotsky. Trotsky tried to discredit the Treaty, one which served interests of the Entente, and advocated an alliance with the Allies against Germany. Lenin was financed by the Germans, so he helped negotiate the Treaty to pull Russia out of the war. However, this difference should not be exaggerated, since their mission and ideology were identical as far as the new Bolshevik state was concerned.


This largely explains not only the hostile attitude of the Allies (and the Central Powers) towards the White Army, but also the frequent pro-Soviet statements made by the interventionist commanders themselves. It is likely that Trotsky's military-organizational talent was not responsible for stopping Yudenich at Petrograd in 1919, but rather Lloyd George, who in 1918 persistently tried to convince the Cadet politician AV Tyrkova-Williams and her husband in London, “that one should come to an agreement with Trotsky, who is currently the only statesman in Russia.” In other words, that British intelligence and finance were working directly with Trotsky, since the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was not in their interest. As the Cadets were anti-royal liberals, Britain was apparently seeking a power-sharing alliance between liberals and Marxists, as far as they understood it.


For those who still believe the Interventionist forces were there to help the Whites, why would the British, before leaving Murmansk and Arkhangelsk in October of 1918, dump their supplies into the sea rather than give them to their White “allies?” This fact more than any other establishes that the west sought the defeat of the White forces. Kolchak had just scored a huge victory against the Reds there, a victory condemned loudly by the British. The population of Murmansk paid dearly for welcoming the White forces when the Reds retook the area. The Americans, being more practical, sold their ammunition through their representatives in the “Red Cross” to the Bolsheviks on credit, with payments to be made in the future by deliveries of raw materials. The Allied-Red alliance was already operative in 1917-1918 and continued in different forms right up until the Reagan Administration. Wrangel wrote that these people

under the flag of the Red Cross and providing assistance, equipped a specific intelligence organization, whose actions may be fraught with bad consequences: the possibility of transferring military information to the Bolsheviks is not excluded by this mission for the message to London [or] so, at least, the agents say, about which there can be no doubt.


 Recall that it was at this point that the British demanded the Whites surrender to Lenin on the “promise” of his amnesty. The American Interventionists in the Far East displayed even more outspoken loyalty to Bolshevism, reflecting elite opinion as it had developed in the US. They openly wondered why “the Russian intelligentsia is fighting such an advanced party as the Bolsheviks,” as communism was considered the “wave of the future” according to western elite opinion at the time and for many decades afterward. The tightly-controlled western press sent back glowing reports of the Bolshevik state and their political and economic “miracles,” simply making up stories that suited them, and this continued long after the Second World War. Today, this has helped paint a false and occasionally absurd depiction of 20th century history (cf Foglesong, 1995, for what is likely the worst book of history ever written).

IV.


The consequences of the Russian Civil War are known to most historians, but the reasons for them are rarely understood systematically. While much of the answer has been outlined in this paper, the main reasons for the White defeat need to be established explicitly. Since the Anglo-American historical establishment cannot even ask the right questions, let alone give the right answers, it cannot help but fail in their descriptions. There are many critical reasons why the Whites lost the Russian Civil War, fundamentally changing the history of the planet forever.


First, the inequality of the armed forces and their strategic position was extremely significant. Opponents of Soviet power were unable to organize “a general campaign of their forces against Soviet Russia, and at every stage of the struggle only a part of them acted. They were strong enough to create mortal threats to the Soviet state, but they were always too weak to bring the struggle to a victorious end.” The Bolsheviks, according to Trotsky, had the advantage that “they occupied a central position and acted from a single and central radii.”


Second, the Reds, unlike the Whites, did not experience a shortage of weapons, capturing the central warehouses of the Tsarist army early on. They were supplied by the Allies, under various pretexts, and from then on, they refused to sell even medical supplies to the Whites. Their arms and ammunition stores were chronically low.


Third, the general (and violent) Bolshevik mobilization increased the size of their army by the end of the war to almost five million men. The Whites by February 1919, the time of their greatest number, had a total of 537,000 soldiers spread out in various theaters of operation. They had neither the supplies nor the command structure for any more.


Fourth, the Whites could not use the terrorist methods of the Leninists to build up an army and pacify its territory. Both Lenin and Trotsky shot hostages for evading mobilization. Collective responsibility was introduced in the army, and often, every tenth Red Army soldier was shot during a retreat, using punitive detachments that fired on retreating forces (a policy perfected in Stalin's era). Trotsky famously said, “We must put the soldiers between possible death in front and inevitable death behind.” This created an army of ruthless efficiency the Whites could not hope to match. The Russian Civil War was a fundamentally different sort of conflict than what had come before.


Fifth, Trotsky understood that an army could not be created without various military specialists, so all former officers of the Tsarist and Provisional forces – whose families were taken hostage as a matter of course – were subject to their mobilization. This was the main reason that about 20 percent of the Red officers were forced into service. Under the threat of shooting loved ones, it was possible to “force those who are its opponents to build communism,” as Lenin explained. Each officer was then assigned a commissar, without whose approval the commander's orders could not be carried out. In other words, each higher ranking military officer was assigned an ideological and Party “guide” that had the final say in all decisions.


Sixth, the Commander of the Latvian Red forces, Jukums (Iaokim) Vatsetis, wrote to Lenin:

The discipline in the Red Army is based on harsh punishments, especially executions. . .With merciless punishments and executions, we launched terror on everyone, on the Red Army, on commanders, on commissars. . . at the fronts [executions are] practiced so often and for all sorts of reasons and occasions that our discipline in the Red Army can be called, in the full sense of the word, bloody discipline.


Little more needs to be added to this. When Kazan was surrendered to the Whites, both the commander and the commissars of the 5th Army were shot later for the decision. This was Trotsky's creation, not Stalin's. Mass murder was a normal way of war to the Trotskyite forces, and it did create a highly disciplined and unified army.


Seventh, the unprecedented feature of the Civil War in Russia was that about 300,000 hired internationalist fighters (including Hungarians, Austrians, Poles, Czechs, Finns, Balts and Chinese) taken from prisoners of war (among other places) were used by the Reds in combat. These international forces made up the shock core of the Red Army and often comprised their mobile punitive detachments. It was possible to rely on them in such punitive actions as mentioned above, since foreigners did not have sympathy for a population alien to them. The most active was the Latvian division under the commissar Semyon Nahimson. According to Soviet data for 1918, the international forces accounted for almost 20 percent of the Red Army, but by 1920, after the general mobilization, they made up only eight percent, but that was still a huge number given the size of the Red Army. The historian Mikhail Bernshtam notes that such a high percentage of foreigners is unique in the history of civil wars

For a war in which the main army, recruited by mobilization, is unreliable, requires constant control and terrorist cleansing, the importance of such a percentage of shock troops increases enormously. For a war in which the main operations are not strategic frontline ones, but the suppression of the insurgency and the resistance of the indigenous population, the role of the 8-19 percent shock backbone, precisely on the suppression of the concentrated one, is a key role in the victory of the regime over the population.


This was especially important in the absence of a regular Red Army at the beginning of the war. It was highly effective and the western media, of course, covered for them both then and now.


Eighth, the Bolsheviks themselves were internationalists, who, unlike the Whites, were alien to the interests of Russia as a nation. For the sake of seizing and maintaining power, they were ready to sacrifice everything and anything needed for victory, trading even the territory of the country if required. The Whites, however, could not divide Russian territory, as it was sacred to them. As is so often the case, the White forces thought the Reds would fight fairly, as that had been their experience against Germany in the Great War. Since so much of the leadership of the Reds were non-Russian (mostly Jewish), the medieval Khazar way of war was resurrected, which also revolved around extreme brutality and the reliance on mercenaries.


Ninth, the revolution's use of local chaos – such as Lenin's position on encouraging robberies and all kinds of separatism – was militarily important. This was manifested in the use of criminals to help destabilize White areas, as these local anarchic and criminal forces did not at all want the restoration of state order – any state order. Such methods are presently being used on American city streets and even during the French Revolution, the prisons were opened and chaos resulted. Ambitious “Hetmans” often proclaimed the independence of their regions such as the “anarchist” army of Nestor Makhno which played a decisive role in the defeat of the armies of Denikin (autumn 1919) and Wrangel (autumn 1920), striking the White forces at their most vulnerable.


Tenth, the White Armies, unlike the Bolsheviks, did not pay attention to internal propaganda or even lay out much of an agenda. Little is of greater importance during a civil war. The vague political plan of the Whites gave few people the desire or reason to fight. The generals did not understand matters of civil administration either. This was done by their governments, which were characterized by contradictory ideological diversity and a lack of philosophical focus, making them easy prey for foreign and Red propaganda. Only the Wrangel government in Crimea was able to solve many of these issues – including attracting peasants to its side by issuing a new law on land – but it was already too late by then.


Eleventh, a huge blunder of the White leadership was the lack of coordination with the numerous peasant uprisings that took place regularly in areas controlled by Lenin. The battles between the Red Army and the peasants involved three times more participants than between Red and White armies. It was a large “third force,” largely Orthodox and rural and ignored by western writers, as well as by the Whites. 


Twelfth, many White commanders, with several notable exceptions, were Februaryist Democrats. Created in Paris at the beginning of 1919, the “Russian Political Conference” (chaired by Prince GE Lvov, the first head of the Provisional Government), which served to “represent” the White Army in the west, demanded that the White generals proclaim a “deeply democratic character of [their] goals and vigorously suppress all anti-Jewish sentiments.” As the Bolsheviks were largely led by Jews in the political realm, this was another way of making resistance to the communists impossible. In fact, the Conference's near-obsession with the Jewish question was more than a little suspicious.


Thirteenth, the White Army could not win without the spiritual guidance of the Orthodox church at all levels. However, the Februaryist White government, dependent on the Entente, was both secular and Masonic. This may be one of the reasons why Patriarch St. Tikhon refused to bless the “liberal” parts of army of Denikin. Still, the same patriarch anathematized the Bolsheviks and, together with Metropolitan Anthony (Khrapovitsky), blessed Gen. Keller on the creation of a monarchist army in the Pskov region. In 1919, as mentioned at the start of this paper, St. Tikhon did send a blessing to Admiral Kolchak. The connection between the church and the White armies was not well-defined, and ideologically speaking, this doomed the Whites from the start.


The last true act of the White movement took place in the form of the Amur Zemsky Sobor in 1922, with the participation of the church, showing the symphonic relationship of the political and spiritual authorities even in such extreme times. This was the only attempt to restore the old state and its conception of the world. The Sobor realized that the main reason for Russia's condition was the loss of the royal state and proclaimed that the only way out of the crisis was its restoration. Yet, it was only Generals Dietrichs and Keller who saw this clearly, and they restored the pre-revolutionary Basic Laws on their territory.


Finally, Russia was insidiously betrayed by the Allies time and again. The Entente backed both revolutions (that is, February and October), supporting at all its stages the most destructive anti-Russian forces within the country for their own benefit. At the last stage – the end of the Civil War – the Entente saw the Reds as a more profitable investment, and they deceived the White leadership with promises of help after the “democratization” of the White Army if they would institutionally accept liberalism, free trade and philosemitism under British control. 


For all its heroism, the White movement was doomed to defeat. Their continuing defeat is in the fact that contemporary scholars accept revolutionary propaganda as historical fact to the eternal shame of history as a discipline. Much of what is written in the Anglo-American world concerning the Russian Civil War is a lie, whether through mendacity or ignorance – or maybe both.
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