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THE ANARCHIST IN RUSSIA, 1905 - 1917: 

Ph.D. dissertation, submitted by P. Gooderham 

SYNOPSIS: 

The dissertation represents a study of the anarchist 

movement which arose in Russia immediately prior to 

the revolution of 1905, and concerns itself with the 

period from 1905 until the spring of 1918, when the 

first mass arrests of anarchists occurred under 

Soviet rule. 

In essence, the aims of the study are to trace the 

influence and support of the anarchist movement 

during both revolutionary upheavals in Russia, 1905 

and 1917. The main thrust of the thesis is an 

attempt to demonstrate that the Russian anarchist 

movement, though small in numbers, asserted a 

disproportionately large degree of influence amongst 

specific sections of the population. Further, it is 

argued that this influence would have been still 

greater, particularly in 1917, had the anarchists been 

able to capitalise on their support and unite their 

forces around some form of organisational structure. 

Their failure in this respect is seen as the main 

cause of their swift disappearance from the revo­

lutionary scene after 1917, an easy prey for Bolshevik 

suppression. 

The dissertation opens with a brief introduction 

reviewing the current state of Western and Soviet 

academic research on the Russian anarchist movement, 



and notes the inherent problems encountered in the 

search for primary source materials. 

Chapter I discusses the main tenets of the ideology 

espoused by the Russian anarchists in the period 

under study. There then follows an analysis of the 

role and influence of the anarchists in the 1905 

revolution, together with a discussion of the reasons 

for their failure to make more of their early successes. 

Chapter IV looks in detail at the anarchist movement 

in emigration in the West in the period between the 

two revolutions, 1907 - 1917. Chapters V and 

VI concern themselves with the anarchist movement in 

the 1917 revolution, split into the period February­

October, 1917, and the early months of Soviet power, 

October, 1917 - April, 1918. 

A concluding chapter brings together the main themes 

of the dissertation and reasserts the reasons for the 

need for a study of the Russian anarchists. 



MEMORANDUM 

This is to certify that the work contained 

in this dissertation was my own, and was in 

no way conducted in collaboration with any 

other person or persons. 

P. Gooderham 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS: 

I should like to thank my supervisor, Mr. Martin 

Crouch, Lecturer in the Department of Politics, 

Bristol University, who from the very earliest 

stages of this work gave me full support and con­

stant encouragement in all matters. In addition, 

I must express my gratitude to Dr. Mary McAuley, 

Senior Lecturer in the Department of Government, 

Essex University, who, as well as offering astute 

criticism and guidance during the draft stages of 

the dissertation, generously provided me with the 

opportunity to finish the work. 

Financial assistance has come from the Social 

Science Research Council and the British Council. 

Needless to say, without their aid the dissertation 

would never have seen the light of day, and I remain 

indebted to them for providing me with the opportunity 

to make study visits to the Soviet Union and Amsterdam. 

Finally, special thanks to Liz Greenall, who typed, 

corrected and typed again, and who in doing so over­

came the twin hurdles of Russian transliteration and 

my handwriting! Naturally, all remaining faults and 

inconsistencies are entirely my own responsibility. 

-000-



LIST OF RUSSIAN WORDS USED IN THE TEXT: 
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voenrevkom (voennyi revoliutsionnyi komitet) -

Military-revolutionary committee. 

VTsIK - (Vserossiiskii Tsentral'nyi Ispolnitel'nyi 

Komitet) - The All-Russian Central Executive 
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INTRODUCTION 



INTRODUCTION: 

This dissertation is not a study of why the anarchists 

failed to "win" the Russian revolution. Disregarding 

any measure of numerical strength, the concept of 

"winning" a revolution, i.e. taking power in some 

way, is not one that can sensibly be applied to 

anarchists, and they themselves would not have 

gc:tuged success or failure in these terms. Neither 

is it an account of the swift and bloody demise of 

the anarchists after April 1918, even though such a 

study in itself would be interesting and would pro­

vide a further insight into early Bolshevik sup­

pression of other revolutionary groups. 

Instead, the primary aims of the dissertation are 

to attempt to answer questions about a) the influ­

ence and b) the social base of support for anarchism 

in Russia from the time of its first appearance, 

alongside the 1905 revolution, to the height of its 

success, in the summer of 1918. It is thus intended 

to demonstrate that though the Russian anarchists 

were undoubtedly small in number, nevertheless at 

certain times they exerted a disproportionately 

large degree of influence amongst sections of the 

population which were easily mobilised to 

revolutionary action. 

To this extent, the study opens with a brief account 

of the ideology of Russian anarchism in the period 
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under review. There then follows an analysis of 

the influence and role of the anarchists in the 

first revolutionary period, together with a dis-

cussion of the reasons for the movement's failure 

to make more of its early successes. This in turn 

leads to an account of the anarchist movement in 

emigration and underground in Russia, between 1907-

1917. Finally, the dissertation addresses itself 

to the extent of the appearance of an anarchist 

movement both between February and October 1917, 

and in the period immediately following the Bolshevik 

seizure of power. 

Western scholars have traditionally ignored or paid 

insufficient attention to the role of the anarchists 

in the Russian revolution, arguing that as they 

neither had any bearing on the power structure, nor 

fared well in elections to government institutions 

and labour organisations, they warrant at best a 

passing mention in an account of the revolutionary 

events in Russia. There are only two English-

language works which deal specifically with the 

anarchist movement, both written by P. Avrich.(1) 

Written in the 1960s, both are extremely well re­

searched books, and Avrich clearly made use of every 

source material available to him. However, the works 

suffer a) because they appeared before the Soviet 

authorities began allowing Western scholars access 

to their archive holdings, and also before the 

resurgence of interest in within the Soviet 
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Union and b) because Avrich falls into the trap 

of an insufficiently critical appraisal of the 

available source material left behind by the anar­

chists. Further, to a large extent Avrich's task 

was for the first time to document in a straight­

forward, descriptive manner the history of the 

Russian anarchists. This he did, for the most part, 

admirably, but he left to one side the questions of 

the influence and social base of Russian anarchism, 

questions which form the central theme of this 

dissertation. 

The only other available literature in the English 

language comes in the form of books written by Russian 

anarchists once in permanent exile in the west.(2) 

For the most part, these works have only recently 

appeared in translated form, reflecting the revival 

of interest in anarchism in general at the end of the 

1960s. The obvious shortcomings of these works, bias 

and shortage of memory, nevertheless should not dis­

suade us from considering them as an invaluable source 

of information on the anarchist movement.(3) 

Finally, mention should be made of the existence of 

a number of Western works on the ideology of Russian 

anarchism of this period, including several about 

Kropotkin. Insofar as these works provide insights 

into the philosophical development of Russian anar­

chism, they lie largely outside the scope of this 

study, and so are useful only as general background 

information. (4) 
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This paucity of interest in the Russian anarchist 

movement has not been reflected, however, among 

Soviet historians. Between 1917 and the beginning 

of the 1930s a large number of books and articles 

on the Russian anarchists appeared, often written by 

reformed anarchists themselves, and these both reflect 

the importance of the movement to the new Soviet regime 

and provide us with the best secondary source material. 

For the following thirty years almost nothing on the 

Russian anarchists was written in the Soviet Union. 

However, from the early 1960s Soviet historians 

have shown a revived interest in all aspects of the 

anarchist movement, and several of the works which 

have appeared have made full use of the primary source 

material available to them.(5) 

The present Soviet view of the Russian anarchists, 

as opposed to anarchism in general, is far from 

totally hostile. While a grudging respect is reserved 

for Bakunin, Kropotkin is openly heralded as a great, 

albeit misguided, Russian revolutionary, and he even 

has a town in the Kuban named after him.(6) Praise 

is also heaped upon individual anarchists who helped 

the Bolsheviks in the Civil War, so-called "Soviet 

anarchists n .(7) More generally, some of the more 

liberal Soviet historians have argued that the 

"genuine" anarchists, between February 1917 and April 

1918, were well-intentioned revolutionaries who became 

victims of the criminal activities of their opportu­

nist comrades.(8) 
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These views are, however, no more than concessions 

to the standard view that soon after its reappearance 

in February 1917, Russian anarchism became first the 

hidden, and then the open enemy of the Bolsheviks and 

Soviet power. The need to take seriously the appear-

ance of anarchism in Russia was stressed by early 

Soviet writers in the years after the Civil War. 

They especially warned of the dangers from infiltra­

tion of anarcho-syndicalism that could result from 

an ignorance of the causes of anarchism in Russia. (9) 

From these early days all Soviet writers have ad­

hered strictly to the view that anarchism appealed 

to the declasse elements of the working class, 

the middle peasantry, the petty-bourgeoisie, and 

the criminal fraternity in particular. Some have 

gone further, however, and have tacitly accepted in 

their analyses that a real ideological battle had to 

be carried out by the Bolshevike to woo important 

sections of the workers, soldiers and peasantry from 

the anarchists.(10) In broad terms, this is also 

the view of this author. The argument here will go 

another stage, and posit that had it not been for 

internal tactical disagreements and organisational 

shortcomings, the anarchists would have posed an 

even greater danger to the Bolshevik regime, given 

the influence that the movement won for itself. 

* * * * * * * * 
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Finally, a word on primary source materials. Any 

study of anarchism is immediately seriously hampered 

by the fact that anarchists themselves are tradition­

ally not known for the keeping even of party cards, 

let alone minutes of meetings or records of a more 

general nature. Most Russian anarchists considered 

the concept of an anarchist party to be a contra­

diction in terms and certainly saw no need to 

regularly attend meetings and vote on resolutions. 

They relied rather on the medium of the pamphlet, 

journal or newspaper to air their views and bind 

themselves together, however loosely, into some 

form of organisation. 

These journals are to some extent available in the 

West, and they provide an invaluable source in 

attempting to the sphere of activity of the 

anarchists both inside Russia and abroad, while also 

allowing us to make an assessment of their views 

on events occurring in the motherland. However, as 

was noted above in connection with Avrich's work, 

they contain within themselves obvious shortcomings, 

not least of which is their biased appraisal of the 

movement's own strengths. Therefore, they have to 

be approached with kid-gloves. 

The other major source of primary materials available 

are the records kept by the Okhrana up to February 

1917, now housed in the Tsentral'nyi Gosudarstvennyi 

Arkhiv Oktiabr'skoi Revoliutsii (TsGAOR) in Moscow. 
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These records are indeed an invaluable source, but 

again care has to be taken, since the tsarist secret 

police agents often cared little about what they 

considered to be the subtle differences between all 

the Russian revolutionary parties. Thus, not all the 

information contained in the Okhrana files on the 

anarchists actually relates to anarchist groups. 

Lastly, there are Soviet records and statistical 

information, which taken on their own quickly lead 

one to the conclusion that there were almost no 

anarchists in Russia after February 1917. These are 

the sources that Western historians have commonly 

relied on when drawing their conclusions on the strength 

of the anarchist movement. But here, more than any­

where, the material must be treated with caution - far 

from all anarchists would have anything to do with 

elections even to factory committees let alone any 

government or administrative apparatus, however revo­

lutionary it might have appeared to other parties, and 

30 their absence, or very poor showing, in these insti­

tutions should not lead us to the conclusion that the 

anarchist presence in Russia in 1917-1918 was barely 

noticeable. 

With these warnings in mind, before looking at the 

origins and first appearances of Russian anarchism, 

we must first ask the question, was Russian 

anarchism? It is to a brief analysis of this that we 

turn now. 

-000-



CHAPTER I 

THE IDEOLOGY OF THE RUSSIAN ANARCHISTS: 



THE IDEOLOGY OF THE RUSSIAN ANARCHISTS: 

This chapter does not attempt to review the whole 

spectrum of Russian anarchist thought. Indeed, the 

ideology of the Russian anarchist movement, or of 

anarchism as a whole, is not easy to pin down, 

largely because of the varying degrees of emphasis 

particular anarchist thinkers have placed on the 

elements that can be said to form the basic traits, 

the lowest common denominators of anarchism.(1) 

Rather, the intention here is merely to provide a 

backdrop to the whole study, and to fix clearly in 

our minds what the Russian anarchist movement saw 

as its main objectives. 

Although Bakunin can be said to have been the father 

of Russian anarchism, it was Kropotkin who laid down 

the ideological foundations for the movement which 

arose in Russia at the beginning of the twentieth 

century. It is important to state at the very out-

set, however, that the essential elements of Kropotkin's 

thought, which came to be known as anarchist communism, 

had their roots firmly in the nineteenth century. Its 

mixture of economic egalitarianism and political free-

dom, based on the assumption of man's natural desire 

to aid his fellowman in a stateless society, was a 

philosophy effectively forged in the middle of the 

1870s. Even then Kropotkin never claimed to be the 

originator of the body of thought, preferring to see 
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himself as the anarchist who put ideas that had 

been circulating for some time into a rational 

scientific form. 

* * * * * * * * 

What, then, was this body of thought, and which 

aspects of it were particularly stressed by the 

Russian anarchist writers in the early twentieth 

century? 

In its broadest perspective, it contained three 

elements. First, a distrust, dislike, or hatred 

(depending on the emphasis) of any organised struc­

ture or authority - and in this it counted the state, 

any state, as the most advanced, perfect example of 

organised violence upon the community as a whole. 

Second, a belief that only a revolution, not neces­

sarily violent, but definitely all-encompassing in 

its effect on society, could rid communities of all 

the elements that make up authority. And third, to 

an extent allied to the first two ideas, a positive 

belief in the freedom of the individual to follow 

his own wants and fulfil his own needs. In addition, 

one should add two beliefs, two articles of faith 

even, one negative and one positive, that were in­

herent in the psychological make-up of the anarchist. 

The first was a complete rejection of the laws, 

morality and religion of the society in which the 

anarchist happened to be living, and the second, 
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almost paradoxically it might seem, was his faith in 

human improvement and the imminence of the perfecti­

bility of man. 

Let us first examine the Russian anarchists' ideas 

on power and the state. It was, after all, on the 

question of the abolition of the state that anarchists 

and socialists traditionally had come to blows, and it 

was to be over the notion of political power held in 

the hands of a party, however revolutionary, that the 

anarchists were to launch their critique of the 

Bolsheviks after 1917. Put quite simply, for the 

anarchist removal of state power was a necessary 

condition of any revolution, if it were to be success­

ful; and the term removal did not include any notion 

of the state "withering away" or of any temporary 

proletariat dictatorship. , 

Although both socialists and anarchists in Russia 

held up the disappearance of the state as an ideal, 

the latter put considerably more emphasis on it. 

While the Marxists had traditionally seen the state 

as a political superstructure dividing society into 

classes, "withering away" after a protracted period 

of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the anarch­

ists insisted that time was of the essence. They 

were well aware of some of the more libertarian 

statements that Marx and Engels had made on occasion, 

and that the latter had proclaimed that the state's 

first act for the benefit of the people would at the 
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same time be its last. "The difference is only that 

the anarchists, in short, want to destroy the state 

in twenty-four hours, but for Engels the operation ••• 

will last a little longer. A little longer! That's 

the whole trouble!,,(2) 

This argument was, of course, by no means a new one 

by the onset of the twentieth century. It had been 

the main ideological stumbling block between Bakunin 

and Marx and had been instrumental in the breaking 

up of the First International. But the Russian anar­

chists also concentrated their attacks on the contem-

porary socialists' wavering attitude towards the state 

and what they considered to be their lust for political 

power and bureaucracy. As one anarchist journal put 

it, "The state takes on some sort of secret existence 

in the social democratic theory of the future: it 

will both appear and disappear: it vacillates 

eternally between life and death. One is young and 

hearty, displaying all the signs of health, the 

other is sickly and waning, living out its last 

days.,,(3) Everything depended, it seemed, on whose 

interests the state was expressing, the workers or 

the bourgeoisie. 

For the anarchists, the state was above such con­

sideration. It was its very power that was evil, 

regardless of which section of society was wielding 

it, and this power was in no way connected with laws 

of property or economic relationships. And the fact 
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that the Russian state was an autocratic one led the 

Russian anarchists to consider that their struggle 

against it had to be all the more determined than 

that of their Western European comrades. 

* * * * * * * * 

The anarchist theory of revolution also differed 

fundamentally from that of the Marxist in that, 

following on from their strict antistatism, they 

could not define a revolution as a seizure of power, 

whether for a party or for some section of the popu-

lation. In this sense, it can be said that they saw 

no need for a "revolutionary government" of any sort. 

Their revolution was to be a "social" one - if it did 

not abolish the state, the government and politics, 

then the anarchists did not consider it to be a social 

revolution, but simply a political one. They totally 

rejected what they termed the "statist" conception of 

the revolution, where some sort of termination of the 

revolutionary process was envisaged, and where the 

future of the people would subsequently be determined 

by a handful of new masters. As Voline, one of the 

'major Russian anarchist figures, wrote after 1917, 

"it is clear that the authoritarian principle and 

the revolutionary principle are diametrically opposed 

and mutually exclusive - and that the revolutionary 

principle is essentially turned toward the future, 

while the other is tied by all its roots to the past, 

and thus is reactionaryn.(4) 
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No centralised state apparatus would be capable of 

dealing with the huge problems which the revolution 

would inevitably face, even if that state apparatus 

comprised, as the Marxists envisaged, workers (and, 

possibly, peasants). So their ideas on the state 

and on revolution were closely interlinked, in that 

they believed that any government, whether revolut­

ionary or not, was above all concerned with keeping 

itself in power, and would act accordingly, in the 

interests of its own self-preservation. 

The anarchists disagreed fundamentally with the 

Bolsheviks on the notion of a revolutionary party. 

In 1913, Lenin wrote that "the Marxists have a funda­

mentally different view (from the anarchists) of the 

relation of the unorganised ••• masses to the party, 

to organisation. It is to enable the mass of a 

definite class to learn to understand its own inter-

ests and its position, to learn to conduct its own 

policy, that there must be an organisation of the 

advanced elements of the class, immediately and at 

all costs, even though at first these elements con­

stitute only a tiny fraction of the class ll .(5) No 

anarchist saw any role at all for such a political 

party, which was somehow to act as a "vanguard", to 

direct the workers and peasants towards revolution. 

On the contrary, as Kropotkin claimed, "it is the 

workers' and peasants' initiative that all parties -

the socialist authoritarian party included - have 
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always stifled, wittingly or not, by party 

discipline.". (6) 

Great stress, therefore, was laid throughout on the 

need for the revolution to be created by the spon­

taneity and initiative of the masses, and on the fact 

that the revolution had ultimately to be "social", 

and not just political. As far as Russia was con-

cerned, historical conditions meant that the 

oppressed had to struggle both for political libera­

tion and economic freedoms at the same time, a two­

headed task which in the countries of Western Europe 

had been decided in two different epochs and under 

the influences of different ideological tendencies. 

This had the advantage, as far as the anarchists were 

concerned, of making a genuinely all-encompassing 

social revolution in Russia particularly likely. 

Further, the anarchists constantly tried to argue 

that their ideology represented the true interests 

of all oppressed people, and, within the Russian 

framework, they were never slow to point out the 

inconsistencies in the Marxists' attitude to the 

backward, "unreliable" peasants. Significantly, in 

the category of oppressed many anarchists included 

not just the proletariat or the peasantry, but also 

the lumpenproletariat, an element that Marx had con­

sidered to have no positive role to play. Indeed, 

there is evidence at hand to suggest, as we shall see, 

that Russian anarchism attracted into its ranks mainly 

the lesser-educated, poorer workers and peasants from 
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those areas where the anarchists themselves attempted 

to spread their word, elements who found the tenets 

of Marxism too elaborate to grasp, and the propaganda 

of the Socialist Revolutionaries insufficiently 

maximalist. 

* * * * * * * * 

For Kropotkin, the notion of individual liberty 

through free cooperation was at the root of the 

positive element of his teaching, based on a funda­

mental belief in the innate goodness of man. This 

belief took him away from the narrow confines of the 

political and economic struggle, and encouraged him 

to analyse all forms of social life, notably marriage, 

education, morality, religion. and crime and punish-

mente 

Kropotkin argued that the individual should be fully 

free to realise all his aims so long as they were 

beneficial both for himself and for society at large. (7) 

In his article on anarchism written for the Encyclopedia 

Brittanica, he advised that what the anarchist should 

be striving towards was to help man reach "full 

individualisation, which is not possible under either 

the present system of individualism, or under any 

system of state socialism".(8) Such an ideal, Kropotkin 

believed, was neither utopian nor metaphysical. 

The Kropotkinist anarchists enlarged on this by 

concentrating much of their attention on what they 
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termed the social freedom of the individual (as 

opposed to the false notion of absolute physical 

freedom). This had to be unconditional, since they 

believed that behind every human existence lay an 

innate right to the free and harmonious development 

of natural desires. Thus, if the individual was 

being oppressed in society, it was not the fault of 

society as such, but was due only to the form in which 

society was manifested. For the anarchist communists 

society had been created as a positive factor of evo­

lution, on the level of the inevitable struggle of 

man against his environment, a fact which they accused 

individualist anarchists of forgetting in the light of 

the many faults of contemporary societies, all of which 

were due entirely to the presence of the state and 

private property. (9) 

While this divergence over the notion of freedom 

existed between the anarchist communists and the 

individualist anarchists, there was nevertheless com-

plete agreement that they did not stand for what they 

termed "bourgeois freedoms", which left undisturbed 

the economic base - private property. 

Much of the positive belief in the freedom of the 

individual in society manifested itself in the writ­

ings of the Russian anarchists in the form of attacks 

on the notion of private property. And at first sight, 

there was no difference between the Marxist 

and the anarchist over the concept of property. Alien 



- 17 -

to both creeds, the anarchist critique of private 

property could be just as damning as the Marxists'. 

Thus, one anarchist could write in the journal 

Burevestnik that private property, hSO long as it 

has existed, has served as a stimulus for both 

individual and social violence ••• It has enslaved 

economically and politically the workers and produc­

tive elements of society, having concentrated through­

out the ages all the accumulated treasures, both 

material and spiritual in the arms of those elements 

who do little work and are unproductive; it has 

created that suffocating atmosphere of disgusting 

and infinite greed, in which it becomes more and 

more difficult for modern man to breathe; finally 

it enslaves and, what is much worse, corrupts the 

individual, morally disfigures him, producing in him 

the wild and grasping instinct of ownership, locking 

his free and powerful spirit in the clamped framework 

of vile materialism". (10) In fact, the moral slavery 

resulting from the acquisition of private property 

was, for the anarchist, far more horrific in its 

consequences than the economic slavery which Marx 

had concentrated on. This stemmed from the fact that 

the anarchist refused to see in man simply a producer, 

believing production always to be secondary in 

relation to needs.(11) 

As far as the question of property related to the 

peasant and his land, the anarchists, believing that 

the peasantry itself would be able to organise its 
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own life after the revolution, rejected the need to 

nationalise the land so as to undertake large-scale, 

centralised rural production. Instead, they preached 

an agrarian programme of obshchinas, united along 

federative lines into one general union, wherein each 

unit would retain full autonomy and independence.(12) 

Moreover, they considered their words to be music to 

the ears of the Russian peasants: liAs our peasants 

consider the land to be no-one's, free; as in their 

environment there are strong communist traditions and 

communist forms of land use and economy; and as the 

popular masses carry within themselves an anti-statist 

mood, so the peasants consider our suggestions just 

and beneficial and... listen to our words.«.(13) 

While they accepted that division of the land would 

depend on the needs of the local peasants, the fact 

that after the revolution the land would belong to 

everyone also meant that it would belong to no-one. 

An analogy was drawn between land and air, and it 

was believed that after a time a situation would be 

reached where all were using the land for the benefit 

of all, at which point, strictly speaking, true com-

munism would be reached. 

Alongside this form of society in the countryside, 

the anarchists sought a similar decentralised 

structure in the urban environment, and particularly 

in the factory. Most felt a revulsion towards central-

ised industrial production which was highly organised 
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and, to the anarchist, stifled the individuality of 

the worker. 

Much of Kropotkin's most influential works, The 

Conquest of Bread and Fields, Factories and Workshops 

concerned themselves with an analysis of the possible 

structure of decentralised industry. Significantly, 

his plan for Russia in 1917 was not substantially 

different from his blueprint for the future society 

in 1892; that is, a federative structure of libert-

arian communes, intersecting at points for various 

purposes, with each commune itself being a federation 

of smaller groups of individuals. (14) 

* * * * * * * * 

As for those that they considered to be the oppressors, 

the anarchists harboured a burning hatred for all forms 

of bourgeois society, a hatred which in fact was in­

herited more from Bakunin than Kropotkin. The Russian 

anarchists in their writings reserved their most 

vitriolic attacks for this section of society, both 

because of the economic inequalities inherent in it, 

and because of the monopoly of knowledge which they 

considered the bourgeoisie enjoyed. The anarchists 

believed the Russian bourgeoisie to be an even bigger 

enemy than the autocracy, in that they had much to 

gain from procuring a "moderate" revolution such as 

that in 1905. Therefore, they argued, there was no 

question of the proletariat ever entering into a 
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union with any bourgeois parties, even on a temporary 

basis. liThe union of the two hostile classes pre­

supposes a peace between them, and as such cannot 

have any practical or educational significance for 

the workern .(15) 

Anarchists explained their dislike of the bourgeois 

intelligentsia in terms of the fact that society 

considered them to be "the carriers of the highest 

human ideals, champions of eternal truth", when in 

practice these definitions came from the mouth and 

pens of intellectuals themselves. In reality, the 

intelligentsia enjoyed both a privileged social and 

psychological position which they did not deserve. 

"All their spiritual aspirations, everything they 

call their social ideals, inevitably carries within 

itself the spirit of caste privilege ll , and, as far 

as the anarchist was concerned, there could be no 

truth with the existence of privilege.(16) The up­

shot of this was that there had not been one revo-

lution in the world's history which had not been 

interfered with by "leaders, ideologists and 

organisers", who were invariably neither workers 

nor peasants, but "intermediaries who hesitated bet-

ween the ruling class of the dying epoch and the 

proletariat of the cities and fields". Although, 

because of their class characteristics and their 

desire for power, they took up a revolutionary 

position when it suited them, the intelligentsia, 

underneath the slogan of workers' interests, always 

pursued own group or caste interests.(17) 
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This dislike of intellectuals, particularly those 

who preached socialism, remained a central theme in 

the anarchists' critique of modern society through­

out the period of their existence. Interestingly, 

an anarchist writing at the end of 1917 recalled 

that in the early days after the February revolution 

socialist orators had had great difficulty in explain­

ing their creed to their audiences of workers and 

soldiers, simply because the theory contained too 

many foreign words which rendered the speeches largely 

unintelligible. (18) The anarchists preferred to be-

lieve that their message was more easily understood, 

and there is evidence in the events of 1917 and 1918 

that this was the case amongst those sections of the 

workforce with low levels of political education in 

those areas where the anarchists managed to propagate 

that message. 

The anarchists also aimed part of their attack on 

socialism by accusing it of obsessive interest in 

the bourgeois concepts of democracy, law and morality. 

In an earlier period of its existence, anarchism had 

been concerned to taint nineteenth century liberalism 

with these preoccupations, largely so as to attempt 

to leave no one in doubt that liberalism, while show­

ing an admirable hostility to centralised government, 

was bourgeois in its origin, whereas anarchism had no 

such intellectual pedigree. Now it seemed to the 

Russian anarchists that there was no debate - liberalism 

was clearly the purest expression of the bourgeoisie, 
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the secret of its class origin having been revealed 

in its tactics. There was, however, still a need to 

expose the falsity of all bourgeois notions of social 

behaviour, especially those that the socialist parties 

professed some faith in. 

All anarchists scoffed at contemporary notions of law 

and morality, and the anarchist terrorists in Russia 

made no secret of the fact that one of their aims was 

to break the law created by bourgeois society, as well 

as rejecting its morals and religion, thereby fighting 

the violence of the law with their own anarchist vio-

lence. The journal Buntar', for instance, denounced 

any "legal" struggle, a tactic palmed off by the 

democrats to the working class. "Our aim is to 

develop and deepen the spirit of destruction and 

rebellion. Our tactics are a struggle against all 

law by illegal methods. n .(19) 

So, although anarchism originated from a positive 

belief in a moral, natural man, and a faith in man's 

ability to live in a society with no written laws, it 

was nevertheless contemptuous of what it considered 

to be bourgeois morality, a morality invented by the 

oppressors of the past to justify the existence of 

their violent state machinery. This led socialists 

such as Plekhanov to claim that "An Anarchist is a 

man who - when he is not a police agent - is fated 

always and everywhere to attain the opposite of that 

which he attempts to achieve ••• The morality of the 

Anarchists is that of persons who look upon all human 
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